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Table 4

Data Analysis Results for Survey Question 2: To What Extent Do You Agree or Disagree That
When Your Institution Defined the Problem of Campus Violence, This Definition Included
Threats of Violence?

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Valid Strongly disagree 3 14.3 14.3 14.3
Disagree 3 14.3 14.3 28.6
Neutral 2 9.5 95 38.1
Agree 8 38.1 38.1 76.2
Strongly agree 5 23.8 23.8 100.0
Total 21 100.0 100.0

Qualitative analysis from the follow-up to Question 2—What is your college’s definition
of campus violence?—indicates that 9 participants did not respond and 4 disclosed that a
definition was not part of policy:

Not clearly defined in the campus policy.

Though not directly stated, campus violence would be defined as any act that includes
verbal or physical assault, a threat of assault, or any threatening or disruptive behavior on
campus.

Unknown, but I’'m sure we informally have defined. It would seem to be any action that
results in harm to others physically (campus shootings).

Definitions offered varied, even those informally or indirectly stated, as two of the above. Some
mentioned threats, harm, and violence against anyone on campus:

It included threats of violence, but specifically we define it as intentionally or recklessly
causing physical harm or endangering the health or safety of any person.

A basic definition would include any act which results, or threatens to result in harm to a
person or damage to property.
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Physical force, threatening physical force, intimidation used against any person engaged
in an activity properly undertaken as part of an institutional relationship of the college
except as permitted under normal law enforcement procedures.

Any incidents that put anyone on campus at risk.

Violent acts include physical assault, threat of assault (either written, verbal, or
otherwise), and/or threatening behavior (physical or verbal) occurring in the campus or
workplace setting.

We use the World Health Organization’s (WHO) definition that states “the intentional
use of physical force or power, threatened or actual, against oneself, another person, or
against a group or community, that either results in or has a high likelihood of resulting in
injury, death, psychological harm, mal-development, or deprivation.”

Two others extended the definition by using language from their student code of conduct:

Per our student code of conduct language—violence of any kind will not be tolerated on
college premises or at college sponsored events. A series of the various code violations
are located in the code of conduct.

From our student handbook it says “no student will engage in physical abuse, verbal
abuse, threats, intimidation, harassment, coercion and/or conduct that threatens or
endangers the health and safety of any person.”
Another extended the definition to anger, illegal activities, and patterns of inappropriate
behavior:

Any act of violence or threat of violence. Also look at behaviors that interfere w/

classroom or campus activities, patterns of inappropriate behavior, anger management

concerns, direct and indirect threats, and illegal activities.
Table 5 indicates the major themes derived from all respondents.

The quantitative analysis of the third Likert scale question—To what extent do you agree
or disagree, that in the policy-making process your institution assembled evidence and/or
collected data of the problem of campus violence?—shows the mean is 2.95 (SD = 1.2), which,
when rounded, places it in the neutral category. Frequency distribution shows that the responses

are almost evenly distributed across neutral (8 of 21, or 38%), agree or strongly agree (7 of 21,

or 33%), and disagree or strongly disagree (6 of 21, or 29%) (see Table 6). The responses to this
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question were less clear as only one third indicated they collected data regarding the problem of
campus violence. Based on the strong response to the neutral and disagreement categories, it

appears this has not been a factor in the policy development process.

Table 5

Recurring Themes from Open-Ended Question 2: What Is Your College’s Definition of Campus
Violence?

Recurring
Theme A B CDEF GH I J KL MNUOUZPIOQWR S TWU

No Definition X X X X X X X X

Violence of X X X X X X X X X
Any Kind

Threats X X X X

Table 6

Data Analysis Results for Survey Question 3: To What Extent Do You Agree or Disagree, That in
the Policy-Making Process Your Institution Assembled Evidence and/or Collected Data of the
Problem of Campus Violence?

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent
Valid Strongly disagree 4 19.0 19.0 19.0
Disagree 2 95 9.5 28.6
Neutral 8 38.1 38.1 66.7
Agree 5 23.8 23.8 90.5
Strongly agree 2 95 9.5 100.0

Total 21 100.0 100.0
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Qualitative analysis for the follow-up to Question 3—What was the evidence and/or data
collected?—indicates that the number and type of responses suggest that data to inform policy is
limited at the sample schools: 8 did not respond and 1 said “No policy has been written, therefore
no data or evidence collected.” Many mentioned internal and external evidence used. Clery Act
data were especially noted, either in use or under consideration to use:

We have staff members who have attended the Clery Compliance & Title IX seminars.
They are reviewing and incorporating data into our policy development.

This is a relatively new process using Maxient software to track a variety of behavioral
issues, including violence. There is not sufficient data to analyze at this time.

Clery stats, media outlets. No campus has been survey conducted.

We used Clery data and data provided by the organization called NHERM or the National
Center for Higher Education Risk Management.

Only getting started. The Umpqua tragedy will be looked closely and will look at Clery
data eventually.

Annual crime data.

Secondary data collected, such as statistics and trends from staff training, webinars, and
articles.

Data was mainly driven by media coverage of incidents around the U.S. The statistics
that the Dept. of Justice came out with involving sexual violence on campus. Finally,
local data of crimes in the area that could spill over on the campus—domestic violence,
etc.

We used local, state, and federal crime reporting data.

Table 7 indicates the major themes derived from all respondents.
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Table 7

Recurring Themes from Open-Ended Question 3: What Was the Evidence and/or Data
Collected?

Recurring
Theme A B CDEFGH I J KL MNOU PO QRS TWU

No Evidence X X X X X X X X X X
Clery Data X X X X
Crime Data X X X X

Recent X X X
Violence

For the fourth Likert scale question—To what extent do you agree or disagree, that when
constructing policy alternatives your institution weighed the risks and benefits of each potential
alternative?—the quantitative analysis shows the mean is 2.90 (SD = 1.2), which, when rounded,
is categorized as neutral.

Frequency distribution shows an almost equal number responded disagree or strongly
disagree (8 of 21, or 38%) as did those who responded agree or strongly agree (7 of 21, or 33%).
One fourth were neutral (6 of 21, or 29%) (see Table 8). Although fairly evenly distributed, the
results confirm that most respondents did not use this aspect of Bardach’s model in their policy

development process.
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Table 8
Data Analysis Results for Survey Question 4: To What Extent Do You Agree or Disagree, That

When Constructing Policy Alternatives Your Institution Weighed the Risks and Benefits of
Each Potential Alternative?

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Valid Strongly disagree 3 14.3 14.3 14.3
Disagree 5 23.8 23.8 38.1
Neutral 6 28.6 28.6 66.7
Agree 5 23.8 23.8 90.5
Strongly agree 2 95 9.5 100.0
Total 21 100.0 100.0

The qualitative analysis for the follow-up to Question 4—What were some of the risks
and benefits of each potential alternative?—indicates 9 did not respond and 3 did not engage in a
consideration of risks/benefits and/or were not aware of policy alternatives. Of those who did
comment, only one mentioned a model:

Went with one alternative—Virginia Tech model.

Local responses considered to mediate campus violence were:

Defining threats and other key concepts that would hold up in a court of law. Combing
our behavioral intervention team with our student threat assessment team and our student
cares committee.

As far as campus violence is concerned there were not many alternatives because the
constant goal was the safety and security of the college. One alternative addressed years
ago was to hire armed police or unarmed security. The benefit of armed police
outweighed that of security.

We have spent considerable time working on how and when to assemble our emergency
response team. This included the consideration of many alternatives. The team also
spent a morning on scenario training/discussion with a law enforcement trainer.
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Concealed carry v. open carry for example. Concealed carry could lead to individuals
who are not properly trained endangering others. It could also create additional threats in
case of an active shooter on campus. Only our trained security are allowed to carry on
campus.

Table 9 indicates the major themes derived from all respondents.

Table 9

Recurring Themes from Open-Ended Question 4: What Were Some of the Risks and Benefits of
Each Potential Alternative?

Recurring
Theme A B CDUEF GH I J KL MNUOWPIO QRS TU

No Evaluation X X X X X X X X X X X X X

Campus Safety X X X

Liability X X X

Communication X X

For the quantitative analysis of the fifth Likert scale question—To what extent do you
agree or disagree, that in the policy-making process your institution included a method to be
used to determine the outcomes (measure of success) of the policy option chosen?—the mean is
2.24 (SD =.995), which, when rounded, is in the disagree group. Frequency distribution shows
that almost two thirds disagree/strongly disagree (13 of 21, or 62%) and only 1 agreed (5%) with
the question. Almost one third were neutral (7 of 21, or 33%) (see Table 10). These responses
confirm that it is difficult to quantify success with regard to having a threat assessment policy in
place. The qualitative responses confirm this as well, with a clear theme that not having an act of
violence occur indicates perhaps that the policy has worked, but it cannot necessarily be

quantified.
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Table 10
Data Analysis Results for Survey Question 5: To What Extent Do You Agree or Disagree, That in

the Policy-Making Process Your Institution Included a Method to Be Used to Determine the
Outcomes (Measure of Success) of the Policy Option Chosen?

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Valid Strongly disagree 5 23.8 23.8 23.8
Disagree 8 38.1 38.1 61.9
Neutral 7 333 333 95.2
Agree 0 0 0 0
Strongly agree 1 4.8 4.8 100.0
Total 21 100.0 100.0

Qualitative analysis for the follow-up to Question 5—What were those methods and did
they show any success?—indicates that 11 respondents had no response. One mentioned a
process:

We are still in the “measure of success” continuum. That is to say we annually review
our process and usually make changes to that process. Examples: consistency of
application, training for members, and Title IX implications.

Most reported no methods or no awareness of methods:

No methods identified for measuring outcomes. We do review cases to record the
outcome, i.e., was a viable threat made, what was level of threat, what was the
intervention.

Not aware of any outcome measures.
We do not measure if the outcome was successful other than no further issues occur.

No method integrated into the process. More common sense—act of violence diverted by
use of assessment tool—then success.

No method used to determine this.

Table 11 indicates the major themes derived from all respondents.
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Table 11

Recurring Themes from Open-Ended Question 5: What Were Those Methods and Did They Show
Any Success?

Recurring
Theme A B CDZEFGH I J KL MNUOUZPOQQRSTWU

No Method X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X

Post-Case X X
Review

Common Sense X X X X

The quantitative analysis of the sixth Likert scale question—To what extent do you agree
or disagree, that in the policy-making process your final policy decision to address campus
violence had an impact or satisfied the needs of all stakeholders?—resulted in a mean of 2.90
(SD = 1.4), which, when rounded, placed it in the neutral group. Frequency distribution shows
an equal number responded disagree/strongly disagree (8 of 21, or 38%) as did agree/strongly
agree, and one third (8 of 21, or 38%) responded strongly disagree/disagree. About a fourth
were neutral (5 of 21, or 24%) (see Table 12). There was an equal mix of agreement and
disagreement, which means, as the research indicates, that the process needs to be more

inclusive. Many of qualitative responses confirmed this as well.
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Table 12
Data Analysis Results for Survey Question 6: To What Extent Do You Agree or Disagree, That in

the Policy-Making Process Your Final Policy Decision to Address Campus Violence Had an
Impact or Satisfied the Needs of All Stakeholders?

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Valid Strongly disagree 5 23.8 23.8 23.8
Disagree 3 14.3 14.3 38.1
Neutral 5 23.8 23.8 61.9
Agree 5 238 23.8 85.7
Strongly agree 3 14.3 14.3 100.0
Total 21 100.0 100.0

The qualitative analysis for the follow-up to Question 6—How did the final decision
satisfy the needs of stakeholders?—indicates that 9 participants did not respond. Several
dismissed the question, saying that not everyone can be satisfied, or indirect evidence suggested
to the respondent that stakeholders were satisfied:

Stakeholders were satisfied.

| doubt that you ever satisfy the needs of all stakeholders. There are reasonable
accommodations to meet the interests of faculty and law enforcement. The position of
open carry and concealed carry advocates is not represented on the policy.

It’s believed to have satisfied stakeholders because the program has name recognition.
People make referrals and use the system.

The only contributing comments | would have would be that we saw an increase in
reporting of threating behavior so there was apparently an impact but it’s not really
quantifiable.

It was interesting whom the respondents identified as stakeholders. The board and

executive leadership were cited by some as stakeholders:
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Board approved. Reporting requirements and access to campus violence data is
satisfactory to students, faculty, and staff.

President and Cabinet approved. No Board approval necessary. Satisfied as much as it
can be for now. Let’s hope the tool never fails us.

Others included staff, faculty, and students in the stakeholder group:

It was approved by our Student Cares Committee, Cabinet, and President.

Supported in writing by the President, Cabinet, and Board of Trustees. We also did a
public relations campaign that included web pages, flyers, email sent to all staff, faculty,
students, with no negative feedback in return.

We conducted a survey to all staff and faculty and all were satisfied. However, one
theme emerged indicating more student involvement needed.

Others admitted that stakeholders were not satisfied, were unaware of, or were not part of the

process:

Not all stakeholders satisfied, but | believe that many people on campus see and
appreciate that we are taking campus safety seriously.

Some key stakeholders were not part of the process.

| think many stakeholders are unaware that there is a group of folks on campus that work
on these issues.

Three cited strategies—survey, formal presentation, and formation of an intervention
team—were thought to have positively engaged stakeholders:

We conducted a survey to all staff and faculty and all were satisfied. However, one
theme emerged indicating more student involvement needed.

Formal presentation open to the public with media coverage and question & answer time
allowed.

Most recent decision was to enact the behavioral intervention team in order to help
students, assist instructors with behaviors in the classroom and to hopefully defuse a
violent incident before it happened. It seems to have had a positive effect on all the
stakeholders involved.

Table 13 indicates the major themes derived from all respondents.
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Table 13

Recurring Themes from Open-Ended Question 6: How Did the Final Decision Satisfy the Needs
of Stakeholders?

Recurring
Theme A B CDEUFGH 1 J KL MNUOZPIOQRSTWU

No Impact X X X X X X X

Satisfied X X X X X X X X X X
w/Policy

Dissatisfied X X X X
w/Policy

The quantitative analysis of the seventh Likert scale question—To what extent do you
agree or disagree, that in the policy-making process your institution confronted the trade-offs or
deviations in the projected outcomes to address acts of campus violence?—indicates the mean is
2.48 (SD =.981), which, when rounded, places it in the neutral category. Frequency distribution
shows that almost half disagree/strongly disagree (10 of 21, or 48%) and 3 agreed (14%) with the
question. One third was neutral (8 of 21, or 38%) (see Table 14). The responses affirm that the
majority of respondents did not consider how to address deviations in the policy when the
outcome was different than anticipated. For instance, if the assessment fails to stop an act of
violence, how does an institution address it? This aspect should be thought out and planned for

in the policy development stage.
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Table 14
Data Analysis Results for Survey Question 7: To What Extent Do You Agree or Disagree, That in

the Policy-Making Process Your Institution Confronted the Trade-Offs or Deviations in the
Projected Outcomes to Address Acts of Campus Violence?

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Valid Strongly disagree 4 19.0 19.0 19.0
Disagree 6 28.6 28.6 47.6
Neutral 8 38.1 38.1 85.7
Agree 3 143 143 100.0
Strongly agree 0 0 0 0
Total 21 100.0 100.0

Qualitative analysis for the follow-up to Question 7—What were the trade-offs and/or
deviations from the projected outcomes?—indicates the majority did not respond or said the issue
was not considered. The few who offered comments included:

Trade-offs for enacting a behavioral intervention team were that faculty may think we are
taking over the classroom management, thus not willing to fill out a referral form, in a
potential act of violence.

Some felt the database should be open to all. Some believed everyone should know
about everyone who made a threat to anyone.

Main deviation identified was people (faculty mostly) being unwilling to report
suspicious behavior of students. We addressed this by letting them know that each case
would be kept as confidential as possible and that the main purpose of reporting was
saving lives potentially.

Liability is the issue here. You can never be totally free from liability. No matter how
many policies and legal backing you have.

Table 15 indicates the major themes derived from all respondents.
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Table 15

Recurring Themes from Open-Ended Question 7: What Were the Trade-Offs and/or Deviations
From the Projected Outcomes?

Recurring

Theme A B CDEF GH I J KL MNUOUPQR S T U
Not Evaluated X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
Policy Buy-In X X X

Liability X

The quantitative analysis of the eighth Likert scale question—To what extent do you
agree or disagree, that in the policy-making process your institution conducted internal checks
to determine how the policy-decision makers were doing in the development of a policy to
address campus violence?—indicates the mean is 2.81 (SD = 1.1), which, when rounded is
categorized as neutral. Frequency distribution shows an even three-way split across responses:
disagree/strongly disagree (7 of 21, or 33%), agree/strongly agree (7 of 21, or 33% each), and
neutral (7 of 21, or 33%) (see Table 16). Although these response groups are equal, if the
neutral responses are combined with the disagree/strongly disagree responses, it is clear that
there is a need for administrative accountability in the process to ensure objectives are being met

based on a clear timeline.
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Table 16

Data Analysis Results for Survey Question 8: To What Extent Do You Agree or Disagree, That in
the Policy-Making Process Your Institution Conducted Internal Checks to Determine How the
Policy-Decision Makers Were Doing in the Development of

a Policy to Address Campus Violence?

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Valid Strongly disagree 4 19.0 19.0 19.0
Disagree 3 14.3 14.3 33.3
Neutral 7 33.3 33.3 66.7
Agree 7 33.3 33.3 100.0
Strongly agree 0 0 0 0
Total 21 100.0 100.0

The qualitative analysis for the follow-up to Question 8—What type of checks are there
and how often were they conducted?—indicates the majority did not respond or said checks were
not made. A few mentioned campus committees that included the board, a senior level
administrator, or faculty, some of which meet regularly and others only occasionally. Responses
included:

We have a core team that internally discusses every threat and determines if checks and
balances are being met. We discuss each issue and use it as a learning experience and as
a development opportunity.

The Associate Dean was assigned this and completed the task through many meetings
with the Cabinet and Board of Trustees.

Chair of committee was VP and she definitely kept the ball rolling.

We have met consistently as a group. In addition, various departments have completed
specific assignments.

The oversight committee meets annually to review. The review consists of this question:
what has changed and what is working/not working?
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We have a three council model: faculty, administrative, and staff. Each council was
provided the opportunity to provide input after presentations. After this it went to the
Board of approval.

We have a behavioral intervention team (BIT) that meets twice a month to review
situations. When we started the process of having a BIT we had a large group of folks
from different divisions within the college participate in the development.

Table 17 indicates the major themes derived from all respondents.

Table 17

Recurring Themes from Open-Ended Question 8: What Type of Checks Are There and How
Often Were They Conducted?

Recurring A B CDEFGH 1 J KL MNUOUWPIO QRS TWU
Theme
No X X X X X X X X X X X

Accountability

Committee Used X X X X X X X

Monthly X X X
Meetings

The quantitative analysis of the ninth Likert scale question—To what extent do you agree
or disagree, that in the policy-making process your institution told the story or presented the
policy decision to all stakeholders?—indicates the mean is 2.76 (SD = 1.3), which, when
rounded, is placed in the neutral group. Frequency distribution shows that almost half
disagree/strongly disagree (10 of 21, or 48%) and a little over a fourth agree/strongly agree (6 of
21, or 29%). Nearly a fourth was neutral (5 of 21, or 24%) (see Table 18). Based on the
responses to this question, it is clear that the majority of respondents were not required, nor was
it deemed necessary, to build support or consensus for the implementation of their respective

threat assessment policies.
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Table 18

Data Analysis Results for Survey Question 9: To What Extent Do You Agree or Disagree, That in
the Policy-Making Process Your Institution Told the Story or Presented the Policy Decision to
All Stakeholders?

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Valid Strongly disagree 4 19.0 19.0 19.0
Disagree 6 28.6 28.6 47.6
Neutral 5 23.8 23.8 71.4
Agree 3 143 143 85.7
Strongly agree 3 14.3 14.3 100.0
Total 21 100.0 100.0

Qualitative analysis for the follow-up to Question 9—How was this message

delivered?—revealed that 13 participants did not respond. The most often mentioned mechanism

was that it was informally delivered to general stakeholders through orientation sessions, email

reports, and other university portals:

In reference to the behavioral intervention team as well as other topics, it is relayed in
new employee orientations, student orientations, security reports sent by email and on
website.

A marketing plan was developed to ensure all stakeholders know of the program. We
used meetings, the internet, and our web site to educate others. A pamphlet was
developed. It was discussed at Board of Trustees meetings.

Email to all staff, faculty, and students.

Our campus is made aware of our code of conduct through face-to-face department level
meetings, a campus-wide portal, and as part of training for all new employees. Students
are made aware in the new student orientation, the portal and the college catalog.

Just policy manuals updated. Student Conduct and Public Safety web pages have link to
policy.

Formal presentation to executive leadership was mentioned by a few:
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We delivered to Board, Executive Council, and employees, but we never formally shared
with students. It’s just expected they review the policies. We recognize this as an

opportunity for improvement.

The process of making policy includes a college senate that is representative of internal
stakeholders, the College President, and the College Board of Trustees. The only avenue
for external stakeholders is at the Board of Trustees meetings and this appears to be
underutilized.

Formal presentation to President and Cabinet.

Presented very much so! There were formal presentations to the President, Cabinet, and
Board. Also did a marketing campaign to educate using the web, email, flyers, and social
media.

Table 19 indicates the major themes derived from all respondents.

Table 19

Recurring Themes from Open-Ended Question 9: How Was This Message Delivered?

Recurring A B CDEVFGH 1 J KL MNUOU PIOQIR S TWU
Theme

Story Not Told X X X X X X X X X X X

Broadly Told X X X X X X X

Lack of X X
Inclusivity

For the qualitative analysis for the final open-ended question, Question 10—Is there
anything else you would like to add to the responses you have provided?—several said they did
not have a policy, so they found the survey difficult to complete:

Not sure our campus has completed a process you described in the memo. However, we
deal with campus threats/violence issues on a regular basis and have a team approach to
deal with the issues. | look forward to the results of your study to help improve our
college.

It was difficult to answer as the assumption was a formal policy and data review process
in establishing things.



68
Only one respondent felt his or her institution had a policy and could respond effectively to the
survey:
In our most recent policy revision process related to threat assessment, we made a

conscious decision to expand beyond “active shooter” scenarios to focus on three types of
risk: disruption, harm to self, harm to others. Also chose to focus on early detection.

One summed up his or her reaction to the study by stating:

Your study will be the extra evidence we need to get things going formally.

Table 20 indicates the major themes derived from all respondents.

Table 20

Recurring Themes from Open-Ended Question 10: Is There Anything Else You Would Like to
Add to the Responses You Have Provided?

Recurring A B CDEFGH 1 J KL MNUOUWPIO QRS TWU
Theme

Nothing to Add X X X X X X X X X X X X X X

Difficult to X X X
Complete

Study Useful X X X X

Research Question Integration
Once the overall research results were documented, the next step was to integrate the
research outcomes with the research questions. The first research question is: How have
Michigan community colleges implemented campus threat assessment protocols according to
Bardach’s (2016) Eightfold Path for Policy Analysis? The data from Question 1 of the survey
show that 60% of the respondents indicated they have a campus threat assessment policy. The
responses indicated that prevention and management of potential acts of violence were central to

policy implementation.
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The second research question was: How have Michigan community colleges evaluated
the outcomes of campus threat assessment policies? Question 5 of the survey focuses on this
question. Only three respondents, or 10%, indicated they had evaluated the outcomes of campus
threat assessments, whereas 60% indicated they did not have an evaluation process, and 30%
remained neutral. The central perspective was if no acts of violence occur, then the policy has
worked.

The third research question was: What adjustments and improvements have been made by
applying Bardach’s (2016) Eightfold Path for Policy Analysis? Question 8 in the survey
indicates 33% made adjustments or improvements during and after the process. However, 33%
did not do this, and 33% remained neutral. The central perspective for the affirmative
respondents indicated there is a core team or committee that meets routinely to evaluate and
revise the policy as needed. The affirmative responses reflected a collegial and open discussion
of the issues and suggestions for change.

This chapter reported the outcomes of this study, specifically addressing the quantitative
and qualitative responses to the questionnaire distributed in the fall of 2015 to 60 student conduct
administrators at 27 Michigan community colleges. The fifth and final chapter will include the
researcher’s discussion of the outcomes, contributions to the literature, limitations of the

research, and recommendations for future research.



CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION

This research endeavor has proven to be both rewarding and challenging: rewarding in
that the research conducted with Michigan community colleges regarding campus threat
assessment policies has filled a void that the literature has not addressed. It is also challenging in
that the data collected were limited, with only 21 of 60 potential participants responding. The
data collected are valuable and valid; however, greater response on the part of the potential
participants would have provided even greater value and validity. The policy framework used
for this research was the basis for the research instrument and proved to be challenging for the
respondents. The framework assumes an organization has a formal process in place to make
policy decisions. The research outcomes proved otherwise and, again, demonstrate a lack of
engagement. Table 21 illustrates how Michigan community colleges have progressed toward
implementing threat assessment policy using Bardach’s model.

To restate the framework, Bardach’s Eightfold Path for Policy Analysis (2016) includes
the following components: (1) defining the problem, (2) assembling evidence, (3) constructing
alternatives, (4) selecting criteria, (5) projecting outcomes, (6) confronting trade-offs, (7)
deciding, and, finally, (8) telling the story. Each path was addressed in the questionnaire sent to
60 Michigan community college student conduct administrators. In addition, three research
questions further developed the level of threat assessment policy implementation at Michigan

community colleges. Those questions were:
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Table 21

Michigan Community College Campus Threat Assessment Policy Implementation Progress Utilizing Bardach’s (2016) Model

College Problem Evidence Alternatives Criteria Outcomes Trade-Offs Decide Story
A Incomplete Incomplete Incomplete Incomplete  Incomplete Incomplete Incomplete Incomplete
B Completed Completed Completed Incomplete  Incomplete Incomplete Incomplete Incomplete
C Completed Completed Incomplete Incomplete  Incomplete Incomplete Completed Incomplete
D Completed Incomplete Completed Incomplete  Completed Incomplete Completed Incomplete
E Incomplete Incomplete Incomplete Incomplete  Incomplete Incomplete Incomplete Incomplete
F Completed Completed Completed Completed  Completed Completed Completed Completed
G Completed Completed Completed Incomplete  Incomplete Incomplete Completed Incomplete
H Incomplete Incomplete Incomplete Incomplete  Incomplete Incomplete Incomplete Incomplete
I Incomplete Incomplete Incomplete Incomplete  Incomplete Incomplete Incomplete Incomplete
J Completed Completed Completed Incomplete  Incomplete Incomplete Incomplete Incomplete
K Completed Completed Completed Completed  Completed Completed Completed Completed
L Completed Completed Completed Incomplete  Completed Completed Completed Incomplete
M Incomplete Incomplete Incomplete Incomplete  Incomplete Incomplete Incomplete Completed
N Completed Completed Incomplete Incomplete  Completed Incomplete Incomplete Completed
] Incomplete Incomplete Incomplete Incomplete  Incomplete Incomplete Incomplete Incomplete

T.



Table 21—Continued

College Problem Evidence Alternatives Criteria Outcomes Trade-Offs Decide Story

P Completed Incomplete Incomplete Incomplete  Completed Incomplete Incomplete Completed
Q Completed Incomplete Incomplete Incomplete  Incomplete Incomplete Incomplete Incomplete
R Completed Completed Incomplete Incomplete  Completed Incomplete Completed Completed
S Incomplete Incomplete Incomplete Incomplete  Incomplete Incomplete Incomplete Incomplete
T Completed Incomplete Incomplete Incomplete  Incomplete Incomplete Completed Incomplete
U Incomplete Incomplete Completed Incomplete  Completed Incomplete Incomplete Incomplete

Completed 13 9 8 2 8 3 8 6

Incomplete 8 12 13 19 13 18 13 15

¢l
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1. How have Michigan community colleges implemented campus threat assessment

protocols according to Bardach’s (2016) Eightfold Path for Policy Analysis?

2. How have Michigan community colleges evaluated the outcomes of campus threat

assessment policies?

3. What adjustments and improvements are suggested by applying Bardach’s (2016)

Eightfold Path for Policy Analysis to the findings?
The research addressed Bardach’s model by providing several supporting perspectives.

The first question on the survey was asked to determine if the participants currently had a
threat assessment protocol. The majority or 60% affirmed they had some sort of assessment
policy or protocol in place. Even the second question—how their respective colleges defined the
problem of campus violence—was strong, again, with the majority responding with a clear
definition. Beyond the first two questions, however, the responses were scattered with a neutral
response being given in most instances. Noteworthy responses were provided to each question,
however, and will be discussed next. The results support the contentions in the literature review
that institutions of higher education, including community colleges in Michigan, do in fact have
some level of threat assessment in place (Deisinger et al., 2008; Hope, 2016; Randazzo &
Plummer, 2009; Schafer et al., 2016).

In defining the problem, it was clear the Michigan community colleges that responded
have completed this task. As the survey shows, 60% defined the problem of campus violence,
27% did not, and 13% remained neutral. The central perspective indicated that physical force,
threatening physical force, and intimidation used against any person engaged in an activity
properly undertaken as part of an institutional relationship of the college, except as permitted

under normal law enforcement procedures, are considered to be threats. The research outcomes



74
showed that most community colleges have defined campus violence with a wide range and have
made these definitions available to all stakeholders through various methods, such as student and
faculty handbooks. Even though the individual community college’s word choice differed, the
general definition of campus violence was consistent. The results support the contentions in the
literature review that community colleges in Michigan have defined the problem of campus
violence when initiating threat policy (Bennett, 2015; Fleenor, 2009; Jeanne Clery Disclosure,
1990; Sutton, 2016).

As to assembling the evidence, the central perspective was that local, state, and federal
crime reporting, specifically Clery Act data, was crucial in this step. As the survey shows, the
responses were essentially equal: 33% indicated they collected evidence or data regarding the
problem of campus violence, whereas 29% indicated they did not, and 38% remained neutral.
The central perspective for those with affirmative responses indicated the use of Clery and other
federal statistics in the collection of evidence. Based on the survey responses, the use of Clery
data was the primary method of evidence collected to support launching policy efforts to address
potential acts of violence through threat assessment. As Johnson (2016) stated, several
community colleges in Virginia have implemented a threat policy platform to “help manage and
coordinate threat assessment team efforts, saving time and resources while improving
collaboration and information sharing” (p. 36). The results support the contentions in the
literature review that community colleges have attempted to assemble appropriate levels of
evidence when developing threat assessment policy (Jeanne Clery Disclosure, 1990; Patton &
Gregory, 2014; U.S. Secret Service & U.S. Department of Education, 2002).

As to constructing alternatives, the survey responses showed there were few alternatives

available to the participants. As the survey shows, the responses indicated 40% were in
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agreement—that they weighed the risks and benefits of potential policy alternatives, whereas
37% were in disagreement that this occurred, and 23% remained neutral. The central perspective
in this process was what is best for enhancing campus safety. Although the literature suggests
other alternatives, such as behavior profiling and computer programs that identify students at
risk, are options, stakeholders such as administrators, students, parents, community members,
and even the U.S. Department of Education have not supported such measures as they have the
potential to “infringe on students’ civil liberties and to unfairly label or stigmatize certain
students as dangerous” (Reddy et al., 2001, p. 158). These alternatives are also “inductive in
practice as they rely on aggregate information about prior events to guide inferences about facts
in a specific case” (Reddy et al., 2001, p. 167). Therefore, the Virginia Tech Model of Campus
Threat Assessment (which addresses all potential acts of violence—shootings, physical assaults,
sexual violence, etc.) appeared to many as the only objective alternative available in the
development stage of the policy process. This model is used because it is so widely marketed
and available. The model is comprehensive and easy to follow and allows community colleges
to use it in a manner that fits their respective institutional culture. Further support from the
literature regarding limited alternatives for objective threat assessment is considered by earlier
research (Deisinger et al., 2008; Randozzo & Plummer, 2009).

As to selecting criteria or determining what methods will be used to determine the
outcomes of the policy alternative(s), a notable comment from one respondent indicated that they
are still in the “measure of success continuum, that is to say, we annually review our process and
usually make changes to that process. For example, a review is made in regard to consistency of
application, training for members, and Title IX implications.” The overarching theme was that if

no act of violence occurs, the policy is successful. This aspect of Bardach’s model was difficult
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to assess for the research participants. As the survey shows, the majority of respondents, or 60%,
indicated they did not have a method to measure the success of the policy, whereas 30%
remained neutral, and only 3 participants, or 10%, agreed there was a method to measure
success. What is difficult is knowing whether the absence of violence is because of
implementation of the threat assessment policy. It is very difficult to measure the success of
having a threat assessment in place. None of the contentions indicated in the literature supported
this aspect of Bardach’s model.

As to project outcomes of the alternative(s) or the impact the policy will have for all
stakeholders, the central perspective was most stakeholders were satisfied, primarily board and
executive leadership; however, in many cases, stakeholders such as student organizations were
left out of the process, and therefore their satisfaction level is unknown. As the survey shows,
43% agreed their process satisfied the needs of stakeholders, whereas 34% disagreed this
occurred, and 23% remained neutral. Based on the responses to the research instrument, it was
apparent the institutions must be as inclusive as possible in the creation, implementation, and
revision of threat assessment policies. Most schools had the involvement of only executive-level
leadership in the process, whereas schools who indicated more stakeholders being involved
improved transparency, which in turn heightened the level of satisfaction of the policy. It is clear
that threat assessment teams could be more inclusive, which would increase satisfaction with the
process and outcome. The outcomes of this aspect of Bardach’s model are supported in the
literature review as well, that diverse and inclusive stakeholder involvement is essential to policy
success (Maher, 2014; Mastrodicasa, 2008; Scalora et al., 2010; Virginia Tech Review Panel,

2007).
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As to confronting trade-offs of each policy alternative and addressing deviations in the
outcomes, the primary perspective or, in this case, deviation identified was people (mostly
faculty) being unwilling to report suspicious behavior of students. This was addressed, however,
by letting personnel know that each case would be kept as confidential as possible and that the
main purpose of reporting was to potentially save lives. As the survey shows, only 6, or 20%,
agreed that confronting deviations might occur from the policy implemented, whereas 47%
indicated they had not done this, and 33% remained neutral. One comment involved the fear of
faculty losing the ability to have control over their classrooms.

Based on the research outcomes, most participants, in fact, felt that having a threat
assessment policy in place was better than not having a policy in place. The secondary concerns
require ongoing education for the constituents of community colleges to understand and build
open communication or community in an effort to keep their campus safe from acts of violence.
None of the contentions in the literature review supported this aspect of Bardach’s model.

As to making the policy decision and what internal checks are needed among the
personnel tasked with the policy decision, the central perspective is that a third of all respondents
have some level of oversight committee structure to keep the policy process moving forward. As
the survey shows, the distribution was a three-way split, with 33% in agreement that they had a
process to evaluate outcomes of their policy, 33% in disagreement, and 33% remaining neutral.
The central perspective for the affirmative respondents indicated there is a core team or
committee that meets routinely to evaluate and revise the policy as needed. The affirmative
responses reflected a collegial and open discussion of the issues and suggestions for change. It is
important for institutions to have at least an annual review of all policies. However, this research

endeavor did not seek to determine how often this process occurred. It would be beneficial for
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further research to ascertain this information. The contentions in the literature support this aspect
of Bardach’s model of the importance of strong organizational structure to keep the process
moving (Ciulla, 2004; Hope, 2016).

With telling the story, the central perspective indicated that community college campuses
are made aware of the code of conduct through face-to-face department-level meetings, a
campus-wide portal, and as part of training for all new employees. Students are made aware in
the new student orientation, the portal, and the college catalog. Many also indicated that the
process of making policy includes a college senate that is representative of internal stakeholders,
the college president, and the college board of trustees. The only avenue for external
stakeholders is at the board of trustee meetings, and this appears to be underutilized. Again,
opening up all channels of communication when developing a threat assessment policy only adds
to support it. As the survey shows, 33% indicated this had occurred; however, 40% indicated
this had not occurred, and 27% remained neutral. It was clear from the research outcomes that
community colleges are in fact including all in the process of communication with regard to
campus threat assessment policy and protocol, but that student involvement could be improved.
These perspectives are further supported by the contentions of the literature review (Hope, 2016;
Schafer et al., 2016).

The research addressed the three specific research questions in the following manner.
Regarding how Michigan community colleges have implemented campus threat assessment
protocols by using Bardach’s (2016) Eightfold Path for Policy Analysis, the research showed
most Michigan community colleges have some sort of threat assessment policy in place, with
60% of the respondents indicating their institution has a campus threat assessment policy. The

responses indicated prevention and management of potential acts of violence were central to
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policy implementation. To find further validation of these data, the researcher conducted an
Internet search of Michigan community colleges with threat assessment information or policy
available on the Internet. The results of this search showed that 10 Michigan community
colleges had made this information readily available. The majority, or six, of those community
colleges specifically cited the use of a Behavior Intervention Team (BIT) as the means of
conducting threat assessment. This information was available from a Web link that provided a
direct route to the page. In addition, three of the six schools using BIT had their information
directly linked to their annual campus security report. Of the three remaining community
colleges, two of the links went directly to the respective college’s student handbook, and the
third college’s link led directly to a policy page detailing its threat assessment policy and
procedure. All of the community colleges identified in the Internet search were consistent in
their policy statements regarding campus threat assessment. The statements centered around
three themes: (1) a definition of violence and threats of violence that are prohibited, (2) reporting
procedure for violations, and (3) response to reported violations.

Regarding how Michigan community colleges have evaluated the outcomes of campus
threat assessments, the research showed three respondents, or 10%, indicated they had evaluated
the outcomes of campus threat assessments, whereas 60% indicated they did not have an
evaluation process, and 30% remained neutral. This is indicative of the difficulty in measuring
such a task. The theme from this question indicated that if no acts of violence (shootings,
physical assault, sexual violence, etc.) occur, then stakeholders assume the policy has worked.

Finally, with the question of what adjustments and improvements have been made by
applying Bardach’s (2016) Eightfold Path for Policy Analysis, the research showed that 30% of

the institutions made adjustments or improvements during and after the process. However, 40%
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did not do this, and 30% remained neutral. The central theme for the affirmative respondents
indicated there is a core team or committee that meets routinely to evaluate and revise the policy
as needed. The affirmative responses reflected a collegial and open discussion of the issues and
suggestions for change. Therefore, it appears this aspect of the policy development process is in
need of further development. However, many schools indicated that policy review is part of their

institutional continuous improvement process.

Contribution to the Literature
The professional literature on subject of campus violence is ever-growing; however,
research on policy initiatives other than integrating the Virginia Tech model into campus threat
assessment protocols has room to grow. In a limited manner, this researcher has addressed this
void in introducing a policy decision model that can give the process of developing and
implementing a campus threat assessment policy more clarity and direction. In addition, based
on the outcomes of the research, further contribution is provided to the literature to support that
community colleges are actively involved in making their respective campuses safe by
confirming that they do have a system in place to assess, prevent, and manage potential acts of

violence.

Limitations of Research
This study had several limitations. The first limitation involved data being collected from
27 Michigan community colleges. Because this study investigated campus threat assessment
policy implementation at a small number of colleges with a small response rate of 21 out of the
60 questionnaires sent, the findings cannot fully represent the practices of all community

colleges nationally. Because the community colleges represent only the state of Michigan, it is
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possible that policy implementation practices differ dramatically in other areas of the United
States, and the findings do not represent a comprehensive community college administrator
population. It is certainly possible that community colleges in close proximity to nationally
recognized public tragedies have a high rate of policy implementation.

A second limitation involves the perspectives of the respondents at each community
college that participated. A large portion of this study utilized qualitative research that involved
collecting data from open-ended questions that sought to address how participants’ respective
community college developed and implemented campus threat assessment policy and protocol.
There is criticism amongst some public administration researchers that qualitative research lacks
reliability and validity, which decreases the credibility of the research design (LeCompte &
Goetz, 1982). In qualitative research, “Validity and reliability are concerns that can be
approached through careful attention to a study’s conceptualization and the way in which the
data were collected, analyzed, and interpreted, and the way in which the findings are presented”
(Merriam, 1998, pp. 199-200). In addition, qualitative studies generate an abundance of data,
which can be difficult to analyze. Critics have difficulty in accepting generalizations based on a
small sample but with a large amount of information (Yin, 2014).

A third limitation in this study is timing. When this study was conducted, the perspectives
of the respondents may have been influenced by current events and campus culture during the
timeframe required for response, in this case, from November 15, 2016 to December 15, 2016.
No significant campus events occurred during this period; however, the very well-publicized
shooting at Umpqua Community College in Roseburg, Oregon, had occurred just 6 weeks
earlier, leaving nine dead, nine injured, and the shooter committing suicide. This tragedy placed

the spotlight on how educational institutions provide a safe and secure environment on their
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respective campuses. This, in turn, may have influenced some not to respond at all or not to
respond openly to the questions due to recent concerns.

A fourth limitation is that the researcher is employed as a student conduct administrator
at a Michigan community college. The researcher’s community college did not participate in the
questionnaire; however, this fact may contribute to a perceived bias toward the dissertation topic
as awhole. To address this perception, the researcher focused on the outcomes of the research
for this dissertation, previous research, and literature from peers and academia addressing the
topic of campus threat assessment, rather than on subjective generalizations provided solely by
the researcher. The inclusion of quantitative data also assisted in alleviating the perception of

bias.

Recommendations for Future Research

Based on the limited study population used for this study and also the subsequent limited
response rate of those surveyed, it seems apparent that in the future a study such as this should be
conducted at a national level. In addition, an in-person interview component should be
integrated into the data collection phase. Having one-on-one interviews may allow respondents
to speak more openly about this topic in a conversational setting. Interviews render the process
more personal, and if another student conduct administrator conducts a study such as this again,
having the respondent know that the research derives from one of their colleagues might also

assist in the richness of the information provided.

Conclusions
This dissertation has evaluated campus threat assessment policy and procedure

implementation at the community college level of higher education. The primary goal of
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implementing and following a threat assessment policy is campus safety. As Deisinger et al.
(2008) indicated,

This goal must always be kept in mind, both in the short term through assessing and
managing cases, and in the long run through outreach and training efforts. Any particular

interventions—counseling, support, confrontation, termination, arrest, hospitalization,
etc.—are tools to achieve the goals of safety. They are not ends unto themselves. (p. 32)

A mixed-methods study approach used consisted of a Likert-scale survey with supporting
open-ended questions to guide the exploration of community college campus violence.
Bardach’s (2016) Eightfold Path for Policy Analysis was the framework used for Michigan
community colleges to apply to their own unique situations. This method determined the
prevalence of threat teams and protocols at Michigan community colleges and improved the
understanding of this particular policy problem for their respective administrators.

In addition, this dissertation has explored the value of campus threat assessment tools at
the community college level of higher education. The importance of this topic is evident
concerning the need for leadership at institutions of higher learning to provide a manageable and
collaborative initiative to identify, develop, implement, and evaluate a policy to effectively
prevent acts of violence on college property and recognize its benefits. A formal threat
assessment policy also addresses the legal issues of campus safety as they have potentially long-
lasting and costly effects on higher education (Adolf, 2012). Therefore, through a process-
oriented effort, the policy deemed most appropriate is that of campus threat assessment and
management. If administered appropriately, it is a policy proven to be cost-effective for
institutions of higher education in order to provide a safe learning and work environment for all.
However, leaders at institutions

must convey clear support for the threat assessment team, so that all administrative units
of the institution will be willing to provide information and accept the team’s guidance in
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dealing with threatening situations. There must be clear policies and procedures that
establish the team’s authority and scope of action. (Cornell, 2010, p. 14)

If community colleges seek to develop such policies, they will have to adapt it to their
unique setting. The most desirable aspect of this policy initiative is that it is cost-effective, as it
uses internal resources to assess and manage potential threats of violence. All of the resources
needed to assemble an assessment team, conduct assessments, develop management plans, and
monitor those plans are already available, as they are derived from existing personnel and
resources. Such resources already possess unique institutional knowledge.

Bardach’s Eightfold Path for Policy Analysis, which is the policy framework articulated
in this research, is not universal in fit but is an excellent tool to make formal policy decisions
within an organization such as a community college. To restate the model, Bardach argued that
policymakers must define the problem and gather evidence before constructing alternatives. The
model speaks to potential difficulties in gathering information: it recommends using both
documents and individuals but acknowledges that extracting information from people is often
limited by the structural bureaucracy of what participants feel comfortable divulging. Then, with
these alternatives in mind, they must select criteria for comparison and project potential
outcomes (whether positive or negative). They must address the trade-offs and share these
before they make their recommendation.

Finally, a campus threat assessment policy serves to treat all human beings involved with
fairness and respect. It does not rely on subjective information or bias, but seeks to gather
information in a rational manner and assess all information regarding the situation and the
person(s) involved in a deductive and objective manner, with a diversified team approach.

With this said, aside from the academic importance of this research, there is a pragmatic

intent of this body of work. It is anticipated that higher education administrators will read the
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information detailed and research collected from this work and be able to apply it to their unique
situation in order to identify, develop, and implement threat assessment policy in a useful and
effective manner. Perhaps the formal use of Bardach’s model will also be implemented in all
policy-decision efforts as an objective manner in which to operate their respective institutions of
higher education to best serve all stakeholders. It is recommended that community colleges and
other institutions of higher education could also formalize or institutionalize a more transparent
and rational policy-making process with a cover sheet on all new policies and major policy

revisions requiring a checklist to document the use of Bardach’s stages.
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Emergency Planning

1. Universities should do a risk analysis (threat assessment) and then choose a level of security
appropriate for their campus, how far to go in safeguarding campuses, and from which threats,
need to be considered by each institution.

2. Virginia Tech should update and enhance its Emergency Response Plan and bring it into
compliance with federal and state guidelines.

3. Virginia Tech and other institutions of higher learning should have a threat assessment team
that includes representatives from law enforcement, human resources, student and academic
affairs, legal counsel, and mental health functions. The team should be empowered to take
actions, gathering background information, identification of additional dangerous warning signs,
establishing a threat potential risk level (1 to 10) for a case, preparing a case for hearings (for
instance, commitment hearings), and disseminating warning information.

4. Students, faculty, and staff should be trained annually about responding to various
emergencies and about the notification systems that will be used.

5. Universities and colleges must comply with the Clery Act, which requires timely public
warnings of imminent danger. “Timely” should be defined clearly in the federal law.

Campus Alerting

6. Campus emergency communications systems must have multiple means of sharing
information.

7. In an emergency, immediate messages must be sent to the campus community that provide
clear information on the nature of the emergency and actions to be taken The initial messages
should be followed by update messages as more information becomes known.

8. Campus police as well as administration officials should have the authority and capability to
send an emergency message. Schools without a police department or senior security official must
designate someone able to make a quick decision without convening a committee.

Police Role and Training

9. The head of campus police should be a member of a threat assessment team as well as the
emergency response team for the university. In some cases where there is a security department
but not a police department, the security head may be appropriate.

10. Campus police must report directly to the senior operations officer responsible for emergency
decision making. They should be part of the policy team deciding on emergency planning.

11. Campus police must train for active shooters (as did the Virginia Tech Police Department).

12. The mission statement of campus police should give primacy to their law enforcement and
crime prevention role.
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Virginia Mental Health Legislation

13. Va. Code 37.2-808 (H) and (1) and 37.2-814 (A) should be amended to extend the time
periods for temporary detention to permit more thorough mental health evaluations.

14. Va. Code 37.2-809 should be amended to authorize magistrates to issue temporary detention
orders based upon evaluations conducted by emergency physicians trained to perform emergency
psychiatric evaluations.

15. The criteria for involuntary commitment in Va. Code 37.2-817(B) should be modified in
order to promote more consistent application of the standard and to allow involuntary treatment
in a broader range of cases involving severe mental illness.

16. The number and capacity of secure crisis stabilization units should be expanded where
needed in Virginia to ensure that individuals who are subject to a temporary detention order do
not need to wait for an available bed.

17. The role and responsibilities of the independent evaluator in the commitment process should
be clarified and steps taken to assure that the necessary reports and collateral information are
assembled before the independent evaluator conducts the evaluation.

18. The following documents should be presented at the commitment hearing: The complete
evaluation of the treating physician, including collateral information; reports of any lab and
toxicology tests conducted; reports of prior psychiatric history and all admission forms and
nurse’s notes.

19. The Virginia Code should be amended to require the presence of the pre-screener or other
CSB representative at all commitment hearings and to provide adequate resources to facilitate
CSB compliance.

20. The independent evaluator, if not present in person, and treating physician should be
available where possible if needed for questioning during the hearing.

21. The Virginia Health Records Privacy statute should be amended to provide a safe harbor
provision which would protect health entities and providers from liability or loss of funding
when they disclose information in connection with evaluations and commitment hearings
conducted under Virginia Code 37.2-814 et seq.

22. Virginia Health Records Privacy and Va. Code 37.2-814 et seq. should be amended to ensure
that all entities involved with treatment have full authority to share records with each other and
all persons involved in the involuntary commitment process while providing the legal safeguards
needed to prevent unwarranted breaches of confidentiality.

23. Virginia Code 37.2-817(C) should be amended to clarify: the need for specificity in
involuntary outpatient orders; the appropriate recipients of certified copies of orders; the party
responsible for certifying copies of orders; the party responsible for reporting noncompliance
with outpatient orders and to whom noncompliance is reported; the mechanism for returning the
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noncompliant person to court; the sanction(s) to be imposed on the noncompliant person who
does not pose an imminent danger to himself or others; the respective responsibilities of the
detaining facility, the CSB, and the outpatient treatment provider in assuring effective
implementation of involuntary outpatient treatment orders.

24. The Virginia Health Records Privacy statute should be clarified to expressly authorize
treatment providers to report noncompliance with involuntary outpatient orders.

Information Privacy Laws

25. Accurate guidance should be developed by the attorney general of Virginia regarding the
application of information privacy laws to the behavior of troubled students. The guidance
should clearly explain what information can be shared by concerned organizations and
individuals about troubled students.

26. Privacy laws should be revised to include “safe harbor” provisions. The provisions should
insulate a person or organization from liability (or loss of funding) for making a disclosure with a
good faith belief that the disclosure was necessary to protect the health, safety, or welfare of the
person involved or members of the general public.

27. The following amendments to FERPA should be considered: FERPA should explicitly
explain how it applies to medical records held for treatment purposes.

28. The Department of Education should allow more flexibility in FERPA’s “emergency”
exception. As currently drafted, FERPA contains an exception that allows for release of records
in an emergency, when disclosure is necessary to protect the health or safety of either the student
or other people.

29. Schools should ensure that law enforcement and medical staff (and others as necessary) are
designated as school officials with an educational interest in school records. This FERPA-related
change does not require amendment to law or regulation.

30. The Commonwealth of Virginia Commission on Mental Health Reform should study
whether the result of a commitment hearing (whether the subject was voluntarily committed,
involuntarily committed, committed to outpatient therapy, or released) should also be publicly
available despite an individual’s request for confidentiality.

31. The national higher education associations should develop best practice protocols and
associated training for information sharing.

Gun Purchases and Campus Policies

32. All states should report information necessary to conduct federal background checks on gun
purchases.

33. Virginia should require background checks for all firearms sales, including those gun shows.
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34. Anyone found to be a danger to themselves or others by a court-ordered review should be
entered in the Central Criminal Records Exchange database regardless of whether they
voluntarily agreed to treatment.

35. The existing attorney general’s opinion regarding the authority of universities and colleges to
ban guns on campus should be clarified immediately.

36. The Virginia General Assembly should adopt legislation in the 2008 session clearly
establishing the right of every institution of higher education in the Commonwealth to regulate
the possession of firearms on campus if it so desires. The panel recommends that guns be banned
on campus grounds and in buildings unless mandated by law.

37. Universities and colleges should make clear in their literature what their policy is regarding
weapons on campus.

Double Homicide at West Ambler Johnson

38. In the preliminary stages of an investigation, the police should resist focusing on a single
theory and communicating that to decision makers.

39. All key facts should be included in an alerting message, and it should be disseminated as
quickly as possible, with explicit information.

40. Recipients of emergency messages should be urged to inform others.

41. Universities should have multiple communication systems, including some not dependent on
high technology. Do not assume that 21st century communications may survive an attack or
natural disaster or power failure.

42. Plans for canceling classes or closing the campus should be included in the university’s
emergency operations plan.

Mass Shooting at Norris Hall

43. Campus police everywhere should train with local police departments on response to active
shooters and other emergencies.

44. Dispatchers should be cautious when giving advice or instructions by phone to people in a
shooting or facing other threats without knowing the situation.

45. Police should escort survivors out of buildings, where circumstances and manpower permit.

46. Schools should check the hardware on exterior doors to ensure that they are not subject to
being chained shut.

47. Take bomb threats seriously. Students and staff should report them immediately, even if most
do turn out to be false alarms.
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Emergency Medical Services

48. Montgomery County, VA should develop a countywide emergency medical services, fire,
and law enforcement communications center to address the issues of interoperability and
economies of scale.

49. A unified command post should be established and operated based on the National Incident
Management System Incident Command System model.

50. Emergency personnel should use the National Incident Management System procedures for
nomenclature, resource typing and utilization, communications, and unified command.

51. An emergency operations center must be activated early during a mass casualty incident.

52. Regional disaster drills should be held on an annual basis. The drills should include hospitals,
the Regional Hospital Coordinating Center, all appropriate public safety and state agencies, and
the medical examiner’s office. They should be followed by a formal post-incident evaluation.

53. To improve multi-casualty incident management, the Western Virginia Emergency Medical
Services Council should review/revise the Multi-Casualty Incident Medical Control and the
Regional Hospital Coordinating Center functions.

54. Triage tags, patient care reports, or standardized Incident Command System forms must be
completed accurately and retained after a multi-casualty incident.

55. Hospitalists, when available, should assist with emergency department patient dispositions in
preparing for a multi-casualty incident patient surge.

56. Under no circumstances should the deceased be transported under emergency conditions. It
benefits no one and increases the likelihood of hurting others.

57. Critical incident stress management and psychological services should continue to be
available to EMS providers as needed.

Office of the Chief Medical Examiner

58. The chief medical examiner should not be one of the staff performing the postmortem exams
in mass casualty events; the chief medical examiner should be managing the overall response.

59. The Office of the Chief Medical Examiner (OCME) should work along with law
enforcement, Virginia Department of Criminal Justice Services (DCJS), chaplains, Department
of Homeland Security, and other authorized entities in developing protocols and training to
create a more responsive family assistance center (FAC).

60. The OCME and Virginia State Police in concert with FAC personnel should ensure that
family members of the deceased are afforded prompt and sensitive notification of the death of a
family member when possible and provide briefings regarding any delays.
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61. Training should be developed for FAC, law enforcement, OCME, medical and mental health
professionals, and others regarding the impact of crime and intervention for victim survivors.

62. OCME and FAC personnel should ensure that a media expert is available to manage media
requests effectively and that victims are not inundated that may increase their stress.

63. The Virginia Department of Criminal Justice Services should mandate training for law
enforcement officers on death notifications.

64. The OCME should participate in disaster or national security drills and exercises to plan and
train for effects of a mass fatality situation on ME operations.

65. The Virginia Department of Health should continuously recruit board-certified forensic
pathologists and other specialty positions to fill vacancies within the OCME.

66. The Virginia Department of Health should have several public information officers trained
and well versed in OCME operations and in victims’ services. When needed, they should be
made available to the OCME for the duration of the event.

67. Funding to train and credential volunteer staff, such as the group from the Virginia Funeral
Director’s Association, should be made available in order to utilize their talents.

68. The Commonwealth should amend its Emergency Operations Plan to include an emergency
support function for mass fatality operations and family assistance.

69. Emergency management plans should include a section on victim services that addresses the
significant impact of homicide and other disaster-caused deaths on survivors and the role of
victim service providers in the overall plan.

70. Universities and colleges should ensure that they have adequate plans to stand up a joint
information center with a public information officer and adequate staff during major incidents on
campus.

71. When a family assistance center is created after a criminal mass casualty event, victim
advocates should be called immediately to assist the victims and their families.

72. Regularly scheduled briefings should be provided to victims’ families as to the status of the
investigation, the identification process, and the procedures for retrieving the deceased.

73. Because of the extensive physical and emotional impact of this incident, both short- and
long-term counseling should be made available to first responders, students, staff, faculty
members, university leaders, and the staff of The Inn at Virginia Tech.

74. Training in crisis management is needed at universities and colleges.

75. Law enforcement agencies should ensure that they have a victim services section or
identified individual trained and skilled to respond directly and immediately to the needs of
victims of crime from within the department.
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76. It is important that the state’s Victims Services Section work to ensure that victims are linked
with local victim assistance professionals for ongoing help related to their needs.

77. Since all crime is local, the response to emergencies caused by crime should start with a local
plan that is linked to the wider community.

78. Universities and colleges should create a victim assistance capability either in house or
through linkages to county-based professional victim assistance providers for victims of crime.

79. In order to advance public safety and meet public needs, Virginia’s colleges and universities
need to work together as a coordinated system of state-supported institutions.

The Virginia Tech Review Panel. 2007. Mass Shootings at Virginia Tech. Arlington, VA
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Recommended State and Local Action

1. Increase information sharing and collaboration among state and local communities, educators,
mental health officials, and law enforcement to detect, intervene, and respond to potential
incidents of violence in schools and other venues.

2. Provide accurate information to help ensure that family members, educational administrators,
mental health providers, and other appropriate persons understand when and how they are legally
entitled to share and receive information about mental illness, particularly where college and
youth are involved, for the protection and well-being of the student and the community.

3. Along with reviewing federal laws that may apply, clarify and promote wider understanding
about how state law limits or allows the sharing of information about individuals who may pose
a danger to themselves or others, and examine state law to determine if legislative or regulatory
changes are needed to achieve the appropriate balance of privacy and security.

4. Prioritize and address legal and financial barriers to submitting all relevant disqualifying
information to the NICS and other crucial inter-agency information sharing systems to prevent
individuals who are prohibited from possessing firearms by federal or state law from acquiring
firearms from federally licensed firearms dealers.

5. The U.S. Department of Education should ensure that its emergency management grantees
have clear guidance on the sharing of information to educational records and FERPA.

6. Federal agencies should continue to work together, and with states and appropriate partners, to
improve, expand, coordinate, and disseminate information and best practices in behavioral
analysis, threat assessments, and emergency preparedness, for colleges and universities.

7. The U.S. Department of Education, in collaboration with the U.S. Secret Service and the
Department of Justice, should explore research of targeted violence in IHEs and continue to
share existing threat assessment methodology with interested institutions.

8. Develop cultures within schools and IHEs that promote safety, trust, respect, and open
communication.

9. Educate and train parents, teachers, and students to recognize warning signs and known
indicators of violence and mental illness and to alert those who can provide for safety and
treatment.

10. Establish and publicize widely a mechanism to report and respond to reported threats of
violence.

11. Evaluate state and local community mental health systems to ensure their adequacy in
providing a full array and continuum of services, including mental health services for students,
and in providing meaningful choices among treatment options.

12. Integrate mental health screening, treatment, and referral with primary health care.
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13. Review emergency services and commitment laws to ensure the standards are clear,
appropriate, and strike the proper balance among liberty, safety for the individual and the
community, and appropriate treatment.

14. Where a legal ruling mandates a course of treatment, make sure that systems are in place to
ensure thorough follow-up.

15. Integrate comprehensive all-hazards emergency management planning for schools into
overall local and state emergency planning.

16. Institute regular practice of emergency management response plans and revise them as issues
arise and circumstances change.

17. Communicate emergency management plans to all school officials, school service workers,
parents, students, and first responders.

18. Develop a clear communication plan and tools to communicate rapidly with students and
parents to alert them when an emergency occurs. Utilize technology to improve notification,
communication, and security systems.

19. Ensure of law enforcement through enhanced professionalism of campus police forces and
joint training with federal, state, and local law enforcement.

20. Be prepared to provide both immediate and longer term mental health support following an
event, and evaluate events and the response to them in order to gather lessons learned and
implement corrective measures.

Recommended Federal Action

21. The U.S. Departments of Health and Human Services and Education should develop
additional guidance that clarifies how information can be shared legally under HIPAA and
FERPA and disseminate it to the mental health, education, and law enforcement communities.

22. The U.S. Department of Education should ensure that parents and school officials understand
how and when post-secondary institutions can share information on college students with
parents.

23. The U.S. Departments of Education and Health and Human Services should consider whether
further actions are needed to balance more appropriately the interests of safety, privacy, and
treatment implicated by FERPA and HIPAA.

24. The U.S. Department of Justice, through the FBI and ATF, should reiterate the scope and
requirements of federal firearms laws, including guidance on the federal firearms prohibitions in
the Gun Control Act of 1968 and how to provide information to the NICS on persons whose
receipt of a firearm would violate state or federal law.
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25. The U.S. Department of Justice, through the FBI and ATF, should continue to encourage
state and federal agencies to provide all appropriate information to the NICS so that required
background checks are thorough and complete.

26. The U.S. Department of Justice should work with states to provide appropriate guidance on
policies and procedures that would ensure that relevant and complete information is available for
background checks.

27. The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services should work through the Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention's (CDC) Academic Centers of Excellence on Youth Violence
Prevention and collaborate with the U.S. Department of Education to identify opportunities to
expand CDC's "Choose Respect" initiative so that it includes efforts to develop healthy school
climates and prevent violence in schools.

28. The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services should include a focus on college
students in its mental health public education campaign to encourage young people to support
their friends who are experiencing mental health problems.

29. The U.S. Departments of Education, Health and Human Services, and Justice should
continue to work together and with states and local communities to improve and expand their
collaboration on their "Safe Schools/Healthy Students™ program.

30. The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services should convene the directors of state
mental health, substance abuse, and Medicaid agencies and constituent organizations to explore
ways to expand and better coordinate delivery of evidence-based practices and community-based
care to adults and children with mental and substance use disorders.

31. The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services should examine current strategies for
implementing innovative technologies in the mental health field to enhance service capacity,
through such means as telemedicine, electronic health records, health information technology,
and electronic decision support tools in health care.

32. The interagency Federal Executive Steering Committee on Mental Health led by the U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services should promote federal agency collaboration to
support innovations in mental health services and supports for school aged children and young
adults in primary care and specialty mental health settings using evidence-based programs and
innovative technologies.

33. The U.S. Department of Education should review its information regarding emergency
management planning to ensure it addresses the needs of IHEs and then disseminate it widely.

34. The U.S. Departments of Education, Homeland Security, and Justice should collaborate and
be proactive in helping state, local, and campus law enforcement receive desired training and
making them aware of federal resources on behavioral analysis, active shooter training, and other
research and analysis relevant to preparedness and response.
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35. The U.S. Departments of Homeland Security and Justice, jointly and separately, and in
collaboration with the U.S. Department of Education, should consider programs to be used to
facilitate joint training exercises for state, local, and campus law enforcement.

36. The U.S. Departments of Health and Human Services and Homeland Security should
examine their community preparedness grants to state and local communities, which include an
emphasis on early detection of hazards through information sharing, to clarify the grants that are
available for the prevention of and preparedness for violence in schools, offices, and public
places.

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, U.S. Department of Education, and U.S.
Department of Justice. 2007. Report to the President on Issues Raised by the Virginia Tech
Tragedy. Washington, D.C
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Human Subjects Institutional Review Board

Date: October 19, 2015

To:  Matthew Mingus, Principal Investigator
Russell Panico, Student Investigator for dissertation

From: Amy Naugle, Ph.D., C/W\W

Re:  HSIRB Project Number 15-10-08

This letter will serve as confirmation that your research project titled “An Analysis of
Campus Violence Threat Assessment Policy Implementation at Michigan Community
Colleges™ has been approved under the exempt category of review by the Human
Subjects Institutional Review Board. The conditions and duration of this approval are
specified in the Policies of Western Michigan University. You may now begin to
implement the research as described in the application.

Please note: This research may only be conducted exactly in the form it was approved.
You must seek specific board approval for any changes in this project (e.g., you must
request a post approval change to enroll subjects beyond the number stated in your
application under “Number of subjects you want to complete the study).” Failure to
obtain approval for changes will result in a protocol deviation. In addition, if there are
any unanticipated adverse reactions or unanticipated events associated with the conduct
of this research, you should immediately suspend the project and contact the Chair of the
HSIRB for consultation.

Reapproval of the project is required if it extends beyond the termination date
stated below.

The Board wishes you success in the pursuit of your research goals.

Approval Termination: October 18, 2016

1903 W. Michigan Ave., Kalamazoo, MI 49008-5456
pHoNE: (269) 387-8293 rax: (269) 387-8276

campus STE: 251 W. Walwood Hall
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CAMPUS THREAT ASSESSMENT POLICY QUESTIONNAIRE

Hello. My name is Russ Panico and | am a Ph.D. Candidate in Public Administration at Western
Michigan University. | am conducting a study regarding the policy processes used by Michigan
community colleges for the development and implementation of campus threat assessment
protocols. The questions are based on the policy-making framework developed by Dr. Eugene
Bardach and called the Eightfold Path for Policy Analysis. The purpose of this study is to gather
perspectives that emerge from the 27 community colleges as their own unique situations are
viewed through Dr. Bardach’s framework.

Responses to the open-ended questions are very important to a thorough understanding and will

greatly enhance my ability to identify similarities and differences among Michigan’s community
colleges. Please use the space on the backside or additional sheets of paper if needed.

Q1) To what extent do you agree or disagree, that your institution has a formal campus
threat assessment policy?

D Agree D Strongly Agree D Neutral D Disagree D Strongly Disagree

What was the primary reason for its implementation?

Q2) To what extent do you agree or disagree that when your institution defined the
problem of campus violence, this definition included threats of violence?

|:| Agree |:| Strongly Agree |:| Neutral |:| Disagree |:| Strongly Disagree

What is your college’s definition of campus violence?

Q3) To what extent do you agree or disagree, that in the policy-making process your
institution assembled evidence and/or collected data of the problem of campus violence?

D AgreeDStrongly Agree D Neutral D Disagree D Strongly Disagree

What was the evidence and/or data collected?
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Q4) To what extent do you agree or disagree, that when constructing policy alternatives
your institution weighed the risks and benefits of each potential alternative?

D AgreeDStrongly Agree |:| Neutral |:| Disagree |:| Strongly Disagree

What were some of the risks and benefits of each potential alternative?

Q5) To what extent do you agree or disagree, that in the policy-making process your
institution included a method to be used to determine the outcomes (measure of success) of
the policy option chosen?

|:| Agree |:| Strongly Agree |:|Neutral |:|Disagree |:|Strong|y Disagree

What were those methods and did show any success?

Q6) To what extent do you agree or disagree, that in the policy-making process your final
policy decision to address campus violence had an impact or satisfied the needs of all
stakeholders?

_JAgree [__Jstrongly Agree |:|Neutral |:|Disagree |:|Strong|y Disagree

How did the final decision satisfy the needs of stakeholders?

Q7) To what extent do you agree or disagree, that in the policy-making process your
institution confronted the trade-offs or deviations in the projected outcomes address acts of
campus violence?

|:| Agree|:| Strongly Agree |:|Neutral |:|Disagree |:| Strongly Disagree

What were the trade-offs and/or deviations from the projected outcomes?

Q8) To what extent do you agree or disagree, that in the policy-making process your
institution conducted internal checks to determine how the policy-decision makers were
doing in the development of a policy to address campus violence?

D AgreeD Strongly Agree DNeutraI DDisagree DStroneg Disagree
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What type of checks and how often were they conducted?

Q9) To what extent do you agree or disagree, that in the policy-making process your
institution told the story or presented the policy decision to all stakeholders?

|:| Agree|:| Strongly Agree |:| Neutral |:| Disagree |:|Strong|y Disagree

How was this message delivered?

Q10) Is there anything else you would like to add to the responses you have provided?

Thank you so very much for your participation in this study! It is my hope that the results of this
study will be made final by the spring of 2016. At that point, I plan to provide the findings of
this study to all potential participants.

If you have any questions about this questionnaire please feel free to contact me at 269-488-4393

or russell.t.panico@wmich.edu.
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WESTERN MICHIGAN UNIVERSITY
School of Public Administration

Principal Investigator: Dr. Matthew S. Mingus, Professor
Student Investigator: Russell Panico, PhD Candidate
Title of Study: An Analysis of Campus Violence Threat Assessment Policy

Implementation at Michigan Community Colleges

You are invited to participate in a research project titled “An Analysis of Campus Violence
Threat Assessment Policy Implementation at Michigan Community Colleges.” This project will
serve as Russell Panico’s dissertation research for the requirements of the Ph.D. in Public
Administration. This consent document will explain the purpose of this research project and will
cover the time commitment, the procedures used in the study, and the risks and benefits of
participating in this research project. Please read this consent form carefully and completely, and
please ask any questions if you need more clarification.

What are we trying to find out in this study?

This study will determine if Michigan community colleges have formal campus threat
assessment policies. This study will also determine how the policy initiatives occurred by
applying Dr. Eugene Bardach’s Eightfold Path for Policy Analysis. This process includes: (1)
defining the problem; (2) assembling evidence; (3) constructing alternatives; (4) selecting
criteria; (5) projecting outcomes; (6) confronting trade-offs; (7) deciding; and finally, (8) telling
the story. This process will be further explained by the questions themselves.

Who can participate in this study?

Michigan community college student conduct administrators and their direct supervisors.

Where will this study take place?

The researcher will send the questionnaire by U.S. Postal Service. Responses will be returned in
an enclosed self-addressed stamped envelope.

What is the time commitment for participating in this study?

The questionnaire should take no more than one hour to complete. If necessary, a brief follow-
up phone call may occur or follow-up emails to clarify responses provided in the questionnaire.

What will you be asked to do if you choose to participate in this study?

The intent of the questionnaire is to ask the respondents to reflect upon the policy decision-
making process utilized to implement their campus threat assessment policy and protocol.
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What information is being measured during the study?

Your responses to the questions will be analyzed to determine campus violence policy-decision
themes that may emerge across Michigan’s 28 community colleges.

What are the risks of participating in this study and how will these risks be minimized?

There may be risks associated with your participation in this study based on the sensitive nature
of the subject. The information obtained however, may only be helpful to other community
colleges in the future who are seeking to implement campus threat assessment policy or any type
of policy for that matter.

What are the benefits of participating in this study?

This study is intended to help better understand the problem of campus violence, but also the
necessity for campus threat assessment policy and protocol. Bardach’s policy analysis
framework is a tool that can be applied to any policy initiative. The results of the study will be
provided electronically, free of charge, to all Michigan community colleges after the dissertation
process is complete. The data included in the study will be organized to show each community
college’s respective responses to the survey; however, names of the administrators who
responded will not be included and names of the community colleges will not be included. In
other words, the dissertation will refer to Community College A, Community College B, and so
forth.

Are there any costs associated with participating in this study?

There are no costs associated with this study other than your time needed to respond to the
questions (about 1 hour).

Is there any compensation for participating in this study?

There is no compensation for participating in this study. The researcher will, however, send the
results of the study to you upon completion.

Who will have access to the information collected during this study?

The student researcher, Russell Panico, and his dissertation committee members will have access
to the information obtained from the interviews. Each participant will also receive a transcript of
their questionnaire responses.

What if you want to stop participating in this study?

You can choose to stop participating in the study at anytime for any reason. You will not suffer
any prejudice or penalty by your decision to stop your participation. You will experience NO
consequences either academically or personally if you choose to withdraw from this study.

The investigator can also decide to stop your participation in the study without your consent.
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Should you have any questions prior to or during the study, you can contact the primary
investigator, Russell Panico at 269-548-9017 or russell.t.panico@wmich.edu. You may also
contact the Chair, Human Subjects Institutional Review Board at 269-387-8293 or the Vice
President for Research at 269-387-8298 if questions arise during the course of the study.

This consent document has been approved for use for one year by the Human Subjects
Institutional Review Board (HSIRB) as indicated by the stamped date and signature of the board
chair in the upper right corner. Do not participate in this study if the stamped date is older than
one year.

**Providing responses to the attached questionnaire as requested indicates your receipt of
this consent document and willingness to participate in this research project.



