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objectives, risks and resources. This is to enable agencies
to work towards a shared superordinate goal, while also
undertaking unique, agency-specific sub-goals (Waring
et al., 2017). Inputs need to be thorough but also focused,
equipping the on-scene commanders (operational and
tactical officers) to return to the scene and feed-back the
updates from the command meeting into their own or-
ganisations’ chain of command and front line responders.
Hence, effective information sharing is fundamental to
developing accurate situation awareness, informing plan-
ning (Klein, Calderwood, & Clinton-Cirocco, 1986) and
ensuring a co-ordinated response (Davison, Hollenbeck,
Barnes, Sleeman, & Illgen, 2012).

Throughout day one, the LAS operational medic pro-
vided regular METHANE and IRIMAC (information,
risk, intention, method, administration and communi-
cation) reports to the tactical and strategic officers (see
Figure 4). IRIMAC reports differ to METHANE reports
as they refer to the operational planning and the assign-
ment of responsibilities of staff rather than solely focus-
ing on gathering information about the incident. Table 2
outlines the proceedings of the command meetings which
took place throughout day one of EUR, highlighting some
of the key activities and events.

The observations brought to light a number of chal-
lenges with the processes followed. The initial tacti-
cal meeting (11:10) was very full, attended by multiple
individuals from each agency, which meant that not all
agencies could fit within the designated room. Moreo-
ver, there were inputs from different individuals from the
same agency, prolonging the meeting. The police tactical
commander addressed this by requesting a maximum of
two people from each agency to attend the next meeting.

Subsequent meetings consisted of the appropriate mem-
bers from each agency, and LAS provided a progress up-
date at the next meeting (12:00). It was noticeable that
the inputs in the operational meeting at 17:31 consisted of
repeated messages from earlier meetings, such as details
of already known risks and on-site resources.

The multi-agency response

A major incident requires a co-ordinated response from
multiple agencies. This is because a major incident en-
compasses a number of characteristics that require dif-
ferent emergency services to work together, such as
identifying the risks and appropriately resourcing the
response. Successful co-ordination is primarily achieved
through information sharing, which can be undertaken
through a multi-agency shared radio network, up-to-date
METHANE and IRIMAC reports and timely command
meetings. An example of effective multi-agency working
was outlined in Figure 3 (11:14), whereby the extraction
of casualties was achieved by means of a ‘shuttle’. With
the scene (platform) declared a HART/USAR (Urban
Search and Rescue) response, the effectiveness of the
casualty extraction relied on the early co-operation of
LFB, USAR and HART teams.

As demonstrated in Figure 5, the co-ordinated LFB,
USAR and HART response to casualty extraction facili-
tated the transfer casualties from the HART-only area of
the platform to the non-HART area. There, spare HART
members undertook primary triage. Once triaged, casual-
ties were extracted from the inner cordon by the police
and continuously assessed by LAS responders (secondary
triage) until reaching the CCS. The casualty’s departure

Figure 4. Hazardous Area Response Team (HART) briefing on platform (London Fire Brigade, 2016).
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Table 2. Command meetings.

Tactical meeting (11:10)

* The meeting was led by the police tactical commander and attended by representatives of all emergency services and local

agencies at scene.

* The police, LFB and LAS representatives provided brief updates on their progress from the first hour.

* The LAS representatives reported resources at the scene (i.e. ambulances and specialist teams).

* The LFB represented provided a safety briefing regarding the stability of the scene.

* It was notable that multiple individuals from each agency attended the first tactical meeting (I1:10).

Tactical meeting (12:00)

* LAS stated 12 ambulances on site and hospitals in use and announced that an LAS CRU responder was found deceased

within the scene.

* Police stated that no emergency services personnel should interact with media unless briefed by a police media officer and

permission had been granted by their own organisation.

Tactical meeting (13:31)

* Additional safety briefings were provided by LFB regarding asbestos and potential hospital contamination.

* Police state the importance of contacting DVI and the procedures when discovering a deceased casualty on scene.

* LAS request assistance from other services to extricate casualties to the CCS.

* Police and LFB assign further resources to be tasked by LAS regarding casualty extraction.

Mass casualty meeting (16:37)

» Storage space across London for deceased casualties was discussed.

* LAS briefed coroner with casualty numbers and that four deceased patients were alive when initially moved.

Operational meeting (17:31)

» All agencies demonstrated limited use of the JESIP multi-agency shared radio network.

Note: CCS = Casualty Clearing Station; CRU = Cycle Response Unit; DVI = Disaster Victim ldentification; JESIP = Joint Emergency Services
Interoperability Principles; LAS = London Ambulance Service NHS Trust; LFB = London Fire Brigade.
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Figure 5. Multi-agency working at a critical incident: extraction to casualty clearing.

from the CCS depended upon the next available ambu-
lance, which then transferred casualties out of the outer
cordon and to the receiving hospital.

Discussion

The present service evaluation, focusing on LAS, re-
corded that LAS first responders to the EUR simulated
incident rightly and rapidly declared the event a major in-
cident, requested resources and assigned operational roles
within the golden hour. Triage crews were tasked quickly,
information was disseminated across the different agen-
cies at a series of operational and tactical comment meet-
ings and LAS together with LFB demonstrated effective

multi-agency working by successfully co-ordinating their
response with regards to casualty extraction.

A number of challenges were also noted, however, as
a result of the observations. Firstly, within the ‘golden
hour’, the number of casualties per triage priority level
was not collected as a result of the initial briefing of
triage crews not instructing them to collect such in-
formation. Casualty triage numbers would be useful
information for the operational medic, whose job is to
regularly update command with METHANE reports,
which in turn impacts upon resourcing. Secondly, the in-
itial tactical meeting was attended by multiple individu-
als from each agency, resulting in not all agencies fitting
into the room. As a result, the inputs were not as focused
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as they could have been, causing a longer than necessary
meeting. Finally, a later operational meeting consisted
of repeated messages from earlier meetings, as all agen-
cies were not making full use of the JESIP multi-agency
shared radio network. Notably, with regards to risk, it
was unlikely that an individual agency would be able to
identify all risks on scene without information shared by
other agencies.

Barriers to front line communication may adversely
impact upon the reliability of the information collected,
the sharing of such information and the quality of subse-
quent decisions (Nunan et al., 2016). In order to address
these limitations, a number of areas for improvement
can be identified. The efficiency of LAS triaging may
be further developed by a greater use of communica-
tion within and across triage crews (observed to be
lacking at 10:36), and more detailed triage briefings
prior to entering the scene. In terms of improving the
command meetings, a multi-agency METHANE report
would have benefited the emergency response, as this
would have highlighted gaps in each agency’s knowl-
edge/progress of the incident and reduced the amount
of repetition of information at meetings held later into
day one. Thus, an encouraged use of the JESIP multi-
agency talk-group would prevent the lack of commu-
nication which occurred due to agencies remaining in
silos throughout the day, and minimise repeated mes-
sages at subsequent command meetings.

Conclusion

The importance of successful multi-agency working can-
not be overstated. Underpinning successful multi-agency
working is the use of effective communication (Waring
et al., 2017), which is implemented through information
sharing (Allen et al., 2014), joint risk assessments and
timely command meetings. Moreover, it is crucial that
vital information such as the information elicited through
METHANE and IRIMAC reports reaches the necessary
LAS officer for it to be actioned. Recommendations
arising from this service evaluation are that the JESIP
multi-agency talk groups should be utilised more fre-
quently and used to complete a joint METHANE report,
as individual agencies working more closely together are
likely to gather more comprehensive incident-relevant
information.

In addition, training in areas such as communication
skills, decision-making (see Power et al., 2018) and de-
tailed briefings, supported using evidence-based tools,
will enhance the front line response. The current project
has shown that BWCs can be used as an effective service
evaluation tool to examine real-world practices. BWCs
are able to timestamp and capture both live time com-
munication and behaviours during training exercises,
which could be revisited and shown as training material
or subjected to research analysis. Therefore, BWCs may
also be useful in observing other areas of LAS practices
(e.g. clinical skills, table-top exercises and real-world

responses). The present evaluation has demonstrated that
BWCs can promote best practice, identify training needs
and highlight areas for future evaluation. Going forward,
in order to successfully implement BWCs into training
and research, academia and practitioners should con-
tinue to work together to generate impactful research and
evaluations.
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