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Executive Summary
The July 2005 London Bombings is chosen to evaluate the effectiveness of emergency service and partner agencies response. Such incidents provide critical analysis of the responders which will be explored in this report. 
	Terrorism is a significant problem in the modern world, such so that the UK Government has implemented legislation and programs to assist emergency services and partner agencies. For example, MI5 created a ‘Legacy Team’ to look back at previous attacks and update intelligence. In an Intelligence and Security Committee report published in 2009, titled could ‘7/7 Have Been Prevented?’, it argued that such partner agencies could have used this system in 7/7 to reassess individuals who previously posed a terrorist risk. This would allow partner agencies to analyse terrorists, to understand them and help emergency responders better use their resources during operations. 
	This report will look at the 7/7 bombings in detail, drawing on relevant information and data. Analysis of the response will also be evaluated.

Introduction
Terrorism is a difficult term to accurately describe. ‘Terrorism is the systematic use of coercive intimidation’. (Wilkinson, 2011). For this reason, it can be difficult for emergency services and partner agencies to strategize. Another factor especially in the UK is that terrorism on a large scale is a rare occurrence. So maybe the lack of experience can account for the overall effectiveness of the response. 
Overview of attacks
July 7th, 2005, London bombings was 4 coordinated attacks against the London transport system and commuters. Homemade bombs were used by 4 terrorists, 3 were detonated in succession on the underground and one detonated on a double decker bus in Tavistock Square. Circle line, Edgware Road, and on the Piccadilly line near Russell Square were all the targets. The attackers were named as Mohammad Sidique Khan, Shehzad Tanwee, Germaine Lindsay and Hasib Hussain. 52 individuals were killed and up to 800 people were left injured. At the time it was the UK’s earliest attack since the 1988 bombing of Pan Am flight 103. Since it was the first Islamic suicide attack to happen in the UK, the police and other agencies were faced with a task never dealt with before. The effectiveness of emergency service and partner agencies responses has come under fire on the handling of the attack, with many people believing there was error on the part of emergency responders. (Stern, et al 2014)
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Emergency services and partner agencies response to the bombings
The police play a vital role in prevention of terrorism. Their primary function is to save life. Their next role is to organise and coordinate emergency services. This is important because they facilitate other emergency services to respond. In the 7/7 attacks, the police had the responsibility to preserve the scene. This meant securing a perimeter around the location of the explosions and closing parts of the underground. The police here would have to facilitate other response agencies, for example London Underground staff and team to coordinate people to safety, allocate emergencies services where needed and to protect the scene.
All emergency services play different roles in a terror incident. But one thing is clear, their primary function is to save lives. There are 4 stages at a major incident. The initial response, consolidation response, recovery phase and the restoration of normality. 
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Methane model- Available at https://www.jesip.org.uk/early-stages-methane 
The same or similar set of procedures would have been followed at the 7/7 bombings by the initial responders and those involved. It is vital that it is accurately followed otherwise there is scope for further damage. (Spalek, 2015)
London underground received multiple calls about the first 3 bomb explosions just before 9pm. However, they believed it was power related. 
At the start of the attacks, it would have been difficult for the initial responses to declare an emergency. The first explosion happened on the London Underground C69 and C77 Stock Circle line sub-surface train, number 204, travelling eastbound between Liverpool Street and Aldgate. Currently, it was impossible to investigate the scene and establish the cause of the explosion. The first ideas of what had occurred was a power surge on the underground, which subsequently caused the explosion. In this context, it is reasonable to assume this. As an initial responder, whether police or related agencies, a major terrorist attack seems unlikely as you have no prior experience. There was good communication between organisations at this stage, National Grid were quick to investigate and rule a power related issue out.
London underground network declared ‘code amber’, declaring a network emergency. At this stage they believe it to be power related, not being able to pinpoint the cause. However, it is evident to see they did not efficiently communicate the network status with the police stating at 8.59am 'We don't think it's terrorist'. This undoubtedly delayed the response of ambulances, fire fighters and police who all could have been alerted sooner. 
At 9.29am, 40 minutes after the initial explosions, the police confirm that it is a major incident. At this point the police can now begin to investigate any potential hazards. However, the nature of the incident is unknown. 
The official announcement was made at 12pm, by the prime minister 3 hours 10 minutes from the initial attack. This could show a lack of communication and structure within the emergency service as it took a significant period to deliver a message. (Spalek, 2015)
However, it can be argued that the decision to wait until the circumstances had been fully understood and assessed had been effective. It meant the message could be delivered accurately without spreading false information and emotional distress. 
Forensic officers worked in difficult environments, especially on the London underground. Therefore, the effectiveness of their work would have been hindered. The heat on the underground tunnels reached 40 degrees in temperature, which for health and safety reasons, required breaks for forensic and fire service member. The situation would have been complex and preservation and recovery of scenes very difficult.  Some evidence may not have been recovered and other information relating to the bombings may not be uncovered. Many people criticised this as a fault with forensics. They argued that they should have the equipment ready to tackle terror incidents. 
In reviewing records, it was also found that Khan had previously been picked up in a previous investigation into terror. According to David Leppard in The Sunday Times, he had been linked to a plot, where a 600lb truck would detonate in London. (Leppard, 2006) Police and intelligence agencies in-fact declared Khan’s involvement was ‘indirect’. Naturally, the services involved were criticised for failing to survey Khan and his movements. 
“If this is true, it completely undermines the basis on which the ISC did its report.” The shadow home secretary David Davis also criticised the police and MI5 handling of Khan. Intelligence and Security Committee has the responsibility of the UK intelligence community, so from this statement it is reasonable to say that involved agencies compromised the ISC. It could have been a case of mis communications and could show the emergency services act almost independently. Additionally, Rachel North, a survivor of the bomb at King’s Cross, was shocked by the disclosure: “I am shaking with anger. Furthering the doubt in the effectiveness of the emergency services and partner agencies. The resources included to observe Khan would be expensive and unrealistic. The agency that decided not to peruse Khan had a difficult decision to make, and they never thought he would be involved in a terrorist attack. 
On 12th July, the premises of Khan, Tanweer and Hussain were all searched by West Yorkshire Police. This was in a bid to secure any evidence, to piece the attacks together. So why did it take 5 days after the attacks to happen. During this period crucial evidence could have been destroyed by other parties involved in a bid to mess police investigations. People rightfully criticised the polices delay, Hussains driving licenses as already established, were found two days prior, maybe it was an issue with obtaining an accurate address or search warrant. 
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Here in the image, you can see emergency responders at Russell Square. A lot of the Ambulance crews seem to be stood around, almost like they are not in a hurry. Criticism at first instance can be drawn as to why they are not closer to the scenes of the attacks. Surely, professionally trained medics should be treating those injured in the attacks. However, they could have been holding back just in case another attack happened. In the image above you can see the effectiveness of police strategy. Emergency services and partner agencies have created a one-way system into the scene ensuring there is efficiency in transporting people in and out for treatment. Additionally, the strong presence of ambulance and police cars reassures the public the situation is being controlled, however again the number of vehicles has been criticised. 

Cordons Diagram
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The diagram above is a similar way the emergencies services used to secure the crime scene efficiently. The inner cordon secures any hazards, ensuring the crime scene and evidence is safe. In context of the bus explosion, the actual scene of the explosion is secured. This shows good control by the police, locking down the evidence. As you can see in the image below, access points were created, where an officer would monitor traffic in and out of the scene, logging who came. This was important in creating records, so things cannot be interfered with. The outer cordon forms a controlled area outside the inner cordon to improve security of the area. At this stage only vetted and permitted people are allowed to enter. Finally, on the outside there is traffic cordons which prevent unauthorised vehicle access. Also, in the image below you can see police tape sectioning off the scene. This is effective as the area is safe, making sure the public do not interfere or even become injured in the aftermath. 
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Communication between responders
The London Assembly called the radios "inadequate" or "non-existent". Communication is important to understand the severity of situations. Not only that it can save lives in a terrorist related incident.  (English, 2010) 
It was reported that some ambulances were sent to wrong coordinates due to radio malfunctions, lack of coordination and interruptions. Considering terror attacks at this scale occur rarely, it does not justify simple technology failing. More worrying than that, the mishap in communication should be heavily critiqued. 
There were other delays at the bomb sites as some emergency services were not told if the track power was off and without that clarification they could not go on the tracks.
The initial firefighter response was criticised as they refused to enter the tunnel at the scene of the explosions due to safety issues. Electricity potentially still being on was the main issue, however lack of equipment could be to blame as pointed out by a London Underground worker. Inspector Munn of British Transport Police stated ‘I stood on the third rail and said, the powers off’. (Casciani, 2011) The fact other responders or public service individual is having to persuade them to enter the tracks shows bad coordination, organisation and most importantly communication. In an ideal response to such an incident, first firefighter responders would effectively communicate with British Transport, efficiently determining the tracks pose no danger, therefore making the response more efficient. The only defence to their initial hesitation is that protocols have to be followed, however in this response evidence suggests in was ineffective. A survivor of the attack told an inquest stated why the responders ‘stood around’ in the station. (Casciani, 2011)
After 7/7 attacks
After the attacks many reforms and changes were brought into place. One of the main changes were by London Underground who introduced a new radio system. LU said: "These systems give every Tube staff member a personal radio and the ability to contact any other.” This change hopefully will prevent other crimes and to help responders get to the scene quicker. If the radio system was efficient before the attacks, it could have helped fire, police and ambulance services get a precise location of the attacks.  (McFadyen, 2020)
Attacks such as 7/7 increased the pressure on UK emergency responders on fulfilling their main duties. Protecting people/security and safeguarding people’s lives. The Investigatory Powers Act 2016 (IPA) allows for the mass collection of electronic date which is important in criminal matters. It is argued that this legislation if implemented before 7/7 could have prevented it. (Hale-Ross, 2018)
Also, after the incident there were structural changes in management within British transport Police. Key command, power and communication systems restructured, being placed next to each other in the same command centre. 
Longitudinal Study Following the London Bombings
The 7/7 bombings caused a lot of fear amongst the British public, especially those living in London. People felt vulnerable for another attack. According to the Longitudinal Study 2005, 48% had gathered 4 or more relevant supplies in case of emergency. In phone interviews, almost half of Londoners demonstrated their fear of another Major incident. These findings may suggest that people do not trust the Major Incident plans in place for Police, Emergency services and partner agencies. These findings influence future emergency plans by relevant services.
Discussion
Based off research, it is sometime clear to see that terrorists want notoriety and attention for the attacks. This motive shows how dangerous they were, leading me on to believe that emergency services and partner agencies prior to the incident were not effective.
During research, there was a lot of claims that an attack was imminent. According to Sheikh Omar Bakri Mohamed, an Islamic leader, “inevitable” that London would be hit by a large attack “because they are being prepared by various groups.”. He publicly stated this 15 months before 7/7 bombings.  (Kakri, 2004, interview for Portuguese magazine). There are many similar cases of warnings, however, this situation is difficult. The police and related agencies can only prepare with limited resources, and it would have been impossible for them to ‘guess’ a date an attack would happen. Maybe preparations should have been better.
Here you have all the category one responders except the coast guard who in 7/7 attacks were not required. The senior officers in each agency, organisation and local authorities liaising which each other. All of this has been coordinated and instigated by the police incident officer. Initially this might be communicating with each agency all together to decide what the right course of action is, before involving more senior and strategic agencies. This shows good collaboration between emergency responders and other agencies which provide for a more effective response to a terror attack such as 7/7. 
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