The Critical Decision-Making Model (CDM) is a five-stage critical thinking process. The CDM was created by the Police Executive Research Forum (PERF). American police units such as SWAT have been using the CDM for decades and use is prior to taking action to analyse information, risks, and threats. The United Kingdom police have been using the National Decision Model (NDM) for several years it is also a five-stage model which is built around the police’s code of ethics. The NDM is used when the police force is responding to unplanned incidents and when planning ahead of times such as major sports events where many people will be located. The NDM is used for both operational and non-operational situations and is used daily in many cases for both serious and minor cases to enable the police to have sound decision making. (College of Policing Website) 
The CDM is based upon the UK’s NDM, and its goal is to support police officers to deal with incident’s effectively and safely. PERF believes the CDM excels in situations where danger is involved and can help people who are experimenting a mental health crisis or people who are behaving erratically due to other reasons like disabilities or substance abuse. At the centre of the CDM is an ethical core that provides guidance for the entire process. The four elements to make up the CDM’s core are police ethnics, agency values, concept of proportionality and the sanctity of human life. 
The five stages are made around the key values of the department and the police force. The first step is to collect information, this is when officers gather intelligence, this step begins when the officer is heading towards the incident. The officers should be asking themselves and others such as dispatch personnel, other officers, and supervisors key questions. The officers should be questioning ‘What do I know about the incident so far?’ ‘What else do I need to know?’ and ‘What does my training and experience tell me about this incident?’. When communicating to others such as dispatchers, questions like ‘What more can you tell me about the incident?’ can be key. Step two of the CDM is to assess situation, threats, and risks. This step begins when the officer is evaluating what they have been told by others like the dispatchers or members of public on the scene. The key questions the officer needs to ask themselves in the stage is ‘Do I need to take immediate action?’ ‘What are the threats/risks?’ and ‘What information do I need?’. At this stage the officer should request for backup on the scene, if needed. Step three is to consider police powers and agency policy. This is where officers need to consider the legal powers they have to act and what agency polices control their response. Officers need to be aware if they are legally authorised to act at the incident.  Step four is to identify options and determine the best course of action. Using the information about the incident from previous steps, officers should determine the best course of action. Officers should think about what they are trying to achieve and what options are available for doing so. Officers need to keep in mind the success rate of their action and what would be the best option for the least amount of harm. The safety of everyone at the incident is top priority. Step five is to act, review and reassess. The officer will carry out the plan and review how it went afterwards seeing if anything could have been improved and what went well. 
The strengths of the CDM is that a lot of the procedures already inline with the police’s daily routine so the police force should have experience that will help them carry out the model. The main strength of the CDM is that it creates a structure for officers to follow that will help them break down an incident step by step as opposed to potentially feeling overwhelmed. (Critical Decision-Making Model, 2016) A weakness to this model is that it can be argued that the way UK police operate should be different to the US as they are in an armed society whereas only a small amount of UK police carry weapons like guns and tasers. (DLG Learning Center, 2016) Another weakness of the CDM is that is can be difficult to follow a model step by step in a chaotic and stressful environment such as a terrorist attack where there are many casualties needing assistance. 
The case I will be applying the Critical Incident Decision-Making model to is the Manchester Arena Bombing 2017 case. In this case an Islamist extremist suicide bomber detonated a homemade bomb as people were leaving the Manchester Arena after a concert. Twenty-three people died, including the attacker, and 1,017 were injured. (History.com, 2017) The British Transport Police and armed officers responded quickly to the scene to secure the area and attend to the wounded. The Greater Manchester Police (GMP) were operating on normal staff levels however within 11 minutes after the first call, six-Armed Response Vehicles, containing twelve Authorised Firearms Officers, had arrived on scene. The GMP dealt with many significant incidents, the tasks carried out included the lockdown of Piccadilly train station by armed officers in the belief that a further attack might be occur. Numerous reports received about the Royal Oldham Hospital, these included a man who had barricaded himself in, shots fired, through to bangs and flashes being heard and seen. The hospital went into lockdown and a number of firearms officers were dispatched to the scene. Another task the GMP dealt with was the potential second explosive device at the Mitre Hotel was disrupted by a military Explosive Ordnance Disposal team. (The Kerslake Report, 2018) The first stage of the CDM was carried out in this incident by the police as they gathered information very quickly and continuedly. Stage two of the CDM is also used by the GMP as they assessed many different possible threats and sent of out armed officers to different areas, minimising the amount of casualties. Stage five of the CDM was present straight away as the GMP acted rapidly by helping causalities at the Arena and dealing with all the other incidents. The police force also reviewed the incident afterwards as reports such as the Kerslake Report identified key points of good practice and areas where improvements should be made.
The SARA model was created by Eck and Spelman in 1987. (Eck and Spelman, 1987) SARA is an acronym for Scanning, Analysis, Response and Assessment. (Sidebottom & Tilley, 2010) It’s a model used for problem solving and is an iterative process used in cases relating to repeat victimisation. (Laycock, 2001) The SARA model can also be used for crimes that are labelled under the routine activity theory. These are crimes that relate to materialistic items. (Cohen and Felson, 1979) The model can be used as a solution to deal with the problems in in the problem analysis triangle. The triangle is based on a motivated offender, a suitable target, and the absence of a capable guardian. (ASU, Website) The scanning in the model is the initial action of finding what is the problem or crime. The analysis in the model refers to what are the issues involved in the problem like the offender, victims, and location. The response is the strategy to tackle the problem, this in turn could create further analysis. The assessment is the measurement of the impact relating to the problem. (Bullock & Tilley, 2003)
The strengths of the SARA model are that it involves the community in helping the police to keep areas safe, the model is based around common sense and suits the roles of an everyday officer. Users of the SARA model have said it’s very simple to use making it user friendly, however critics have said the model is oversimplified, especially for larger crime problems. Another weakness is that the model can exaggerate or miss aspects of the crime in the scanning and analysis phases. (Sidebottom & Tilley, 2010)
Aspects of the SARA model were used in the Manchester Arena Bombing case. The British Transport Police used scanning as they found out the problem and had a team that responded within 30 seconds following the explosion. Within 10 minutes, there were 20 BTP officers at the scene who know about the problem and informed others. The BTP used analysis when they responded to the attack as they worked with the Arena staff to provide first aid for the injured, they were aware of the many victims, they knew the location of the attack but initially was unaware of who the offender was. Some officers on the scene transported casualties directly to the hospital before paramedics even arrived at the scene. The BTP and Greater Manchester Police used response in the form of many strategies and tactics to deal with the attack, officers helped victims on the scenes of crime, evacuation, the GMP put areas on lockdown, other potential threats were dealt with such as another explosive device, a suspicious package and reports of flashbangs and shots fired. The criminal investigation on the offenders was another strategy used. The last part of the SARA model assessment was used to measure the impact of the attack with police statistics and reports on the incident.  All records of the responses show how effective they were and the major areas of learning. (Kerslake Report, 2018) 
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