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Introduction
This paper is going to discuss whether the emergency services and partner agencies responded effectively to the 7/7 Terrorist Attack. The legislation that governs these organisations will be discussed, followed by a critical analysis of each agency reviewing how well they responded to the attack. Any shortcomings will need to be identified to see whether they had an impact on the effectiveness of the response with discussion surrounding any improvements that could be made. All the points will need to be concluded to see whether the actions and shortcomings resulted in an effective or ineffective response to the terrorist attack. It is vital to consider that due to the age of this incident, recommendations have already been put into place, however there will be a review of the recommendations made that may facilitate the prevention of mistakes in the future.
7/7 Terrorist Attack
The 7/7 terrorist attack, commonly known as the 7/7 bombings was a terrorist attack that took place in London on the 7th of July 2005. Four Al Qaeda suicide bombers detonated bombs on both the London Underground and a London Bus, resulting in the deaths of 52 people (START, 2010). Terrorist attacks had taken place within the United Kingdom (UK) previously, however how this one differed is that it “marked the first recorded occurrence of suicide terrorism in Great Britain” (SMART, 2010, p.2). The UK was facing a threat it had never seen before and was therefore not prepared for the challenges it faced during the 7/7 attacks (Strom & Eyerman, 2008). The most significant issues that hampered emergency efforts that day were the issues with communication and lack of clarity between both office staff and management and frontline responders (Casciani, 2011). 
Legislation 
Legislation that governs how both the police and other agencies deal with terrorists and terrorist incidents is the Terrorism Act 2000. This piece of legislation gives the police extra powers beyond the Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984 with regards to stop and search and detaining suspects, allowing them to detain and arrest any person they suspect of being a terrorist. The second piece of legislation which will be the main focus on this paper is the Civil Contingencies Act 2004. This piece of legislation was introduced after a number of situations in the early 2000’s, including the fuel crisis and severe flooding in 2000, as well as the outbreak of Foot and Mouth disease in 2001 (Cabinet Office, 2015). The Civil Contingencies Act sets out to define an emergency in order for a response to be coordinated, which includes “war, or terrorism, which threatens serious damage to security” (Cabinet Office, 2015, p.2). What this means is that there is set procedure in place should a terrorist attack take place, such as contingency planning, emergency plans and arrangements to make information public. These will be carried out by what the Act defines as ‘Category 1 Responders’, organisations who are at the core of the response to the majority of emergencies (Cheshire East Council, 2020). ‘Category 2 Responders’ are not so much the frontline workers but include organisations that still have a core function in dealing with emergencies including utility and transport companies and the Health and Safety Executive (Cheshire East Council, 2020). It is important to distinguish between category 1 and category 2 responders when evaluating if they had an effective response to an emergency situation such as the 7/7 Bombings. 


Category 1 Responders
Police
The initial response time for police resources to arrive on scene was quick, with the quickest response being only three minutes by a British Transport Police officer to arrive on the scene of the incident at Aldgate as seen in Appendix One. There was even a Metropolitan Police officer on the scene of the Incident at Kings Cross at 08:56, three minutes before Underground’s Network Control Centre placed a call out for all emergency services to attend, as can be seen in Appendix Three. British Transport Police (2021) stated the events of 7/7 were “one of the biggest challenges faced by the police service in post-war Britain” (British Transport Police, 2021), no individual within any public service could have predicted the events that would take place that day. Whilst police officers and police staff were highly commendable for their actions, there were some key failings that needed future addressing and resolving.
A significant issue that hampered both the response and rescue efforts was issues with radio communications. The radios used by London Underground Staff and the British Transport Police functioned underground, whereas radios used by other agencies such as the Metropolitan Police did not (Strom & Eyerman, 2008). The coroner’s inquest raised the concern that there were issues with communications underground due to the fact there was only one Airwave base radio below ground level, making it highly susceptible to being overloaded should there be a lot of radio traffic (HM Government, 2012). The inability to communicate with other officers has the ability to have a significant impact on the efficiency of the response to the incident, as officers at the scene were unable to transmit information about the incident back to the control room for it to be relayed to other officers responding.
Ambulance
Similar to the police, the deployment of ambulances to each incident was mostly rapid. As can be seen in Appendix One, the first ambulance arrived on scene at Liverpool Street at 9.03am, just 12 minutes after the initial 999 call. However, the effectiveness of the London Ambulance Service (LAS) was compromised by a multitude of varying factors. Firstly, as can be seen in Appendix Two it took longer for the first Ambulance to arrive on scene at Edgware Road, a delay of 9 minutes compared to the response to Liverpool Street. This is not an issue specific to LAS, it has been said that “It took longer at Edgware Road than at Aldgate for the emergency services to establish and communicate to each other that there had been an explosion” (London Assembly, 2006a, p.30). The likely cause for this delay is said to be that the incident at Aldgate was reported first, and therefore was the primary focus for the emergency services to attend and focus all its resources (London Assembly, 2006).
Communication issues were a key factor in the effectiveness of the response of LAS. The first 999 call to report the incident at Russell Square did not get received until 9.18am as seen in Appendix Three, a full 25 minutes after the explosion. From this call an LAS Fast Response Unit was dispatched quickly, arriving just six minutes after the call (London Assembly, 2006a), therefore their response to the call was rapid. The issue with the response was how long it took for the initial 999 call to be received, likely caused by the difficulties in getting mobile phone signal due to it being both at full capacity and underground (London Assembly, 2006b). This further hampered the response due to the fact that LAS had started to phase out radio pagers in favour of SMS text messaging for communication between HQ and managers (London Assembly, 2006b), text messages that would not be received in the event of there being a lack of mobile phone signal.
LAS was heavily criticized for its response to Tavistock Square, the location of the bus attack. The first paramedic to arrive on scene was not specifically dispatched to Tavistock Square, they happened to be passing on their way to the incident at Russell Square (Casciani, 2011). This resulted in a 52-minute delay in getting ambulances to the scene of the exploded bus, where 13 people died (Casciani, 2011). On the day of 7/7, it was said that there was a lack of ambulances and medical equipment available ready to respond to such an incident (BBC News, 2010).  This coupled with communication issues between the different scenes and the control room where the ‘Gold Commander’ is located resulted in ambulances being dispatched to Tavistock Square at 10.40am (H.M. Coroner, 2011), a severe delay from the initial 999 call made within a minute of the explosion at 9.47am (London Assembly, 2006a). 
Fire Service
It is clear that there is a pattern of emergency services responding rapidly to the incident at Aldgate as seen in Appendix One due to it being the first incident to be reported. In fact, the response of the London Fire Brigade (LFB) was extremely rapid, LFB declared the scene a major incident nine minutes before the London Ambulance Service had even arrived (London Assembly, 2006a). LFB’s response overall does appear to be a rapid one, with “240 firefighters together with 42 front-line appliances and nine Fire Rescue Units from a total of 196 vehicles available in London” (Reid & Jowell, 2006, p.22). Despite this, the response of the LFB has been heavily criticized due to several factors. Firstly, they were hampered by the same communication that affected both the police and ambulance service in that their radios did not function underground. Communication was such an issue that the LFB had to use runners for communication between those below ground to those on the surface (London Assembly, 2006a). This is not the first time that the LFB had their rescue efforts hindered by communication issues, an inquest conducted by Fennell (1988) into the Kings Cross Fire of 1987 found that their radios were not adequate to function underground. Recommendations were made back in 1988 for the LFB’s radios to function below ground (Fennell, 1988), yet they were still hampered by communication issues nearly 17 years later.
There were moments of conflict between the LFB and other emergency services due to their differing regulations and safety protocols. A group of fire-fighters at Aldgate station stated they were not allowed onto the tracks until they had received confirmation that traction current had been discharged, despite a British Transport Police inspector standing on one of the electrified rails to demonstrate that this had happened (H.M. Coroner, 2011). The response of the fire service to the incident at King’s Cross was also severely delayed due to LFB’s safety protocols. The first unit arrived at 9.13am, however they were not permitted to enter the tunnel until a second unit had arrived, which was not until 9.42am (H.M. Coroner, 2011). A considerable delay of this length is going to have a severe impact on the effectiveness of the response of the LFB, clearly shown in the behaviour of firefighters at the scene. A London Ambulance Service paramedic claims that firefighters were hostile towards them when they refused to take casualties from them, leading firefighters to panic and be “not helpful” (BBC News, 2010).
JESIP
The Joint Emergency Services Interoperability Programme (JESIP) was introduced in 2012 (JESIP, 2016) and aims to address some of the issues that have been discussed with ‘category 1’ responders. JESIP has five principles for joint working as seen in Appendix Four when it comes to major incidents, which should result in a more effective response to a future terrorist incident such as 7/7. A more collaborative way of working will avoid situations such as the fire service not entering the underground tunnel despite the police carrying out a risk assessment to determine that the scene is safe. 
Category 2 & Non-Categorised Responders
Transport for London (TFL) provided a quick and prompt response, often being the first on scene despite being classed as a ‘category 2’ responder as set out in the Civil Contingencies Act 2004. As seen in Appendix One, it was a member of London Underground staff that made the initial 999 call at Aldgate requesting assistance from the British Transport Police, as well as them being first on scene to the incident at Edgware Road as seen in Appendix Two. Members of London Underground Staff including members of the London Underground Emergency Response Unit (ERU) were responsible for evacuating passengers via Russell Square and ensuring the scene was safe for other emergency services due to the absence of the London Fire Brigade at Russell Square (London Assembly, 2006a). The response of the Emergency Response Unit was hampered by the fact that they do not have blue light status thus are unable to attend the scene of an emergency quickly (H.M. Coroner, 2011). Recommendations were made for the ERU to be granted blue light status, however it was rejected on the grounds that “ERU’s clearly perform a very valuable role, an extension of the status outside the traditional emergency services may give rise to concerns as to where the line is drawn” (H.M. Coroner, 2011, p.48). It is clear from the inquest that there was concern surrounding how to differentiate between ERU’s classification as a category 2 and category 1 responder to a major incident if they were granted blue light status. However, it could be argued that during the events of 7/7 the ERU as well as other members of London Underground Staff were the immediate responders to a major incident, the actions of a category 1 responder according to the Civil Contingencies Act 2004.
There were what are defined as ‘non-categorised’ agencies involved in the response to 7/7. One of these was the Salvation Army, who provided a vital role to those who needed it in the aftermath of the bombings. Over 500 Salvation Army personnel responded to those in need within a six to eight week period following 7/7, with members responding as early as immediately after the first explosion (The Salvation Army, 2015). Duties ranged from providing on site refreshments to supporting families of the victims of the attacks (The Salvation Army, 2022). The response of the Salvation Army was extremely effective as they assisted the category 1 responders with the aftermath of the attacks, both directly by providing refreshments to those who needed it and by easing the strain on the emergency services by offering their low level help and support to members of the public who needed it most.
Conclusion
In conclusion, the response of category 1, category 2 and non-categorised responders to the major incident of the 7/7 bombings was mixed. Nobody set out to deliberately act neglectfully on the morning of 7th July 2005, and everyone tasked with helping those who needed it did so to the best of their abilities. It was decisions made, or not made prior to that day that led to the response to the incident being flawed. A common theme between each organisation that has been heavily discussed is the issues with regards to communication, issues that had already been  found to hinder rescue efforts during the Kings Cross Fire of 1987. However despite knowledge of the issue little was done to improve radio communications in nearly 17 years since that incident. Issues with policies and protocols between different organisations not only hindered rescue efforts, it caused conflict and tensions between them and severely delayed getting help to those who needed it, once again through no fault of the frontline workers on the day. Decisions made by those in a position higher up severely had a direct impact on the effectiveness of the response, albeit not deliberately. It is to be expected that safety protocols should be implemented to protect workers, however it should be taken into consideration whether these protocols will act as a barrier to those tasked with assisting members of the public in times of need. 
Recommendations
As a result of this report it is clear that recommendations are needed to be implemented to ensure a better, more consistent response to major incidents, however these have already been enacted in the following years. The H.M. Coroner’s (2011) inquest into the 7/7 bombings set out a number of recommendations for every agency involved, some of which were implemented such as the rollout of Airwave radios that improved radio communications below ground. However, some of these recommendations were rejected, such as giving blue light status to the London Underground Emergency Response Unit. This changed in 2012, when the ERU was granted blue light status in partnership with the British Transport Police, allowing them to respond to an incident more rapidly than before (Transport for London, 2012). The introduction of the JESIP in 2012 also saw key changes for the better since the 7/7 bombings allowing emergency services to communicate better with each other for a more effective response to a major incident.
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ambulance service in that their radios did not function underground. Communication was sud
issue that the LFB had to use runners for communication between those below ground to those on
the surface (London Assembly, 2006a). This is not the first time that the LFB had their rescue efforts
hindered by communication issues, an inquest conducted by Fennell (1988) into the Kings Cross Fire
of 1987 found that their radios were not adequate to function underground. Recommendations
were made back in 1988 for the LF8's radios to function below ground (Fennell, 1988), yet they were
still hampered by communication issues nearly 17 years later.

There were moments of conflict between the LFB and other emergency services due to their
differing regulations and safety protocols. A group of fire-fighters at Aldgate station stated they were
not allowed onto the tracks until they had received confirmation that traction current had been
discharged, despite a British Transport Police inspector standing on one of the electrified rails to
demonstrate that this had happened (H.M. Coroner, 2011). The response of the fire service to the
incident at King’s Cross was also severely delayed due to LFB's safety protocols. The first unit arrived
at 9.13am, however they were not permitted to enter the tunnel until a second unit had arrived,
which was not until 9.42am (H.M. Coroner, 2011). A severe delay as long as this is going to have a
severe impact on the effectiveness of the response of the LFB, clearly show in the behaviour of
firefighters at the scene. A London Ambulance Service paramedic claims that firefighters were
hostile towards them when they refused to take casualties from them, leading firefighters to panic
and be “not helpful” (BBC News, 2010)

JESIP

The Joint Emergency Services Interoperability Programme (JESIP) was introduced in 2012 (JESIP,
2016) and aims to address some of the issues that have been discussed with ‘category 1’ responders.
JESIP has five principles for joint working as seen in Appendix Four

Category 2 & Non-Categorised Responders
Transport for London

Transport for London (TFL) provided a quick and prompt response, often being the first on scene
despite being classed as a ‘category 2’ responder as set out in the Civil Contingencies Act 2004. As
seen in Appendix One, it was a member of London Underground staff that made the initial 999 call
at Aldgate requesting assistance from the British Transport Police, as well as them being first on
scene to the incident at Edgware Road as seen in Appendix Two. Members of London Underground
Staff including members of the London Underground Emergency Response Unit were responsible for
evacuating passengers via Russell Square and ensuring the scene was safe for other emergency
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‘The programme was resourced and supported by
the three services via their respective
professional bodies (CFOA, ACPO and AACE). It
was sponsored by the Home Office and had the
support of all relevant Government Departments.

Why was it set up?

How well the emergency services operated
together had come under some intense public
scrutiny following the findings from a number of
major incident reviews and reports. These
reviews highlighted areas for improvement
centred on communication and  information
sharing on-the-ground at incidents as well as
increasing awareness and understanding of the
roles and responsibilities of others.

What did JESIP do?

JESIP produced  cross-

sector joint operating
procedures for police,

fire and ambulance

services nationall

“Joint Doctrine, The
Interoperability

Framework’.

(see Fact Sheet 2 for more /

details on Joint Doctrine)

The initial focus was
about resolving issues, specifically between the
emergency services. The broader cultural change
towards more joint working between services
was a longer term objective.

JESIP Network

JESIP established a highly successful and effective
network of lead officers across over 100
emergency services organisations.
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‘Over 2,000 control room staff jointly trained
with peers for the first time ever
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regional live play validation exercises tested
JESIP trained commanders across the country
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Emergency services and others now need to
embed the Joint Doctrine and so use of it
becomes business-as-usual, JESIP has established:

« Sustainable Tri-Service Governance
arrangements responsible for continually
improving interoperability (Interoperability

Joint Organisational Learning (JOL)
arrangements to ensure lessons learned
progress to procedural change

small central team to manage and maintain
10L, the doctrine and training products
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