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Abstract 

Schools have increasingly adopted threat assessment to prevent violence, but there is 

limited insight into whether assessors adhere to recommended practices and consider 

assessment acceptable and feasible in their schools. Therefore, the present study 

surveyed 146 assessors from schools in the United States and Canada. Most assessors 

(79%) reported that their school has a mandated protocol and most (>70%) use 

practices consistent with several recommendations (e.g., form a multidisciplinary team, 

collect information, determine risk level). However, a third were local models rather than 

well-known models discussed in the literature. Some shortcomings in practices were 

also reported (e.g., in training teams, educating about reporting concerns, screening 

concerns). Although assessors perceive assessment as having a positive impact, such 

as increasing support for individuals, most (>60%) do not perceive it to reduce 

suspensions and expulsions. The primary challenges assessors reported relate to 

training, time, and monitoring. 

Keywords:  school violence; school safety; school threat assessment 
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Introduction

A positive learning environment depends on the safety of school campuses. To 
help address threats of violence, government agencies in the United States (U.S.) and 

elsewhere encourage schools to follow recommended threat assessment practices, such 

as those outlined in the CSTAG model (Comprehensive School Threat Assessment 

Guidelines; Cornell, 2018). However, our understanding of whether assessors, or those 

who conduct these assessments, adhere to recommendations or consider assessment 

acceptable and feasible in their schools is limited. Therefore, the present study 

examines the practices, perceived impact, and challenges of threat assessment across 

U.S. and Canadian kindergarten through twelfth grade schools.

School Violence

Media reports of school shootings contribute to the misperception that schools 

are dangerous. In actuality, U.S. schools are relatively safe as a review of shootings 
revealed that less than two school shootings occurred annually from 1990 through 2015 

(Langman, 2016). According to an annual School Crime and Safety report (Musu-Gillette 

et al., 2017), violent deaths rarely take place at schools which is consistent with findings 

since the early 1990s that school-associated homicides account for less than three 

percent of homicides among school-age children (Centers for Disease Control and 

Prevention, 2008; Nekvasil et al., 2015). In addition, only 15% of public schools reported 

a serious violent incident in the 2015-2016 year (Musu-Gillette et al., 2017). While school 

safety and violence research in Canada is sparse, some research suggests that 

Canadian schools are also safe as it appears there are even fewer violent incidents. For 

instance, one study reported that, between 1925 through 2011, there have been seven 

school shootings in Canada compared to 76 in the U.S (Böckler et al., 2013).

Evidence not only supports the safety of U.S. schools, but shows that school 

violence has even declined with the total victimization rate in schools having decreased 

82% from 1992 to 2015 (Musu-Gillette et al., 2017). Such trends are unknown in

Canada, but national statistics suggest a decrease in violent youth crime and violent 
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youth victimization over the past decade (Allen & Superle, 2016; Ogrodnik, 2010; 

Statistics Canada, n.d.). This may indicate a decline in youth violence across all realms, 

including schools.  

While not an epidemic, aggression and violence still occur in schools (Musu-

Gillette et al., 2017). These incidents typically involve less severe but prevalent forms of 
violence, such as physical fights (Kann et al., 2017). According to the Youth Risk 

Behavior Survey in 2017, 8% of U.S. high school students reported being in a physical 

fight at school in the past 12 months. Although less life-threatening, persistent school 

violence has physical health implications, as well as adverse psychological and 

academic consequences (Mayer & Jimerson, 2019).  

School Threat Assessment 

As a result of concerns about youth violence, schools sometimes resort to zero 

tolerance or profiling approaches. For instance, in the U.S., seven states explicitly used 

zero tolerance policies in 2018 (Welch & Payne, 2018). It is unclear whether rates are 

similar in Canada, but these policies might be less accepted considering that the first 

policy, Ontario’s Safe Schools Act, was revised to no longer be zero tolerance in 2007 

(Winton, 2012). Research now indicates that these approaches are ineffective in schools 

(American Psychological Association Zero Tolerance Task Force, 2008; O’Toole, 2000; 

Vossekuil et al., 2004). As an alternative to such practices, the Federal Bureau of 

Investigation and Secret Service recommend schools use threat assessment as a 

means of preventing violence (Amman et al., 2017; National Threat Assessment Center, 

2018).  

School threat assessment is a process of identifying, assessing, and managing 

threats of violence in schools, with a focus on the context surrounding threats, to resolve 

concerns before violence occurs (Virginia Department of Criminal Justice Services, 
2016b). A threat is defined as an expressed intent to harm others, either communicated 

or implied (Cornell, 2018). Although this approach is similar to risk assessment for 

violence, threat assessment is used in community settings to discern the seriousness of 

violent threats toward a particular target, such as a peer or a school itself, rather than in 

clinical settings to assess the likelihood of general violence (Borum et al., 1999; 

Vossekuil et al., 2004). 
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To encourage practices that are supported by government research, the Federal 

Bureau of Investigation and the Secret Service have provided school threat assessment 

guides (Amman et al., 2017; Fein et al., 2002; National Threat Assessment Center, 

2018; O’Toole, 2000). Experts and some states/provinces have since developed models 

to help schools implement important principles within these guides and other 
predominant research. This includes the VSTAG model (Virginia School Threat 

Assessment Guidelines; Cornell & Sheras, 2006), which was recently updated to the 

CSTAG model (Cornell, 2018). The CSTAG model is considered an empirically valid 

model, as it has accumulated research evidence supporting its effectiveness (American 

Psychological Association, n.d.), including through a randomized controlled trial (Cornell 

et al., 2012) and four other controlled studies (Cornell et al., 2009; Cornell et al., 2011; 

JustChildren & Cornell, 2013; Nekvasil & Cornell, 2015). While research has yet to 

validate other models, examples of other well-known models include the VTRA model 

(Violence Threat Risk Assessment; Cameron, 2018) and state/province models such as 

Virginia’s DCJS model (Virginia Department of Criminal Justice Services, 2016b). 

Schools are encouraged, or sometimes mandated, to use a well-known model to 

conduct threat assessments, such as the CSTAG model (Cornell, 2018). The CSTAG 

model uses a decision tree to guide multidisciplinary teams through the process. To 

illustrate, if teams find no real intent to harm others (e.g., individual who made the threat 

explains that it was a joke), then the model considers the threat non-serious and 

suggests simple resolutions. However, if teams discover a real intent to harm others 

(e.g., individual who made the threat has a plan to follow through), then the model 

considers the threat serious and suggests that responses include protecting potential 

victims, resolving conflict, and disciplining when appropriate. For very serious threats 
(i.e., intent to kill, rape, or seriously injure by weapon), responses should also include a 

mental health assessment and referral to services as needed, law enforcement 

investigation, and safety plan to reduce risk and support needs. 

While schools often use a well-known model, some schools, districts, or boards 

have developed their own local model (Nekvasil & Cornell, 2015). It is unclear whether 

these local models are also based on research. However, two controlled studies found 

that following a well-known model (i.e., the VSTAG model) was more effective than a 

local model in reducing reported aggression, bullying, and victimization, in increasing 

feelings of safety and willingness to report concerns, and in improving school 
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environment (Cornell et al., 2009; Nekvasil & Cornell, 2015). In addition, one of these 

studies even found that outcomes did not differ between schools using a local model and 

those not using a threat assessment approach (Nekvasil & Cornell, 2015). Accordingly, it 

seems schools should adopt a well-known model as their threat assessment protocol 

and adhere to the recommended practices within these models. 

Recommended School Threat Assessment Practices 

In general, despite some differences, many well-known models appear to include 

eight fundamental recommendations (i.e., the CSTAG model, Cornell, 2018; the VTRA 

model, Cameron, 2018; the DCJS model, Virginia Department of Criminal Justice 

Services, 2016b). These recommendations pertain to the four stages of the school threat 

assessment process, which are establishing a threat assessment team, identifying 

threats, assessing threats, and managing threats (see Appendix A for a list of 

recommendations).  

Threat Assessment Team  

These models recommend that schools form and train a multidisciplinary threat 

assessment team that includes individuals of various expertise, such as counseling, 

instruction, school administration, and law enforcement (Cameron, 2018; Cornell, 2018; 

Virginia Department of Criminal Justice Services, 2016b).  

Identifying Threats 

After establishing a team, assessors should educate school community members 

about the procedures for reporting concerns of potential school violence. For example, 
the DCJS model specifies that assessors should educate students, staff, and others 

about what to report, how to report, and why to report.  

Assessing Threats  

If threats are identified, assessors should screen these reported concerns to 

determine whether and how to move forward (Cameron, 2018; Cornell, 2018; Virginia 

Department of Criminal Justice Services, 2016b). For instance, models require 

screening to discern whether a threat assessment is appropriate or to make initial 
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decisions, such as which assessors are needed. After screening concerns, assessors 

should collect information to better understand the context behind threats, such as 

reviewing records and conducting interviews as advised in the DCJS model. After 

collecting information, assessors should determine the risk level of threats and the 

needs of individuals of concern (i.e., those who made the threat). In particular, it is 
suggested that teams assess whether warning behaviors (e.g., a plan to follow through) 

are present to determine whether threats are non-serious/low risk, moderate risk, or high 

risk, as well as assess risk factors for violence (e.g., a lack of positive relationships) to 

determine individual needs. 

Managing Threats  

Once threats are assessed, assessors should develop responses that match the 

risk level of threats and the needs of individuals of concern (Cameron, 2018; Cornell, 

2018; Virginia Department of Criminal Justice Services, 2016b). In particular, models 

might suggest that for non-serious/low risk threats, assessors simply resolve cases but 
provide supportive services if needed. On the other hand, high risk threats require 

interventions that reduce risk and support needs. After matching responses to risk level 

and needs, assessors should continue to monitor high risk cases and others as 

appropriate to follow up on the effectiveness of responses, such as submitting regular 

updates until cases are resolved as advised in the DCJS model. Last, assessors should 

document efforts to resolve concerns in a thorough manner. For instance, the CSTAG 

model provides forms to facilitate and record the entire process from the initial report to 

case resolution. 

Practices in School Threat Assessment 

Although well-known models recommend certain practices in establishing teams 

and identifying, assessing, and managing threats (Cameron, 2018; Cornell, 2018; 

Virginia Department of Criminal Justice Services, 2016b), it is unclear whether 

assessors adhere to these recommendations. Within the field of implementation science, 

adherence, otherwise referred to as fidelity, is defined as “the degree to which an 

intervention was implemented as it was prescribed in the original protocol or as it was 

intended by the program developers” (Proctor et al., 2011, p. 69). 
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In Virginia schools, where threat assessment is mandated, an administrator from 

each public school completes an annual School Safety Survey that examines practices 

statewide. In a sample of schools, 62% reported that they used a well-known model 

while 36% used a local model (Cornell et al., 2015). Based on the most recent available 

information, all schools in the state had a multidisciplinary team, although 24% 
communicated needing training (Virginia Department of Criminal Justice Services, 

2019). In addition, schools made determinations of threat risk level that were consistent 

with recommended practices (Cornell & Maeng, 2020). However, just over half of all 

schools (65%) educated students, staff, or parents about reporting concerns (Virginia 

Department of Criminal Justice Services, 2016a). In addition, schools developed or 

monitored an intervention plan in only 42% of the most serious cases (Cornell et al., 

2016). Further, they updated reports for only 6% of open cases, suggesting insufficient 

documentation (Cornell et al., 2015).  

Although these surveys provide useful information about school threat 

assessment in Virginia, there is a lack of research on practices outside of Virginia 
schools. In one national survey in the U.S., 42% of schools reported that they had a 

threat assessment team (Hansen & Diliberti, 2018). However, research has not widely 

investigated other aspects of the assessment process. 

In higher education, a few surveys provide further insight into threat assessment 

practices given that research in schools is limited. In one survey of colleges and 

universities in the U.S., 72% of teams reported that they used a well-known model 

(Schiemann & Van Brunt, 2018). In addition, almost all (97%) campuses had a 

multidisciplinary team although teams lacked training. Further, most teams (93%) 

educated others about reporting concerns. In another survey, 85% of administrators 
reported that teams followed-up with cases when appropriate (Sullivan et al., 2014). One 

of these surveys also found that 92% of teams documented efforts (Schiemann & Van 

Brunt, 2018). These surveys did not investigate recommended practices for assessing 

threats nor whether responses matched threat risk level and individual needs. 

In one survey of colleges and universities in Canada, only 53% of assessors 

reported that they used a well-known model (Rogerson, 2018). Regardless, most (73%) 

campuses had a multidisciplinary team with 72% of assessors having received training. 

In addition, assessors collected information and 91% documented efforts, though most 
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felt that such records lacked detail. This survey did not examine whether assessors 

educate others about reporting concerns, screen concerns, determine threat risk level 

and individual needs, match responses to risk level and needs, or monitor cases.  

Based on these prior findings, multidisciplinary teams might be common but 

undertrained and practices might be inconsistent with recommended practices, 
particularly in educating about reporting concerns, matching responses to risk level or 

needs, monitoring cases, and documenting efforts. Further, research has suggested that 

there might be important demographic differences in practices. For example, a previous 

survey found differences in U.S. and Canadian practices within higher education 

(Rogerson, 2018). 

Perceived Impact of School Threat Assessment 

In addition to our limited insight into practices, we lack research on whether 

assessors perceive threat assessment as having a positive impact. Several studies, 

including controlled studies, have shown that assessment can promote beneficial 

outcomes (Cornell et al., 2009; Cornell et al., 2011; Cornell et al., 2012; Cornell & 

Lovegrove, 2015; JustChildren & Cornell, 2013; Kaplan & Cornell, 2005; Nekvasil & 

Cornell, 2015). This includes reducing bullying, suspension rates, and changes in school 

placement. In fact, these studies even found reductions in racial disparities as well as 

special and general education disparities in suspensions. This also includes increasing 

support for individuals of concern. Despite this evidence, it is unknown whether 

assessors consider this approach acceptable in their schools. Acceptability is defined as 

“the perception among implementation stakeholders that a given treatment, service, 

practice, or innovation is agreeable, palatable, or satisfactory” (Proctor et al., 2011, p. 

67).  

To my knowledge, there are no studies that have investigated assessors’ 
perceptions of the impact of school threat assessment. Nonetheless, other school 

community members and higher education assessors have communicated that threat 

assessment has a positive impact. In Virginia schools, teachers have reported feeling 

safer and students have reported less aggression and bullying, a better school 

environment, and increased willingness to report concerns within schools using the 

VSTAG model relative to those not using a threat assessment approach (Cornell et al., 
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2009; Nekvasil & Cornell, 2015). In higher education, assessors and senior student 

affairs officers have reported that this approach is effective in addressing problematic 

behavior (Rogerson, 2018; Sullivan et al., 2014).  

Considering these previous findings, assessors might perceive assessment as 

having a positive impact in their schools. This is important to investigate as a perceived 
lack of or negative impact might mean that assessors do not consider assessment 

sufficiently acceptable, which could be a barrier to conducting school threat 

assessments. 

Challenges of School Threat Assessment 

In addition to our limited understanding of practices and perceived impact, there 

is a lack of research on whether assessors experience challenges conducting threat 

assessments. Although research has revealed that assessors in Virginia schools and in 

higher education experience challenges (Rogerson, 2018; Schiemann & Van Brunt, 

2018; Virginia Department of Criminal Justice Services, 2019), it is unclear whether 

assessors consider this approach feasible in their schools. Feasibility is defined as “the 

extent to which a new treatment, or an innovation, can be successfully used or carried 

out within a given agency or setting” (Proctor et al., 2011, p. 69).  

In Virginia schools, school divisions have reported that the biggest challenges 

were team staffing (53%), team coordination (45%), and team training (44%; Virginia 

Department of Criminal Justice Services, 2019). There were other common challenges, 

such as having enough time, and less common ones, such as monitoring cases. In 

higher education, teams in U.S. colleges and universities have reported similar 

concerns, including a lack of training and time given other work requirements 

(Schiemann & Van Brunt, 2018). Additionally, assessors in Canadian colleges and 

universities have expressed team issues such as a lack of resources causing workload 
issues, as well as institutional, case, and legal or policy issues (Rogerson, 2018). 

Based on these prior findings, assessors might experience similar challenges 

conducting threat assessments in their schools. This is important to explore as such 

challenges might mean that assessors do not consider assessment sufficiently feasible, 

which could be a barrier to conducting school threat assessments. 
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Present Study 

While previous research is informative, we cannot assume that threat 

assessment practices, perceived impact, and challenges in Virginia schools, or in higher 

education, reflect those in schools widespread. Although well-known models recommend 

certain practices (e.g., form a multidisciplinary team), it remains unclear whether 

assessors adhere to these recommendations. Further, there is limited insight into the 

acceptability and feasibility of assessment. As such, the purpose of the present study 

was to (1) examine school threat assessment practices and their consistency with 

recommended practices, (2) investigate the perceived impact of school threat 

assessment, and (3) explore the challenges of school threat assessment. In seeking a 

broad understanding of these research questions, the present study surveyed assessors 

who conduct school threat assessments across U.S. and Canadian kindergarten through 

twelfth grade schools. Based on prior research, it was predicted that multidisciplinary 

teams conduct assessments but lack training and that there are shortcomings in the 

identification, assessment, and management of threats. In addition, it was expected that 

assessors perceive assessment as having a positive impact, but experience challenges. 
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Methods

To ensure that the survey was reported in a thorough manner, this study followed 
the Bennett et al. (2011) reporting guidelines for survey research. Survey procedure 

(e.g., sending reminder invites) and design (e.g., allowing respondents to return to 

previous questions) followed evidence-based Tailored Design Method guidelines 

(Dillman et al., 2014).

Participants 

The final sample included 146 assessors. Assessors were an average of 47.2

years old (SD = 9.0), and most were between the ages of 40 to 49 (34.2%; n = 50). 

Some assessors preferred not to disclose their age (15.1%; n = 22). Assessors identified 

as women (59.6%; n = 87), men (34.2%; n = 50), or preferred not to disclose this (6.2%; 

n = 9). Most assessors identified as White (81.5%; n = 119) while others identified as 

Black (4.1%; n = 6) or multiracial (2.7%; n = 4). Some assessors preferred not to 
disclose their race (11.0%; n = 16). 

Assessors were administrators (52.7%; n = 77), mental health professionals 

(28.8%; n = 42), law enforcement (11.6%; n = 17), teachers (0.7%; n = 1), or other (e.g., 

safety director; 6.2%; n = 9). Assessors had an average of 87.9 hours of school threat 

assessment training (Median = 24.0, SD = 249.9; range = 0 to 1,800) and an average of 

9.6 years of experience conducting these assessments (Median = 9.5, SD = 6.5; range = 

0 to 29).

In their most recent school where they conducted school threat assessments, 

assessors’ experience was in 26 states/provinces, including Virginia (31.5%; n = 46), 
British Columbia (12.3%; n = 18), and New Mexico (11.6%; n = 17). Slightly over a third 

of assessors’ experience was in rural schools (37.7%; n = 55) and a third was in urban

schools (33.6%; n = 49), while others were in suburban schools (28.8%; n = 42). Many

assessors’ experience was in a school with multiple educational levels (32.2%; n = 47), 

while others were in an exclusively high school (25.3%; n = 37), middle school (16.4%; n 

= 24), elementary school (19.2%; n = 28), or alternative or other school (5.5%; n = 8). 
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Assessors reported an average of approximately 13.5 violent incidents per school year 

(Median = 4.0, SD = 31.5, range = 0 to 200), although some did not know the number of 

incidents (26.7%; n = 39). 

Procedure 

Recruitment 

With the approval of Simon Fraser University’s Research Ethics Board, I used 

three main strategies to recruit assessors who conduct school threat assessments. First, 

I contacted 75 professional organizations representing disciplines that are qualified to 

conduct threat assessments. As specified in Virginia’s DCJS model, similar to other well-

known models, teams should include school-based counselors, instructors, 

administrators such as principals, and law enforcement (Virginia Department of Criminal 

Justice Services, 2016b). Through online searches, I selected the seemingly largest 

national organizations for these disciplines within the U.S. and Canada. I also selected 

state/province organizations for principals given that they are often the team lead, which 

included all state affiliates of the National Association of Secondary School Principals 
and comparable province organizations if identifiable. Representatives from 11 of the 75 

organizations that I contacted sent their members an invite with a link to the Qualtrics 

(2019) survey in the fall of 2020, as confirmed with the organizations or as reported by 

assessors in their survey responses. These professional organizations consisted of one 

threat assessment organization (i.e., Canadian Association of Threat Assessment 

Professionals), three counseling organizations (i.e., American School Counselors 

Association, American Psychological Association Division 17 [Counseling Psychology], 

American Psychological Association Division 16 [School Psychology]), and seven 

state/province organizations for principals (i.e., Georgia, Minnesota, New Mexico, 
Vermont, Washington, Wisconsin, British Columbia). 

Six of the 11 organizations that participated agreed to email the invite and five 

agreed to post it on their e-newsletter, social media, or forum. To help remind potential 

participants about the survey and secure an adequate sample size, nine of the 

organizations sent a first reminder invite approximately two to four weeks later and a 

second reminder invite approximately three to five weeks after that.  
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Second, I contacted 15 organizations who provide school threat assessment 

training or consulting to schools. Considering that assessors are not necessarily 

members of professional organizations, the purpose of this was for the survey to reach 

more assessors than it could from such organizations alone. Through 

https://www.ottawaydigital.com/unbiased-search.php, I conducted an unbiased Google 
search (i.e., without personal location or search history affecting search results) in 

Canada on November 27, 2020, which allowed me to identify non-local or unfamiliar 

training and consulting organizations. Using the following search terms: ("school threat 

assessment") ("experts" | "trainers" | "consultants"), I selected training or consulting 

organizations from the first 100 search results which is a standard restriction for online 

searches in research (Haddaway et al., 2015). Through this search, I identified and 

contacted 15 relevant organizations. A representative from one of these organizations 

that I contacted emailed the invite to assessors who they have worked with, as reported 

by assessors in their survey responses. This school partner organization, Safe Schools, 

provides safety resources and programming to schools in Surrey, British Columbia. 

Third, in an effort to reach even more assessors, I contacted the three school 

threat assessment experts who provided feedback on the survey. Two of these experts 

emailed the invite to those who might be interested, and one expert sent the invite to the 

Virginia Center for School and Campus Safety who disseminated it to Virginia schools 

statewide. These experts are all authors of well-known models or best practice 

guidelines. 

As an additional recruitment method, I used a snowballing approach as research 

suggests that snowball sampling is a common and useful method for recruiting 

individuals from hard-to-reach populations (Shaghaghi et al., 2011). In particular, in both 
the invites and at the end of the survey, I asked respondents to send the invite to other 

assessors who might be interested in participating.  

Eligibility 

Assessors with threat assessment experience in U.S. and/or Canadian 

kindergarten through twelfth grade schools were invited and eligible to participate in this 

study, provided that their experience was as a school-based individual or team. Although 

professionals in the community (e.g., mental health services) are sometimes included or 
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consulted for higher risk threats (e.g., to conduct mental health assessments), the 

survey focused on professionals in the school because these individuals often primarily 

conduct threat assessments (Virginia Department of Criminal Justice Services, 2016b). It 

is probable that school-based assessors are more familiar with and better able to 

describe the entire process.  

Final Sample 

After removing 91 incomplete cases in which assessors did not complete at least 

one question outside of the demographic questions, 146 assessors were included in the 

present study. Many assessors were members of the following professional 

organizations: American School Counselors Association (n = 19), Canadian Association 

of Threat Assessment Professionals (n = 17), New Mexico Association of Secondary 

School Principals (n = 15), B.C. Principals’ and Vice Principals’ Association (n = 13), 

Vermont Principals’ Association (n = 8), Minnesota Association of Secondary School 

Principals (n = 5), and Association of Wisconsin School Administrators (n = 2). Other 
assessors received the invite from the school partner organization Safe Schools (n = 1), 

the Virginia Center for School and Campus Safety (n = 29), a school threat assessment 

expert or another respondent (n = 36), or multiple sources (n = 1). Although survey 

research guidelines recommend reporting response rate (Bennett et al., 2011), the 

response rate is unknown because the number of members in professional 

organizations who conduct these assessments and the number of assessors who 

received the invite from the school partner organization, experts, and other respondents 

is unknown. 

Survey 

To develop survey questions, I reviewed well-known models (Cameron, 2018; 

Cornell, 2018; Virginia Department of Criminal Justice Services, 2016b) and previous 

surveys of assessment practices (Cornell et al., 2015; Cornell et al., 2016; Rogerson, 

2018; Viljoen et al., 2010; Virginia Department of Criminal Justice Services, 2019). To 

refine the survey, three school threat assessment experts provided feedback on the 

content (i.e., Dr. Dewey Cornell, Dr. Gene Deisinger, and Dr. Melissa Reeves). The 

online survey took respondents approximately 15 minutes to complete. As explained to 
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respondents in the consent form, their responses were anonymized to encourage honest 

responding. 

The survey had four sections. The Demographic Information section included 11 

questions about school demographics (i.e., state/province, community such as urban, 

type such as elementary, perceived violence rate) and assessor demographics (i.e., 
discipline, training experience, years of experience, age, gender, race/ethnicity).  

The Practices section first presented a fictional case scenario with 10 questions 

asking which actions the assessor would take from possible options. This scenario was 

a particular strength as it allowed for an indirect examination of whether practices are 

consistent with recommended practices for low risk threats, which was chosen because 

recommendations for higher risk threats depend on more context than feasible to 

include. The scenario is presented below: 

Isaiah is in his first year of high school and was overheard arguing with his friend. 

Isaiah had just found out that his friend recently started dating Isaiah’s ex-

girlfriend. Isaiah told his friend to “watch his back” as he was going to “kick his 
ass.” The teacher who overheard this argument reported it to a school 

administrator. When Isaiah was formally questioned during the threat 

assessment, he explained that he was angry in the moment but has no real 

intention to hurt his friend. He further retracted his threat and apologized. In 

interviews, the potential victim (the friend) and other witnesses stated that they 

did not think Isaiah actually intends to hurt his friend. All checked records (such 

as school records) and communications (such as texts) did not provide any 

evidence that Isaiah intends to follow through on his threat. 

To identify whether practices are consistent with recommendations in general, this 
section also included 24 questions asking assessors whether their school follows a well-

known model and has formed and trained a multidisciplinary team, as well as how 

frequently they comply with the following recommendations: educating about reporting 

concerns, screening concerns, collecting information, determining risk level and needs, 

matching responses to risk level and needs, monitoring cases, and documenting efforts. 

Most questions were rated on a six-point scale from always to never as consistent with a 

previous risk assessment survey (Viljoen et al., 2010). 
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The Perceived Impact section asked assessors 10 questions about the impact of 

threat assessment in their schools (e.g., whether it reduces violence). These questions 

were rated on a five-point bipolar scale such as the extent to which assessment 

substantially reduces to substantially increases violence. One open-ended question 

asked assessors to describe other impacts. The Challenges section asked assessors 23 
questions about the challenges of threat assessment in their schools (e.g., whether team 

staffing is a challenge). These questions were rated on a five-point scale from strongly 

disagree to strongly agree as consistent with a previous threat assessment survey 

(Rogerson, 2018). Two open-ended questions asked assessors to describe other 

challenges and biggest challenges; however, because there was considerable overlap in 

responses, this study just focuses on the biggest challenges (see Appendix B for the 

survey). 

Data Analysis 

 To examine assessors’ practices, and the perceived impact and challenges of 

threat assessment in their schools, descriptive analyses (e.g., frequencies and medians) 

were calculated using SPSS 25 (2017). Although some questions involved a Likert scale 
that consisted of five or six response options, I collapsed several categories (e.g., 

always or almost always, frequently, sometimes or once in a while, never) when 

reporting descriptive results to simply findings for readers and remain consistent with 

previous surveys (Viljoen et al., 2010; Rogerson, 2018). This decision was made a priori 

to avoid selective reporting (APA Journal Article Reporting Standards; Appelbaum et al., 

2018).  

To identify the overall extent to which practices are consistent with recommended 

practices, I computed a scale based on responses to seven of the eight fundamental 

recommendations. The scale excluded the recommendation to form and train a 

multidisciplinary team because such variables had categorical response options, which 

were incompatible with the typical Likert scale response options. The internal 

consistency of the scale was .92 (i.e., “excellent” range; Hair et al., 2015), as measured 

by Cronbach’s alpha. To identify overall impact and challenges, I computed scales 

based on responses to all Likert scale questions about impact (alpha = .83; i.e., “very 

good” range) or challenges (alpha = .89; i.e., “very good” range). 
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To identify other impacts and biggest challenges of school threat assessment, I 

coded open-ended responses through conventional content analysis using NVivo 12 

(2018). Following qualitative research guidelines (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005), I derived 

themes from responses to inductively code information into categories. In particular, I 

read responses several times, identified words that captured key concepts, and made 
initial analysis notes. Through this process, I derived codes that reflected several key 

concepts and then I organized related codes into subcategories and broad categories. 

An independent rater coded responses and interrater reliability was within the 

Substantial range (𝜅 =.79; Landis & Koch, 1977), as measured by Cohen’s kappa 

coefficient (1960). The rater was a research assistant with a bachelor’s degree, who had 
experience coding school threat assessment protocols and had completed a 1.5-hour 

training.  

Beyond these primary analyses, this study conducted secondary analyses to test 

whether practices varied by model (i.e., empirically-valid CSTAG model v. other well-

known models v. local models) and by six demographic variables: country, 

state/province (i.e., Virginia v. others), perceived school violence rates, discipline, 

training experience, and years of experience. These analyses were conducted with the 

nonparametric alternative of the one-way ANOVA, the Kruskal-Wallis H test (1952), or 

the nonparametric alternative of the independent samples t-test, the Mann-Whitney U 
test (1947). Consistent with previous risk assessment research (Viljoen et al., 2019) and 

recommendations (Tomczak & Tomczak, 2014), effect size was measured through 

epsilon-squared estimate or correlation coefficient. I chose nonparametric tests because 

the normality assumption was violated in each analysis, as evident through an 

examination of skewness, kurtosis, Q-Q plots, and Shapiro-Wilks tests of normality of 

the independent variables (Myers et al., 2010). 
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Results

Missing Data

Although missing data was rare, some assessors did not complete the entire 
case scenario (4.1%; n = 6) or a substantial proportion of items (i.e., > 20%) on the 

practices scale (11.0%; n = 16), perceived impact scale (15.8%; n = 23), or challenges 

scale (17.1%; n = 25). If an assessor missed 20% or fewer items in a scale, their 

response on the missing item was substituted with the mean of their valid items. 

However, in most cases, respondents with missing data missed > 20% of items on a

scale; there was only one respondent, within the challenges scale, in which 20% or 

fewer items were missed. To determine whether certain kinds of assessors were more 

likely to complete portions of the survey than others, I conducted a series of chi-square 

analyses. If assumptions were violated because an expected cell count was less than 

five, I used Fisher’s exact tests instead. In general, assessors with and without missing 
data did not significantly differ in age (< 47.5 years old, ≥ 47.5), gender (man, woman),

race (White v. others), and discipline (administrators v. others; mental health 

professionals v. others). However, assessors who identified as White were more likely to 

respond on the perceived impact scale than those who identified as another race (OR = 

.23; 95% CI [.06, .92]; p = .048).

Practices

Case Scenario Practices

Assessors’ practices in a low risk threat case scenario are presented in Table 1. 

Overall, assessors’ practices were consistent with recommendations in an average of 
6.9 out of 10 total items (SD = 1.2, range = 3 to 9). However, a concerning number of 

assessors reported that they would not follow a few fundamental recommendations in 

this scenario. First, only 61.6% (n = 90) indicated that assessors in their school educate

others, such as teachers, about reporting concerns. Second, less than half (42.5%; n = 

62) would definitely or probably determine the individual of concern’s needs. Third, only 
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a few (2.7%; n = 4) would respond with simple resolutions and supportive services as 

needed, even though the CSTAG model recommends such responses for low risk 

threats (Cornell, 2018). Instead, assessors stated that they would choose more intensive 

responses than recommended, such as discipline. Similarly, even though it is considered 

unnecessary to monitor low risk threats (Cornell, 2018), only 34.9% (n = 51) would 
definitely not, probably not, or maybe continue to monitor this case. 

General Practices 

In addition to the case scenario, assessors responded to a series of questions 

about whether their practices are consistent with recommended practices in general (see 

Table 2). Overall, assessors reported frequent compliance with recommendations, with 

an average of 37.2 (SD = 7.2, range = 11 to 45) on a scale from 0 = never to 45 = 

always follow recommendations. Of the assessors whose school mandates a threat 

assessment protocol (78.8%; n = 115), 61.7% (n = 71) use a well-known model, 33.0% 

(n = 38) use a local model, and 4.3% (n = 5) do not know whether their model is well-
known or local. Of the assessors who use a well-known model, 32.4% (n = 23) use the 

CSTAG model, 29.6% (n = 21) use the VTRA model, 23.9% (n = 17) use a 

state/province model, 1.4% (n = 1) use the School Threat Assessment System model, 

and 4.2% (n = 3) use another model (e.g., International Association of Chiefs of Police 

model). A further 8.5% (n = 6) reported that they use a well-known model but do not 

know which particular model. 

Despite frequent compliance, a concerning number of assessors reported that 

they do not follow several recommended practices. In particular, even though more than 

half of teams (66.7%; n = 80) receive a training workshop, about a third (30.8%; n = 37) 
receive just an overview, handouts, or no training. In addition, only some assessors 

always or almost always educate others about reporting concerns (31.5%; n = 46). 

Further, just more than half of assessors always or almost always screen concerns 

(65.1%; n = 95). 
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Table 1.  Consistency with Recommended School Threat Assessment Practices in a Low Risk Threat Case Scenario 

Note. These recommendations are based on the following well-known models: The Comprehensive School Threat Assessment Guidelines model (Cornell, 2018), the Violence 
Threat Risk Assessment model (Cameron, 2018), and Virginia’s Department of Criminal Justice Services model (2016b). n = 146 except six assessors (4.1%) did not respond past 
the question about collecting information. 

 

 

Recommended Practices % n 

Threat Assessment Team 

(1) Form and train team 

In their school, assessors of multiple disciplines would be qualified to assess threats 

In their school, assessors would definitely or probably have to be trained 

 

 

85.6 

81.5 

 

 

125 

119 

Identification   

(2) Educate about reporting concerns 

In their school, assessors ensure that school community members are informed about reporting concerns 61.6 90 

Assessment   

(3) Screen concerns 

Assessor would first screen the reported concern to determine whether and how to move forward 

 

96.6 

 

141 

(4) Collect information 

Assessor would collect sources of information 

 

100 

 

146 

(5) Determine risk level and needs 

Assessor would determine that the threat is non-serious/low risk 

Assessor would definitely or probably determine the individual of concern’s needs 

 

91.1 

42.5 

 

133 

62 

Management   

(6) Match responses to risk level and needs 

Assessor would respond with simple resolutions (e.g., warning) and supportive services as needed 

 

2.7 

 

4 

(7) Monitor cases 

Assessor would definitely not, probably not, or maybe continue to monitor this case 

 

34.9 

 

51 

(8) Document efforts 

Assessor would definitely or probably document identification, assessment, and management efforts for this case 

 

84.2 

 

123 
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Table 2.  Consistency with Recommended School Threat Assessment Practices in General 

Recommended Practices % n 

Always or 

Almost Always 
Frequently 

Sometimes or 
Once in a 

While/Rarely 
Never 

Median 

% n % n % n % n 

Protocol 

Mandated school protocol 

Of assessors with mandated protocol: 
Uses well-known model 

Of assessors with well-known model: 
Follows model closely 

 

78.8 

 

61.7 

 

88.7 

 

115 

 

71 

 

63 

 

– 

 

– 

 

– 

 

– 

 

– 

 

– 

 

– 

 

– 

 

– 

 

– 

 

– 

 

– 

 

– 

 

– 

 

– 

 

– 

 

– 

 

– 

 

– 

 

– 

 

– 

 

– 

 

– 

 

– 

 

– 

 

– 

 

– 

Threat Assessment Team 

(1) Form and train team 

Of assessors on a team (n = 120): 

Multidisciplinary team 

Workshop trained team 

 

 

99.2 

66.7 

 

 

119 

80 

 

 

– 

– 

 

 

– 

– 

 

 

– 

– 

 

 

– 

– 

 

 

– 

– 

 

 

– 

– 

 

 

– 

– 

 

 

– 

– 

 

 

– 

– 

Identification            

(2) Educate about reporting concerns – – 31.5 46 26.0 38 30.1 44 2.7 4 Frequently 

Assessment 

(3) Screen concerns – – 65.1 95 17.8 26 6.2 9 1.4 2 Always or almost always 

(4) Collect information  – – 71.2 104 14.4 21 3.4 5 1.4 2 Always or almost always 

(5) Determine risk level  

Determine needs 

– 

– 

– 

– 

76.0 

74.7 

111 

109 

8.2 

8.9 

12 

13 

5.5 

5.5 

8 

8 

.7 

0 

1 

0 

Always or almost always 

Always or almost always 

Management 

(6) Match responses to risk level  

Match responses to needs 

Non-serious/low risk threats 

Moderate risk threats 

High risk threats 

– 

– 

1.4 

1.4 

26.7 

– 

– 

2 

2 

39 

74.0 

74.7 

– 

– 

– 

108 

109 

– 

– 

– 

9.6 

11.0 

– 

– 

– 

14 

16 

– 

– 

– 

5.5 

3.4 

– 

– 

– 

8 

5 

– 

– 

– 

1.4 

0 

– 

– 

– 

2 

0 

– 

– 

– 

Always or almost always 

Always or almost always 

(7) Monitor cases – – 72.6 106 9.6 14 6.8 10 0 0 Always or almost always 

(8) Document efforts – – 80.8 118 5.5 8 2.7 4 0 0 Always or almost always 
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Note. These recommendations are based on the following well-known models: The Comprehensive School Threat Assessment Guidelines (Cornell, 2018), the Violence Threat 
Risk Assessment model (Cameron, 2018), and Virginia’s Department of Criminal Justice Services model (2016b). Between one and six assessors (.7% to 4.1%) did not respond 
to the above protocol questions and between 14 to 16 assessors (9.6% to 11.0%) did not respond to questions about identification, assessment, or management. 
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In managing threats, most assessors reported that they always or almost always 

match responses to threat risk level (74.0%; n = 108) and individual needs (74.7%; n = 

109). However, when asked about their responses for each risk level, only a couple 

assessors (1.4%; n = 2) respond with the recommended simple resolutions and 

supportive services, as needed, for non-serious/low risk threats (Cornell, 2018). Instead, 
assessors choose more intensive responses than are recommended, such as the 

development of an intervention plan.  

For moderate risk threats, only a couple assessors (1.4%; n = 2) appropriately 

reported that they take precautions to protect potential victims, warn the intended victim 

and parents, look for ways to resolve conflict, discipline the individual, and provide 

supportive services as needed. Although slightly better for high risk threats, just 26.7% 

of assessors (n = 39) appropriately reported that they use the moderate responses as 

well as screen the individual for mental health services and counseling, conduct a law 

enforcement investigation, and develop a safety or behavioral intervention plan.  

Although not explicitly specified in most well-known models, 67.1% (n = 98) and 
63.7% (n = 93) of assessors always or almost always determine and match responses to 

the needs of potential victims, respectively. 

Differences in Practices 

Assessors’ self-reported compliance with recommended practices (i.e., total 

score on the practices scale) was significantly higher for assessors who reported using 

the empirically-valid CSTAG model than those who use another well-known model, U = 

251.000, p < .022, r = .30 (see Table 3). In particular, assessors following the CSTAG 

model reported that they follow fundamental recommendations significantly more often 
than those following other well-known models, such as the VTRA model. This correlation 

between these models and practices fell in the moderate range (Cohen, 1988). 

However, even though compliance was also higher for the CSTAG model than local 

models, this difference did not reach statistical significance, U = 308.5, p = .074, r = .23. 

Also, the difference between other well-known models and local models was non-

significant, U = 641.0, p = .890, r = .02.  
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In addition, assessors’ compliance with recommended practices was significantly 

higher in the U.S. than in Canada, U = 926.000, p < .001, r = .32. This correlation 

between country and practices fell in the moderate range (Cohen, 1988). No significant 

differences were found by state/province (i.e., Virginia v. others), perceived school 

violence rates, discipline, training experience, or years of experience.  
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Table 3.  Differences in Consistency with Recommended Practices Scale 

Note. a As indicated by respondents. H = Kruskal-Wallis H test. U = Mann Whitney U test. Perceived school violence 
rates were collapsed into two groups split at the median 4. Hours of training in lifetime was collapsed into two groups 
split at the median of 24. Years of experience in lifetime was collapsed into two groups split at the median of 9.5.  * p < 
.05  

Groups n M SD 
Kruskal-Wallis H Test 

H p 𝑬𝑹
𝟐  

Empirically-valid CSTAG model 23 39.7 6.5 

5.199 .074 .06 
Other well-known models a                      

(i.e., VTRA, School Threat Assessment 
System, State/Province) 

34 37.4 5.3 

Local models 37 36.5 8.2 

    Mann-Whitney U Test 

    U p r 

Empirically-valid CSTAG model 23 39.7 6.5 
251.0 .022* .30 

Other well-known models 34 37.4 5.3 

       

Empirically-valid CSTAG model 23 39.7 6.5 
308.5 .074 .23 

Local models 37 36.5 8.2 

       

Other well-known models 34 37.4 5.3 
641.0 .890 .02 

Local models 37 36.5 8.2 

       

United States 97 38.0 7.6 
926.0 <.001* .32 

Canada 33 34.9 5.6 

       

Virginia 43 38.6 5.4 
1648.5 .271 .10 

Other states/provinces 87 36.5 7.9 

       

Higher perceived school violence rates 49 37.6 7.5 
1202.5 .848 .02 

Lower perceived school violence rates 48 38.2 5.7 

       

Administration discipline 67 38.3 5.6 
1891.0 .305 .09 

Other disciplines 63 36.0 8.5 

       

Mental health disciplines 39 37.5 9.1 
1452.5 .101 .14 

Other disciplines 91 37.1 6.3 

       

More hours of training 67 36.8 7.6 
1922.0 .561 .05 

Less hours of training 61 38.1 6.0 

       

More years of experience  65 36.8 8.3 
2193.0 .707 .03 

Less years of experience 65 37.6 5.9 
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Perceived Impact 

Assessors perceive school threat assessment as having a somewhat positive 

impact in their school, with an average of 26.3 (SD = 5.0, range = 15 to 40) on a scale 

from 0 = negative to 40 = positive impact (see Table 4). Specifically, in their school, 

almost or more than half of assessors indicated that threat assessment has a positive 

impact on violence, aggression and bullying, feelings of safety, willingness to report 

concerns, provision of support for individuals of concern, and school climate. However, 

most did not consider assessment to substantially reduce or reduce suspension rates 

(36.3%; n = 53), racial disparities in suspensions (25.3%; n = 37), special and general 

education disparities in suspensions (32.3%; n = 47), and expulsions or school transfers 

(34.2%; n = 50). To identify other impacts beyond those in the close-ended questions, 

the survey included the open-ended question, “How else does school threat assessment 

impact your school?” (see Figure 1 for tree diagram). Eleven comments made by 11 

assessors were considered not applicable to the question. For example, one assessor 

commented, “Can't think of anything else.” 
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Table 4.  Perceived Impact of School Threat Assessment 

Note. Response options were on a five-point bipolar scale ranging from substantially reduces to substantially increases, except response options for school climate ranged from 
substantially worsens to substantially improves. Twenty-three assessors (15.8%) did not respond to questions about impact. 

n = 123 

Substantially Reduces or 
Reduces 

Neutral 
Substantially Increases or 

Increases Median 

% n % n % n 

Violence 63.7 93 19.2 28 1.4 2 Substantially reduces or reduces 

Aggression and bullying 47.3 69 36.3 53 .7 1 Substantially reduces or reduces 

Suspension rates 36.3 53 37.0 54 11.0 16 Neutral 

Racial disparities in suspension rates 25.3 37 53.4 78 5.5 8 Neutral 

Special and general education disparities 
in suspension rates 

32.2 47 44.5 65 7.5 11 Neutral 

Expulsions/school transfers 34.2 50 37.7 55 12.3 18 Neutral 

Feelings of safety 8.2 12 17.8 26 58.2 85 Substantially increases or increases 

Willingness to report concerns 5.5 8 21.2 31 57.5 84 Substantially increases or increases 

Support for individuals of concern 3.4 5 10.3 15 70.5 103 Substantially increases or increases 

School Climate 2.1 3 26.0 38 56.2 82 Substantially improves or improves 
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Figure 1. Other Impacts of School Threat Assessment
Note. Tree diagram depicting the categories and subcategories of other impacts of school threat assessment, which were derived from
conventional content analysis.

Positive Impacts (n = 72)

Improves school climate or school 
community members' feelings of safety 
or support (n = 25)

Increases awareness and identification 
of risk and needs (n = 16)

Increases appropriate, supportive, or 
non-disciplinary responses to risk and 
needs (n = 13)

Increases communication and 
collaboration during assessment and 
management (n = 10)

Provides a structured and consistent 
process (n = 8)

Negative Impacts (n = 8)

Reduces feelings of safety (n = 2)

Does not fully address risk and needs 
(n = 2) 

Increases difficulties in protecting the 
confidentiality of students of concern 
(n = 1)

Increases stigma towards students of 
concern (n = 1)

Increases the school-to-prison pipeline 
(n = 1)

Has an emotional impact on assessors 
(n = 1)

Implementation Concerns (n = 5)

Depends on implementation (n = 3)

Involves a lack of awareness of the 
threat assessment process  (n = 2)
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Positive Impacts 

In total, 47 assessors made 72 comments regarding the positive impacts of 

threat assessment in their schools. A couple impacts were similar to close-ended 

questions, including the most common positive impact which was that assessment 
improves school climate or school community members' feelings of safety or support (n 

= 25). Most comments in this subcategory related to a perceived increase in school 

safety, such as one assessor stating that assessment “has helped to prevent active 

shooter and mass casualty incidents.” Several assessors also expressed that 

assessment increases appropriate, supportive, or non-disciplinary responses to risk and 

needs (n = 13), with one assessor stating that “community partners involvement in our 

Threat Assessment Protocol ensures that we can access community supports (hospital, 

child youth mental health services) when needed.” Beyond these previously identified 

benefits, assessors identified other positive impacts. Several assessors expressed that 

assessment increases awareness and identification of risk and needs (n = 16) because, 

for example, “it ensures that many eyes are monitoring the circumstances and elevates 

our ability to intervene at an earlier point prior to conflict or dangerous behavior.” In 

addition, some assessors expressed that assessment increases communication and 

collaboration during assessment and management (n = 10) and provides a structured 

and consistent process (n = 8). 

Negative Impacts 

In total, six assessors made eight comments regarding the negative impacts of 

threat assessment in their schools. These comments covered a diverse range of issues 
but included that assessment reduces feelings of safety (n = 2) and does not fully 

address risk and needs (n = 2), which were similar to close-ended questions. For 

example, one assessor stated that some unintended effects are that assessment “puts 

all members of the community at high alert, brings out parental concerns about school 

safety, and raises anxiety levels for some students.” Beyond these previously identified 

possible disadvantages, assessors identified other negative impacts including that 

assessment increases difficulties in protecting the confidentiality of students of concern 

(n = 1), increases stigma towards students of concern (n = 1), increases the school-to-

prison pipeline (n = 1), and has an emotional impact on assessors (n = 1).  
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Implementation Concerns 

In addition to describing positive and negative impacts, five assessors made five 

comments regarding concerns about the implementation of threat assessment in their 

schools. Three assessors indicated that the impact of assessment depends on 

implementation (n = 3). The comments in this subcategory expressed that assessment 

could have a positive or negative impact depending on practices or that practices were 

inconsistent. For example, one assessor stated that, “Threat assessment performed by 

suitable personnel are effective; threat assessment done by personnel just because we 

"have to", it's "mandated", etc. end up in a mish mash of outcomes.” Two assessors 

indicated that an additional implementation concern is staff lack of awareness of the 

threat assessment process (n = 2). 

Challenges 

 Assessors experience some extent of challenges in their school, with an average 

of 41.6 (SD = 13.4, range = 5 to 69) on a scale from 0 = strongly disagree to 92 = 

strongly agree with challenges (see Table 5). In particular, the three challenges that the 
most assessors indicated they strongly agree or agree with are training for new staff and 

for team members (49.3%; n = 72), having enough time (45.9%; n = 67), and monitoring 

cases (39.0%; n = 57). To identify the biggest challenges, the survey included the open-

ended question, “What are the biggest challenges you encounter in conducting school 

threat assessments?” (see Figure 2 for tree diagram). Five assessors indicated that 

there are no biggest challenges or no challenges in general (n = 5) and two assessors 

made comments that were considered not applicable to the question (n = 2). 
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Table 5.  Challenges of School Threat Assessment: Most Common to Least Common 

n = 122 

Strongly Agree or 
Agree 

Neutral 
Disagree or 

Strongly Disagree Median 

% n % n % n 

Training for new staff and for team members 49.3 72 13.0 19 21.2 31 Strongly agree or agree 

Having enough time 45.9 67 11.0 16 26.7 39 Strongly agree or agree 

Monitoring cases 39.0 57 21.2 31 23.3 34 Neutral 

Understanding the risk levels of threats 38.4 56 15.8 23 29.5 43 Neutral 

Team coordination 37.0 54 11.6 17 34.9 51 Neutral 

Understanding the function of threat assessments vs. discipline a 37.0 54 18.5 27 27.4 40 Neutral 

Consistency in district-wide practices 35.6 52 19.2 28 28.8 42 Neutral 

Threat assessment training resources 32.9 48 23.3 34 27.4 40 Neutral 

Privacy issues 32.9 48 21.2 31 29.5 43 Neutral 

There is a lack of budget funds a 27.4 40 19.2 28 36.3 53 Neutral 

There is a lack of guardian/parent cooperation a   27.4 40 26.7 39 28.8 42 Neutral 

Limited staff and staff turnover/retention 25.3 37 16.4 24 41.8 61 Between neutral and 
disagree or strongly disagree 

The length of forms 24.7 36 24.7 36 34.2 50 Neutral 

I am concerned about other assessors’ practices a 22.6 33 12.3 18 47.9 70 Disagree or strongly disagree 

I have fear/stress because of the high-risk nature of assessments a 21.2 31 13.7 20 47.9 70 Disagree or strongly disagree 

I am concerned that assessment could be misused or have 
negative consequences a   

21.2 31 10.3 15 51.4 75 Disagree or strongly disagree 

There is a committed individual who leads assessments a, b 57.5 84 9.6 14 15.8 23 Strongly agree or agree 

There are unresolved disagreements about which decisions are 
most appropriate a 

15.8 23 19.2 28 47.9 70 Disagree or strongly disagree 

I have sufficient access to all sources of information needed a, b 55.5 81 11.6 17 15.8 23 Strongly agree or agree 

There is an adequate school protocol in place a, b 56.8 83 11.6 17 14.4 21 Strongly agree or agree 

I have sufficient training a, b 56.2 82 14.4 21 12.3 18 Strongly agree or agree 
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I am concerned that assessments are often inaccurate or lack 
information a   

11.6 17 21.2 31 50.0 73 Disagree or strongly disagree 

I am now skewed toward thinking behavior is more threatening 
than it likely is a  

7.5 11 13.0 19 62.3 91 Disagree or strongly disagree 

Note. Response options ranged from 0 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). Between 24 to 25 assessors (16.4% to 17.1%) did not respond to questions about challenges. a n 
= 121 instead of 122. b These variables were reverse coded. 
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Figure 2. Biggest Challenges of School Threat Assessment
Note. Tree diagram depicting the categories and subcategories of the biggest challenges of school threat assessment, which were derived from 
conventional content analysis.

Institutional-level Challenges (n = 35)

Lack of support or cooperation (n = 18)

Lack of process, inadequate process, or 
consistent process difficulties (n = 6)

Lack of assessment review or debrief 
(n = 4)

Privacy or stigma concerns (n = 4)

Inadequate school community member 
training or knowledge (n = 3)

Team-level Challenges (n = 39)

Lack of time, timeliness, time 
consuming, or competing priorities 
(n = 15)

Team coordination, cooperation, or 
communication difficulties (n = 12)

Inadequate team member training, 
knowledge, or experience (n = 7)

Limited team members, turnover, or 
exclusion of appropriate persons (n = 3)

Bias concerns (n = 2) 

Process-level Challenges (n = 24)

Collecting information difficulties (n = 7)

Matching responses to risk level and 
needs difficulties (n = 6)

Monitoring cases difficulties (n = 4)

Documenting efforts difficulties (n = 4)

Determining risk level difficulties (n = 2)

Identifying threats difficulties (n = 1)
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Institutional-level Challenges 

In total, 29 assessors made 35 comments regarding institution-level challenges 

of threat assessment in their schools. The most common challenge was a lack of 

support or cooperation (n = 18). Most comments in this subcategory related to a 
perceived lack of parent cooperation, such as “limited parental support to meet the 

mental health needs of the student.” Several comments also related to a lack of 

cooperation between stakeholders while less common comments indicated a lack of 

administration support, leadership, support for assessment, and staff availability. Some 

assessors expressed that a lack of process, inadequate process, or consistent process 

difficulties (n = 6) is a considerable challenge, as one assessor mentioned the “need to 

have a clear policy in place with concise procedural processes.” A few assessors 

indicated that a lack of assessment review or debrief (n = 4) is a substantial challenge as 

there can be “little awareness of pitfalls and effects” and “debriefing afterwards needs to 

be a high priority.” In addition, a few assessors mentioned privacy or stigma concerns (n 

= 4) and inadequate school community member training or knowledge (n = 3). 

Team-level Challenges 

In total, 35 assessors made 39 comments regarding team-level challenges of 

threat assessment in their schools. The most common challenge was a lack of time, 

timeliness, time consuming, or competing priorities (n = 15). Most comments in this 

subcategory related to a perceived lack of time, such as not having “time to complete a 

thorough assessment with pressures from administration.” Several assessors expressed 

that team coordination, cooperation, or communication difficulties (n = 12) is a 
considerable challenge, with some assessors communicating that it is difficult “working 

as a functioning team with everybody on the same page sharing the relevant 

information” and reaching “agreement between assessors.” It was notable that several 

assessors also described a lack of cooperation between disciplines because of 

“philosophical differences between (admin, law enforcement) vs. (social workers, 

counselors, psychologists, etc.).” Some assessors indicated that inadequate team 

member training, knowledge, or experience (n = 7) is a substantial challenge, such as a 

lack of “current” and “advanced” training as there has been “over reaction and/or under 

reaction based on outdated training.” In addition, three assessors mentioned challenges 
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with limited team members, turnover, or exclusion of appropriate persons (n = 3) and two 

had bias concerns (n = 2).  

Process-level Challenges 

In total, 22 assessors made 24 comments regarding process-level challenges of 
threat assessment in their schools, or identification, assessment, and management 

difficulties or concerns. Seven assessors indicated that there are considerable difficulties 

in collecting information (n = 7). Comments in this subcategory included information 

accuracy as well as information gathering and sharing difficulties. Six assessors 

indicated that there are considerable difficulties in matching responses to risk level and 

needs (n = 6), such as one assessor stating that, “we are told suspension is wrong and 

harms kids, but other alternatives mean we have to provide human resources or space 

within the building that is for this purpose – but we have neither.” In addition, some 

assessors indicated difficulties in monitoring cases (n = 4), documenting efforts (n = 4), 

determining risk level (n = 2), and identifying threats (n = 1). 
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Discussion

Although well-known models recommend certain practices in school threat 
assessment, such as forming a multidisciplinary team, there is limited insight into

whether assessors adhere to recommendations and consider assessment acceptable 

and feasible in their schools. As such, this study surveyed assessors to examine (1) 

school threat assessment practices and their consistency with recommended practices, 

(2) the perceived impact of school threat assessment, and (3) the challenges of school 

threat assessment. The primary findings are discussed below.

Practices in School Threat Assessment

To examine assessors’ practices, the survey included both a case scenario 

involving a low risk threat (e.g., “If you were managing this case, how would you 

respond?”) and questions about general practices (e.g., “Which responses do you/your 

team typically use for non-serious or low risk threats?”). The purpose of these two 
approaches was to examine practices in both a direct and indirect manner. For instance, 

assessors might report better practices in response to direct questions than indirect 

questions. As such, in interpreting the results, I examined both of these sources of 

information.

In response to questions about practices in general, assessors reported overall 

adherence to recommended school threat assessment practices, such as the formation 

of a multidisciplinary team and the documentation of efforts. This is promising as 

research suggests the effectiveness of such practices (e.g., Cornell et al., 2012). 

However, as consistent with prior studies in Virginia schools and in higher education
(Cornell et al., 2015; Cornell et al., 2016; Cornell & Maeng, 2020; Rogerson, 2018; 

Schiemann & Van Brunt, 2018; Sullivan et al., 2014; Virginia Department of Criminal 

Justice Services, 2016a, 2019), the results also point to possible shortcomings and 

areas for improvement.

First, most assessors (78.8%) reported that their school has a threat assessment 

protocol, but just over half of these assessors use a well-known model and about a third 
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use a local model. This is nearly identical to findings in Virginia schools (Cornell et al., 

2015). It is encouraging though that the majority of assessors that use a well-known 

model indicated that they follow it closely. However, the common use of local models is 

concerning because it is unclear whether such models use accepted standards of 

practice. Based on previous studies, local models appear less effective than well-known 
models or ineffective altogether (Cornell et al., 2009; Nekvasil & Cornell, 2015). 

Second, even though assessors reported that their schools generally provide 

training to teams, a concerning number of assessors (30.8%) reported that the type of 

training their team receives consists of just an overview or handouts, rather than a 

workshop, or that their team receives no training. Similarly, 24% of all Virginia schools 

recently communicated a need for training (Virginia Department of Criminal Justice 

Services, 2019). Importantly, several studies have found that completing a formal 

workshop promotes best practices (e.g., Allen et al., 2008; Cornell et al., 2012). 

Third, in their general practices for identifying threats, only some assessors 

(31.5%) reported that they always or almost always educate school community members 
about the procedures for reporting concerns of potential school violence. This is similar 

to findings in Virginia schools (Virginia Department of Criminal Justice Services, 2016a) 

and is not surprising considering that many models provide little guidance on how to 

comply with this recommendation (e.g., the CSTAG model, Cornell, 2018; the VTRA 

model, Cameron, 2018). However, it is possible that schools, rather than assessors, are 

responsible for such education and do educate others about reporting concerns. 

Fourth, in their general practices for assessing threats, just over half of assessors 

(65.1%) reported that they always or almost always screen concerns. This suggests that 

many assessors conduct more threat assessments than needed given that the purpose 
of screening is, in part, to prevent unnecessary assessments. To my knowledge, no 

other research has examined whether practices are consistent with this 

recommendation.  

Last, in their general practices for managing threats, most assessors reported 

that they always or almost always match responses to the risk level of threats (74.0%) 

and the needs of individuals of concern (74.7%). However, in comparing their reportedly 

typical responses to those recommended in the CSTAG model (Cornell, 2018), 
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assessors do not appear to do so. In particular, only a couple use the recommended 

responses for low risk threats (e.g., simple resolutions) or moderate risk threats (e.g., 

resolve conflict), and only some use those for high risk threats (e.g., intervention plan). 

This could be explained by the use of local models or slight variations in recommended 

responses across well-known models; regardless, assessors commonly reported the use 
of more intensive responses than necessary which is concerning considering that 

research supports less intensive responses for lower risk threats (e.g., not resorting to 

discipline or law enforcement investigation; Cornell, 2012). Inconsistency with some 

management recommendations was also found in Virginia schools but instead of 

overreacting, schools underreacted by not developing or monitoring an intervention plan 

in more than half of their most serious cases (Cornell et al., 2016).  

Assessors’ reported practices in the case scenario were somewhat more positive 

than their reported practices in general. For instance, in response to an indirect question 

about the scenario, 100% of assessors would collect information for a low risk threat. In 

contrast, in response to a direct question about general practices, 71.2% always or 
almost always collect information for all threats. This was contrary to expectations but 

might be because it is easier to comply with recommended practices in straightforward, 

low risk threats. Nonetheless, overall, practices in the scenario and practices in general 

were similar in that educating about reporting concerns and matching responses to risk 

level and needs appear to be relative shortcomings. However, the scenario suggested 

further areas for improvement in the assessment and management of low risk threats. In 

particular, less than half of assessors (42.5%) would definitely or probably determine the 

individual of concern’s needs, perhaps because the importance of assessing needs is 

forgotten in less threatening cases. Therefore, the determination of whether all 
individuals need supportive services, such as counseling, appears to be lacking. In 

addition, most assessors (65.1%) would definitely or probably monitor this case which is 

considered unnecessary since it is low risk. As such, it appears that many assessors 

monitor more cases than needed, which might indicate a misallocation of resources. 

The results further suggest that assessors who use the empirically-valid CSTAG 

model are more compliant with recommended practices than those who use other well-

known models, such as the VTRA model. Even though most well-known models are 

similarly based on government and other predominant research, this suggests that 

specific features of the CSTAG model (e.g., its decision tree process) might make it 
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more effective in guiding assessors through recommendations. On the other hand, 

practices did not differ between the empirically-valid CSTAG model and local models nor 

between other well-known models and local models. While this might suggest that local 

models are of similar quality to well-known models, and thus also based on research, 

this requires further examination. This latter finding differs from previous research 
(Cornell et al., 2009; Nekvasil & Cornell, 2015), perhaps because assessors 

unintentionally misreport which model their school uses as is a concern among experts 

(B. Stang, personal communication, August 24, 2021). Or, perhaps, findings differ 

because local models have improved in the past decade.  

In addition, the results suggest that assessors’ practices differ by country, as 

similar to findings in higher education in which U.S. multidisciplinary teams were more 

compliant with recommended practices than Canadian teams (Rogerson, 2018). In the 

current study, assessors in the U.S. also reported greater compliance with fundamental 

recommendations than those in Canada, with a medium effect size. This might be due, 

in part, to greater investment in threat assessment in the U.S. than in Canada given that 
school violence, including school shootings, is more of a concern in the U.S. (Böckler et 

al., 2013).  

It is notable that practices did not differ between assessors in Virginia and those 

in other states/provinces, primarily suggesting similar practices and that the 46 Virginian 

assessors in the sample did not unduly influence results. However, the current study just 

examined differences in overall compliance with recommended practices. There are 

reasons to suspect that some practices do differ between jurisdictions. For example, 

Virginia mandates compliance with certain standards, such as educating others about 

reporting concerns (Virginia Department of Criminal Justice Services, 2016a), while 
many other states/provinces do not (Woitaszewski et al., 2018). Nonetheless, the results 

indicate areas for improvement across states/provinces. Although there were no 

differences in practices between the empirically-valid CSTAG model and local models, 

other well-known models and local models, state/province, perceived school violence 

rates, discipline, training experience, or years of experience, it is possible that sample 

sizes were too small to detect significant differences of small or medium effect sizes.  
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Perceived Impact of School Threat Assessment 

Based on the findings, assessors perceive threat assessment as having a 

somewhat positive impact in their school. As consistent with other school community 

members and higher education assessors in prior studies (Cornell et al., 2009; Nekvasil 

& Cornell, 2015; Rogerson, 2018; Sullivan et al., 2014), almost or more than half of 

assessors indicated that assessment is effective in reducing violence as well as 

aggression and bullying. In addition, they felt it increases feelings of safety, willingness 

to report concerns, and support for individuals of concern, as well as improves school 

climate. However, most assessors did not consider it to have an impact on suspension 

rates, or disparities in suspensions, and expulsion or school transfer rates. This was 

reported even though numerous studies have demonstrated that the CSTAG model can 

reduce suspensions, expulsions, and school transfers (Cornell et al., 2009; Cornell et al., 

2011; Cornell et al., 2012; Cornell & Lovegrove, 2015; JustChildren & Cornell, 2013; 

Kaplan & Cornell, 2005; Nekvasil & Cornell, 2015).  

In their open-ended responses about other impacts in their school, assessors 

made largely positive comments and much fewer comments about negative impacts. 
Although somewhat repetitive with close-ended questions, assessors described several 

additional impacts of school threat assessment that research had not yet identified. This 

included positive impacts, such as assessment increasing awareness and identification 

of risk and needs. This also included negative impacts, such as assessment increasing 

stigma towards students of concern and having an emotional impact on assessors. 

While both perceived positive and negative impacts add to the literature, the 

identification of negative impacts signals a need to further investigate possible 

unintended effects of school threat assessments. 

In addition, a few assessors highlighted that the impact of school threat 

assessment depends on how the approach is implemented. For example, one assessor 

stated that, “It all depends on how it unfolds, the circumstances involved, etc. The most 

important part of any programming depends upon the individuals responsible for 

facilitating said program.” This theme emphasizes the importance of not just focusing on 

the effectiveness of a program but also its implementation, such as fidelity, acceptability, 

and feasibility outcomes. Violence risk assessment experts have started stressing the 

importance of researching implementation outcomes (see Viljoen & Vincent, 2020), but 
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this focus is currently lacking in the school threat assessment field. Altogether, if 

assessors do not consider threat assessment to be sufficiently acceptable in their 

schools, this might create a barrier to conducting school threat assessments. 

Challenges of School Threat Assessment 

 Based on the findings, assessors experience some extent of challenges in 

conducting threat assessments in their school, with similar challenges to assessors in 
Virginia schools and in higher education within prior studies (Rogerson, 2018; 

Schiemann & Van Brunt, 2018; Virginia Department of Criminal Justice Services, 2019). 

In the current study, the three challenges that the most assessors indicated that they 

agree with are training for new staff and for team members, having enough time, and 

monitoring cases. In Virginia schools, training and time were also two of their most 

reported challenges (Virginia Department of Criminal Justice Services, 2019). However, 

the results of the current study further suggest that monitoring high risk cases, and 

others as appropriate, is also a prominent challenge. Monitoring cases is understandably 

difficult because it requires extensive resources, such as a case manager who can 

submit regular updates until cases are resolved (Virginia Department of Criminal Justice 
Services, 2016b). 

In their open-ended responses about the biggest challenges in their school, 

assessors expressed that institutional-level lack of support or cooperation, especially 

parent cooperation, is the most prominent challenge. The biggest team-level challenge is 

a lack of time and the biggest process-level challenge is collecting information. Although 

previous research in Virginia schools also identified many of the team-level challenges 

that were expressed (Virginia Department of Criminal Justice Services, 2019), the use of 

an open-ended question allowed for the identification of these novel institutional- and 

process-level challenges (i.e., lack of support or cooperation and collecting information). 

Altogether, if assessors do not consider threat assessment to be sufficiently feasible in 

their schools, this might create another barrier to conducting school threat assessments. 

Strengths and Limitations 

 To my knowledge, the present study was the first to extend previous research on 

school threat assessment practices, perceived impact, and challenges in Virginia 
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schools, primarily, to schools across the U.S. and Canada. The final sample size was 

146 assessors, which is greater than the average sample size of 104 in prior surveys of 

risk assessment (Hurducas et al., 2014). As a particular strength, this study used a case 

scenario to examine practices in an indirect manner. This allowed for comparison to 

practices examined in a direct manner to acquire an in-depth understanding of whether 
reported practices are consistent with recommended practices. Further, in addition to 

close-ended questions, this study incorporated open-ended questions to identify other 

impacts and biggest challenges of threat assessment. 

 In interpreting the findings though, this study has several limitations to consider. 

A first limitation is that the sample was not a representative of all school-based 

assessors in U.S. and Canadian kindergarten through twelfth grade schools. Given that 

assessors are a hard-to-reach population, random sampling was not feasible for this 

study. In addition, I used snowball sampling in an effort to reach as many potential 

participants as possible. As such, I was unable to estimate response rate. Nevertheless, 

survey procedures and design followed Tailored Design Method guidelines, to the extent 
possible, to improve representativeness and response rate (Dillman et al., 2014). 

 A second limitation was that assessors reported practices might differ somewhat 

from their actual practices. Although research suggests that some professionals have 

overestimated their compliance with best practices (van de Mortel, 2008), threat 

assessors appear rather forthcoming when surveyed in past research (e.g., Cornell et 

al., 2016; Schiemann & Van Brunt, 2018). The use of a case scenario also helped to 

address this. Nonetheless, future studies should examine threat assessment files 

firsthand. 

 A third limitation was that pre-existing measures of school threat assessment 
practices, perceived impact, and challenges do not exist. Although I based survey 

content on several well-known models, previous surveys, and expert feedback, it would 

have been preferable to use empirically-supported valid and reliable measures. 

Incorporating such measures would increase confidence that the survey questions 

measured the intended constructs. 

A final limitation was that, although the final sample size of 146 assessors was 

considered adequate for the primary analyses, it is possible that it was not adequate to 
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detect small or medium effects in the secondary analyses. As such, these analyses 

might have lacked power to detect significant differences in practices. 

Implications for Practice and Research 

As previous school threat assessment research is limited almost entirely to 

Virginia schools, the purpose of the present study was to obtain a broader understanding 

of whether assessors adhere to recommended practices and consider assessment 
acceptable and feasible in their schools. The results support past findings that the use of 

well-known models and their recommendations varies. The results also extend previous 

research with the findings that assessors perceive assessment as having a somewhat 

positive impact and that assessors experience institutional- and process-level 

challenges, in addition to those at the team level. Altogether, this study suggests that 

assessment has been implemented well, but that there are areas for improvement in its 

implementation. 

Given that most assessors indicated that their school does not use the 

empirically-valid CSTAG model, schools should either adopt it or ensure that their other 

well-known or local model guides their assessors through recommended practices. 

Considering that about one third of assessors reported that their school uses a local 

model, research should determine their quality. While this study found that assessors’ 

practices did not differ between well-known models and local models, previous research 

has suggested that local models are less effective than well-known models or ineffective 

altogether (Cornell et al., 2009; Nekvasil & Cornell, 2015). Therefore, studies should 

examine the extent to which local model content is based on research and is consistent 

with recommendations. 

Schools should also provide regular training workshops to their multidisciplinary 

team, such as every three years as is expected in Virginia schools (Virginia Department 
of Criminal Justice Services, 2019). Workshops should emphasize the following 

identified shortcomings to improve assessments: educating about reporting concerns, 

screening concerns, determining needs, matching responses to risk level and needs, 

and monitoring cases. For example, workshops could inform assessors of free online 

educational programs that teach staff, students, and parents how to identify threats (see 

Virginia Youth Violence Project, n.d.). Those who completed these programs showed 
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improved threat assessment knowledge and students, in particular, showed increased 

willingness to report concerns (Cornell & Maeng, 2020). Common training workshops 

include federal, well-known model, and training and consulting company workshops 

(Cornell & Maeng, 2020), but research should test which workshops have the best 

outcomes. As of now, there is research supporting the effectiveness of CSTAG model 
workshops (e.g., Cornell et al., 2012; see School Threat Assessment Consultants LLC, 

n.d.) and initial support for free online programs as supplemental CSTAG model training 

(Cornell & Maeng, 2020; see Virginia Youth Violence Project, n.d.). 

The results also suggest possible barriers to conducting school threat 

assessments. First, assessors might not consider threat assessment to be sufficiently 

feasible in their schools given that they experience several challenges, with training 

being the most reported challenge and lack of support or cooperation being the most 

reported in open-ended responses. To increase feasibility, schools should find ways to 

further support assessors, such as providing fair notice to parents to facilitate their 

cooperation in the assessment process as the VTRA model (Cameron, 2018) 
recommends. In addition, research must explore whether fair notice, or other methods, 

increase support and cooperation. Second, assessors might not consider threat 

assessment to be sufficiently acceptable in their schools given that they did not perceive 

it as having an impact on suspension and expulsion rates. To increase acceptability, 

schools should inform assessors of the research demonstrating that recommended 

practices can reduce these rates (Cornell et al., 2009; Cornell et al., 2011; Cornell et al., 

2012; Cornell & Lovegrove, 2015; JustChildren & Cornell, 2013; Kaplan & Cornell, 2005; 

Nekvasil & Cornell, 2015). In addition, research must investigate whether assessment 

promotes negative unintended effects, including whether it reduces feelings of safety.  

Future research should examine fidelity, acceptability, and feasibility further, such 

as through file review with representative samples. Studies should also examine other 

implementation outcomes, such as penetration which is the integration of threat 

assessment within the school setting (see Proctor et al., 2011). For example, through 

case audit, researchers could examine penetration through completion rates, such as 

the number of reported concerns that assessors screened for assessment, as opposed 

to neglected, divided by the total number of reported concerns. 
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School threat assessment can continue to benefit from principles within the well-

established risk assessment field before an individual becomes involved in the juvenile 

or criminal justice system. For instance, school threat assessment integrates the risk 

principle from the risk-need-responsivity model (Andrews & Bonta, 2010), which is the 

leading approach for managing individuals who have offended. The risk principle 
requires that the intensity of services match the risk level for future violence or offending, 

in which services are less intensive for those at a lower risk and more intensive for those 

at a higher risk. In matching responses to risk level and needs, school threat assessors 

are providing the appropriate level of support to veer an individual away from the 

pathway to violence. 

School threat assessment could also benefit from integrating evidence-based 

treatments from the risk assessment field. For instance, assessors could refer 

individuals at higher risk to functional family therapy, multisystemic therapy, or the 

Treatment Foster Care Oregon program. Extensive research supports the effectiveness 

of these family-based cognitive behavioral treatments for conduct disorder in youth who 
have offended (Salekin, 2015). Therefore, these might have preventative utility in the 

most severe threat assessment cases. 

Beyond implications for schools and the school threat assessment literature, the 

findings have implications for the juvenile and criminal justice system. If sufficiently 

implemented, school threat assessment has the potential to circumvent individuals from 

violence and the justice system. Unlike zero tolerance and profiling approaches (Skiba et 

al., 2014), this approach avoids inappropriate suspensions and expulsions that exclude 

students of concern from school support. Therefore, it is a promising method for 

reducing the school-to-prison pipeline.  

Conclusion 

 In the past two decades, schools have increasingly adopted a threat assessment 

approach to address threats of violence. With previous research almost entirely limited 

to Virginia schools, the present study sought a broader understanding of whether 

assessors adhere to recommended practices and consider assessment acceptable and 

feasible in their schools. As similar to previous research, assessors reported several 

strengths including that, in general, practices are consistent with recommendations and 
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assessment has a positive impact. Nonetheless, assessors suggested possible 

shortcomings in practices, such as in educating others about reporting concerns. In 

addition, as possible barriers to conducting assessments, assessors do not consider 

assessment to impact suspension and expulsion rates and assessors experience 

several challenges with a primary challenge being training. Despite these limitations, 
research has largely established and upheld the value of school threat assessment. In 

contrast to zero tolerance and profiling approaches, this approach helps schools remain 

safe without excluding the students who might need a supportive learning environment 

the most (Cornell et al., 2012). 
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Appendix A. 
 
Recommended School Threat Assessment Practices 

Note. These recommendations are based on the following well-known models: The Comprehensive School Threat 
Assessment Guidelines model (Cornell, 2018), the Violence Threat Risk Assessment model (Cameron, 2018), and 
Virginia’s Department of Criminal Justice Services model (2016b). 

Recommendation Description Example 

Threat Assessment Team   

(1) Form and train team Form a multidisciplinary threat 
assessment team and train team 
members. 

Establish a team with trained 
individuals of various expertise, such 
as counseling, instruction, 
administration, law enforcement.   

Identification   

(2) Educate about 
reporting concerns 

Educate school community 
members about procedures for 
reporting concerns of school 
violence. 

Inform students, staff, and others 
about what to report, how to report, 
and why to report. 

Assessment   

(3) Screen concerns 

 

Screen reported concerns before 
conducting an in-depth 
assessment to determine how to 
move forward. 

Review concerns to discern whether a 
threat assessment is appropriate or 
which assessors are needed. 

(4) Collect information Collect sources of information to 
better understand the context 
behind threats. 

Check personal possessions, review 
relevant records, and conduct 
interviews.  

(5) Determine risk level 
and needs 

Determine the risk level of threats 
and the needs of individuals of 
concern. 

Assess for warning behaviors to 
determine whether threats are low, 
moderate, or high risk, as well as for 
risk factors for violence to determine 
individual needs. 

Management   

(6) Match responses to 
risk level and needs 

Develop responses that match the 
risk level of threats and the 
needs of individuals of concern. 

Choose simple resolutions but 
supportive services if needed for low 
risk threats vs. interventions that 
reduce risk and support needs for 
high risk threats. 

(7) Monitor cases Monitor high risk cases and others 
as appropriate to follow up on the 
effectiveness of responses.  

Submit regular updates to the team 
until cases are resolved, such as 
every 30 days. 

(8) Document efforts Document efforts to resolve 
concerns in a thorough manner. 

Use forms that assist and document 
the process from report to resolution. 
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Appendix B. 
 
School Threat Assessment Survey 

 

School Threat Assessment Survey 

 

Start of Block: Eligibility Screener 

 
 
Thank you for your interest in this survey, which asks about school threat assessment practices, 
impact, and challenges. 
 
School threat assessment is a process of identifying, assessing, and managing threatening or 
concerning behavior in schools to resolve concerns before violence occurs.  
 
Note: Threat assessment is often used in community settings to investigate the risk of targeted 
violence by an individual who has communicated or whose behavior has implied a threat to 
harm others, such as a peer or a school itself. This is different from a risk assessment that is 
often used routinely in clinical settings to investigate the risk of general violence. 
 
Q1 Do you have experience assessing whether an individual’s behavior poses a threat of 
harm to others in a U.S. and/or Canadian K-12 school, as an individual or team based in 
the school? 
We value your participation even if you have little, less recent, or informal experience, or if your 
experience was called something other than school threat assessment (e.g., behavioral 
assessment). 

o Yes  

o No  
 
Q2 Which organization(s) forwarded this survey to you? Select all that apply. 

▢ TBD  

▢ None; an individual who thought I would be interested forwarded this survey to 
me. 
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Display This Question: 

If Do you have experience assessing whether an individual’s behavior poses a threat of harm to oth... 
= No 

Thank you for your interest in this survey. Due to our eligibility criteria, you are not eligible to 
participate but we sincerely thank you for your interest. If you have any questions or concerns, 
please contact Jourdan Jackson at jourdan_jackson@sfu.ca. 

Skip To: End of Survey If  Thank you for your interest in this survey. Due to our eligibility criteria, you are 
not eligible... Is Displayed 
 
End of Block: Eligibility Screener  
Start of Block: Consent Form 
Please read the following and then indicate whether you would like to voluntarily participate or 
not. 

Consent Form 

 

Preventing School Violence: A Survey of School Threat Assessment Practices, Perceived 

Impact, and Challenges 

 

Principal Investigator: Jourdan Jackson, B.S., Psychology Department, 
jourdan_jackson@sfu.ca  
Faculty Supervisor: Jodi Viljoen, Ph.D., jviljoen@sfu.ca 

Co-investigators and Research Personnel: Stephen Hart, Ph.D. (Thesis committee member) & 
research assistants in the Adolescent Risk and Resilience Lab (Data analysis support) 
Sponsor: This study is being funded by the SFU Psychology Department. 
 

Study Purpose:  

We are conducting a survey to further our understanding of threat assessment practices, 
perceived impact, and challenges in schools. 
 

Study Details: 
The brief survey will ask a series of questions regarding your experiences conducting school 
threat assessments. There are four sections with a total of 81 questions, which will take 
approximately 15 minutes to complete.  
 

Participation Benefits: 
We do not think that participating in this study will have any direct benefits. However, this 
research can help school communities improve their threat assessment processes and provide 
increased supports for those who conduct school threat assessments. 
 

Participation Risks: 

There are no foreseeable risks involved with participating in this study. If you have any questions 
or concerns regarding your rights as a research participant, please contact the director of SFU’s 
Research Ethics Board, Dr. Jeff Toward, at jtoward@sfu.ca or 778-782-6593. 
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Confidentiality: 

We have taken measures to protect your confidentiality. In particular, your survey responses will 
be anonymized as we will not ask for identifying information, such as your name or workplace, 
and will remove identifying information. Anonymized survey response data will be preserved in 
an open access online repository which means that other researchers may use this data in the 
future. If you choose to provide your phone number or email address to be potentially contacted 
for a telephone interview in the future, this information will not be linked to your anonymized 
survey responses at any point. Only the principal investigator (Jourdan Jackson), the faculty 
supervisor (Dr. Jodi Viljoen), and research assistants in the Adolescent Risk and Resilience Lab 
will have access to this information. Further, this information will be password-protected and 
stored on password-protected computers, which are kept behind locked doors. Please know that 
if you are a U.S. citizen, your data will be stored in Canada which is outside of your country of 
residence. Your data will be retained indefinitely. 
 
Please know that if you choose to provide your phone number or email address, we cannot 
guarantee the confidentiality of your role as a participant in this study since telephone and email 
are not considered secure means of communication. However, your survey responses will remain 
anonymized. 
 
This online survey is hosted through Qualtrics which is a secure internet survey company, and 
anonymized survey response data will be imported into NVivo which is a secure data analysis 
computer software. Qualtrics and NVivo are U.S.-owned companies. If you choose to participate 
in this survey, you understand that your data is stored within the U.S. and subject to U.S. laws, 
including the USA PATRIOT Act and CLOUD Act which allow authorities access to data held 
by internet service providers under certain circumstances. The security and privacy policies for 
Qualtrics and NVivo can be found at the following links:  
https://www.qualtrics.com/security-statement/ 
https://www.qualtrics.com/privacy-statement/ 
https://www.qsrinternational.com/privacy-policy 
 

Study Results: 

This study is part of a thesis for the degree of Master of Arts in the department of psychology 
and as such, the thesis will be published as a public document. Further, findings may be 
presented at academic conferences and published in academic journals. We will present findings 
in aggregate form and your survey responses will remain unidentifiable in any report of the 
findings. A summary of the findings may be shared with organizations that allowed us to send 
email invites to their members, but only anonymized group data would be shared. If you have 
any questions or would like to receive a summary of the findings once this study is complete, 
you can contact the principal investigator, Jourdan Jackson, at jourdan_jackson@sfu.ca or the 
faculty supervisor, Dr. Jodi Viljoen, at jviljoen@sfu.ca. 
 

If you would like to participate in this study, please select the ‘YES’ option below to 

indicate that you have read this form and voluntarily agree to participate. You will not be 

able to withdraw your responses from this study because your responses are not 

identifiable, but you may choose to not respond to questions or exit the survey at any time 

without any negative consequences. 
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o YES I voluntarily consent to participate in this study  

o NO I do not consent to participate in this study  
 
Display This Question: 

If Please read the following and then indicate whether you would like to voluntarily participate or... = 
NO I do not consent to participate in this study 

You indicated that you do NOT consent to participate in this study. We thank you for your 
interest. If you have any questions or concerns, please contact Jourdan Jackson at 
jourdan_jackson@sfu.ca. 

Skip To: End of Survey If  You indicated that you do NOT consent to participate in this study. We thank 
you for your interes... Is Displayed 

End of Block: Consent Form  
Start of Block: Demographic Information 
This first section will ask demographic-related questions. 
 
Thinking of the most recent school where you conducted school threat assessments, as an 
individual or team based in the school: 
 
Q1 State or province: 

▼ Alabama ... Yukon 

 
Q2 Community: 

o Urban 

o Suburban 

o Rural 
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Q2 In your school, would assessors (i.e., those who conduct school threat assessments) 
have to be trained in these assessments to investigate a potential threat? 

o Definitely yes  

o Probably yes  

o Maybe  

o Probably not  

o Definitely not  
 
Q3 In your school, how would the teacher have known how to report this concern? 

o The teacher would not know, but would probably assume that they should report it to a 
school administrator  

o Assessors ensure that school community members are informed about reporting 
concerns about potential school violence  

o The teacher, who does not assess threats, probably attended a formal threat 
assessment training (e.g., a day or multi-day workshop by experts outside of the 
school/district/board)  

o None of the above  
 
Q4 If you were assessing this reported concern, which of the following actions do you 
consider the most important thing to do first? 

o Screen the reported concern to determine whether and how to move forward  

o Initiate an in-depth threat assessment without first screening the reported concern  

o Initiate a crisis response and contact law enforcement  

o None of the above  
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Q10 Would you document identification, assessment, and management efforts for this 
case? 

o Definitely yes  

o Probably yes  

o Maybe  

o Probably not  

o Definitely not  
 
Thinking of your most recent school threat assessment practices, as an individual or team 
based in the school: 
 
Q1 Does your school formally mandate or require a standard threat assessment 
protocol?  
i.e., written procedures that the school and assessors must follow. 

o Yes  

o No  

o I don't know  
 
Display This Question: 

If Does your school formally mandate or require a standard threat assessment protocol?  i.e., writte... 
= Yes 

Schools sometimes adopt/adapt an expert developed model as their standard threat 
assessment protocol. This is a model that threat assessment experts developed, outside of the 
school/district/board.  
 
Note: This is different from a locally developed model- a model that the school/district/board 
developed that might be based on a review or synthesis of expert developed models, but is not 
the adoption/adaptation of one particular expert developed model. 
  
 Some examples of expert developed models include: 
  
 University of Virginia (UVa) model  
 Also known as: Guidelines for Responding to Student Threats of Violence, Virginia Student 
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Threat Assessment Guidelines (VSTAG); Comprehensive School Threat Assessment 
Guidelines (CSTAG) 
 
 Salem-Keizer System model 
 Also known as: Student Threat Assessment System (STAS) 
 
 Dallas Violence Risk Assessment (DVRA) model 
 Also known as: Dallas Threat of Violence Risk Assessment 
   
 Violence Threat Risk Assessment (VTRA) model 
 Also known as: North American Center for Threat Assessment and Trauma Response model 
 
 Expert developed models include state or province models such as:  
 
 Virginia Department of Criminal Justice Services (DCJS) model 
 Also known as: Threat Assessment in Virginia Public Schools: Model Policies, Procedures, and 
Guidelines; Virginia Center for School and Campus Safety; VCSCS/DCJS model 
 
Display This Question: 

If Does your school formally mandate or require a standard threat assessment protocol?  i.e., writte... 
= Yes 

Q2 What does your school mandate as their standard threat assessment protocol? 
Note: If you do not know, please select I don’t know. However, some protocols explicitly state 
“adapted from” and the source(s) of their protocol. If it states one source, then it is most likely an 
expert developed model. If it states more than one source, then it is most likely a locally 
developed model. 

o An expert developed model i.e., a model that threat assessment experts developed, 
outside of the school/district/board.  

o A locally developed model i.e., a model that the school/district/board developed that 
might be based on a review or synthesis of expert developed models, but is not the 
adoption/adaptation of one particular expert developed model. 

o I don't know  
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Display This Question: 

If What does your school mandate as their standard threat assessment protocol? = An expert 
developed model <em>i.e., a model that threat assessment experts developed, outside of the 
school/district/board.</em> 

Q3 Which expert developed model does your school mandate as their standard threat 
assessment protocol? 

o University of Virginia (UVa) model Also known as: Guidelines for Responding to Student 
Threats of Violence, Virginia Student Threat Assessment Guidelines (VSTAG); 
Comprehensive School Threat Assessment Guidelines (CSTAG)  

o Salem-Keizer System model Also known as: Student Threat Assessment System 
(STAS) 

o  Dallas Violence Risk Assessment (DVRA) model Also known as: Dallas Threat of 
Violence Risk Assessment 

o Violence Threat Risk Assessment (VTRA) model Also known as: North American Center 
for Threat Assessment and Trauma Response  

o State or Province model (e.g., Virginia Department of Criminal Justice Services (DCJS) 
model) 

o Other expert developed model, please describe: 
________________________________________________ 

o I don't know  
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Display This Question: 

If What does your school mandate as their standard threat assessment protocol? = An expert 
developed model <em>i.e., a model that threat assessment experts developed, outside of the 
school/district/board.</em> 

Q4 How closely do you/your threat assessment team... 

 
Not 
very 

Closely 

Not 
closely Neutral Closely Very 

closely  
I don’t 
know 

Follow this 
expert 
developed 
model as the 
model 
prescribes?   
i.e., identify, 
assess, and 
manage threats 
as the model 
recommends.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

 
You’re almost there! Your experiences are important to us, and we thank you for your 
responses so far.  
 
Q5 Does your school have a threat assessment team?  
i.e., an established team or several school staff/affiliates that will come together to conduct 
school threat assessments. 

o Yes  

o No  

o I don't know  
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Display This Question: 

If Does your school have a threat assessment team? i.e., an established team or several school sta... 
= Yes 

Q7 Which training does your school provide to your threat assessment team? 

o A day or multi-day workshop (e.g., with training exercises) by experts outside of the 
school/district/board 

o A day or multi-day workshop (e.g., with training exercises) by the school/district/board 

o A 1-8 hour overview (e.g., orientation or webinar of the standard threat assessment 
protocol without training exercises) 

o Handout(s) 

o None 

o I don't know  
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Thinking of your most recent school threat assessment practices, as an individual or team 
based in the school: 
 
Q8 How often do you/your team... 

 Never 

Once in 
a while 

or 
rarely 
(1% to 
10%) 

Sometimes 
(11% to 
40%) 

Frequently 
(41% to 
80%) 

Almost 
always 
(81% to 
98%) 

Always 
(99% to 
100% of 
the time) 

Help ensure that 
school community 
members will report 
concerns about 
potential school 
violence?   
e.g., educating students, 
staff, and others on what 
to report, how to report, 
and why to report.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

Screen reported 
concerns, before 
conducting an in-depth 
threat assessment?  
e.g., screening reports 
about potential violence 
to determine whether a 
threat assessment is 
appropriate or to decide 
which team members 
are needed for the threat 
assessment.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

Collect information 
surrounding threats? 
e.g., reviewing relevant 
records, conducting 
interviews, etc. to better 
understand the context 
behind threats.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

Assess whether 
warning behaviors are 
present?   
e.g., whether the 
individual of concern has 
a specific plan for 
carrying out the threat, 
has access to a firearm, 

o  o  o  o  o  o  
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etc.  

Determine the risk 
level of threats? 
e.g., as low risk, 
moderate risk, or high 
risk.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  
Match responses, 
including disciplinary 
actions, to the risk 
level of threats?  
e.g., simple resolutions 
(e.g., a warning) for non-
serious/low risk threats 
vs. a law enforcement 
investigation for high risk 
threats.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Thinking of your most recent school threat assessment practices, as an individual or team 
based in the school: 
 
Q9 How often do you/your team... 

 Never 

Once 
in a 

while 
or 

rarely 
(1% to 
10%) 

Sometimes 
(11% to 
40%) 

Frequently 
(41% to 

80%) 

Almost 
always 
(81% to 
98%) 

Always 
(99% to 
100% of 

the 
time) 

Assess whether risk 
factors for violence are 
present?  
e.g., a lack of positive 
relationships with peers or 
school staff, severe 
depression, etc.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

Determine the specific 
needs of individuals of 
concern (for all threats 
regardless of risk level)?  
e.g., deciding whether the 
individual of concern does 
not or does need supportive 
services based on present 
risk factors such as a lack of 
positive relationships with 
peers or school staff, severe 
depression, etc.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

Match responses, 
including supportive 
services, to the specific 
needs of individuals of 
concern as appropriate? 
e.g., in addition to matching 
responses to the risk level 
of threats...referring the 
individual of concern to 
social skills training if they 
lack positive relationships 
with peers or school staff, 
counseling if they appear 
severely depressed, etc.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

Continue to monitor high 
risk cases (i.e., the 
person/situation appears o  o  o  o  o  o  
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to pose a threat of 
violence, exhibiting 
behaviors that indicate 
both a continuing intent to 
harm and efforts to 
acquire the capacity to 
carry out the plan) and 
others as appropriate?  
e.g., regular follow ups (e.g., 
every 30 days) on the 
individual of concern and 
the effectiveness of 
responses in reducing risk 
and supporting needs, until 
cases are resolved.  

Determine the specific 
needs of potential 
victim(s) (for all threats 
regardless of risk level)?  
e.g., deciding whether the 
potential victim(s) does not 
or does need supportive 
services based on the 
impact that the threat has 
on them. 

o  o  o  o  o  o  

Match responses, 
including supportive 
services, to the specific 
needs of potential 
victim(s) as appropriate? 
e.g., referring the potential 
victim(s) to resources to 
help cope with the impact 
that the threat has on them. 

o  o  o  o  o  o  

Document efforts of a 
case?  
e.g., most identification, 
assessment, and 
management efforts from 
the initial report to case 
resolution.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Thinking of your most recent school threat assessment experiences, as an individual or team 
based in the school: 
 
Q1 In your school, to what extent do you think school threat assessment worsens or 
improves... 

 Substantially 
worsens 

Worsens 
 Neutral Improves Substantially 

improves 

School climate  o  o  o  o  o  
 
Q2 In your school, to what extent do you think school threat assessment reduces or 
increases... 

 Substantially 
reduces 

Reduces 
 Neutral Increases Substantially 

increases 

Violence  o  o  o  o  o  
Aggression and 
bullying  o  o  o  o  o  
Suspension rates  o  o  o  o  o  
Racial disparities in 
suspension rates  o  o  o  o  o  
Special and general 
education disparities 
in suspension rates o  o  o  o  o  
Expulsions/school 
transfers  o  o  o  o  o  
Feelings of safety o  o  o  o  o  
Willingness to report 
concerns o  o  o  o  o  
Support for 
individuals of concern  o  o  o  o  o  
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Q3 How else does school threat assessment impact your school? 
Note: Please do not include any identifying information in open-ended responses (such as your 
name or workplace). 

________________________________________________________________ 
End of Block: Perceived Impact  
Start of Block: Challenges 
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This last section will ask questions about the challenges of school threat assessment.  
 
Thinking of your most recent school threat assessment experiences, as an individual or team 
based in the school:  
 
Q1 To what extent do you agree with the following statements: In conducting school 
threat assessments in your school, there are challenges with… 

 Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree 
 Neutral Agree Strongly 

agree 

Limited staff and staff 
turnover/retention 
e.g., not enough school staff for the 
threat assessment team, staff on the 
team change often  

o  o  o  o  o  
Team coordination 
e.g., managing team member 
schedules, availability to meet in 
timely manner 

o  o  o  o  o  
Training for new staff and for team 
members 
e.g., training is not sufficient or 
frequent enough to ensure that new 
staff and every team member is 
trained 

o  o  o  o  o  
Understanding the function of 
threat assessments vs. discipline 
e.g., the school and/or assessors 
sometimes forget that the purpose of 
threat assessment is to reduce risk 
and support needs rather than 
discipline 

o  o  o  o  o  

Having enough time 
e.g., a loss of instruction time, 
competing priorities, conducting 
thorough threat 
assessment/review/debrief in a timely 
manner, pressure to conduct threat 
assessment too quickly 

o  o  o  o  o  

Understanding the risk levels of 
threats 
e.g., when does an act become a 
threat, how to determine threat level, 
what constitutes a threat 

o  o  o  o  o  
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Consistency in district-wide 
practices 
e.g., the expected practices for 
schools and assessors are unclear 
and/or vary 

o  o  o  o  o  
Threat assessment training 
resources 
e.g., not enough available resources, 
the available resources are 
inadequate, it is difficult to develop 
resources 

o  o  o  o  o  
The length of forms 
e.g., threat assessment forms are too 
long o  o  o  o  o  
Monitoring cases 
e.g., conducting reviews and updates 
of high risk threats and others as 
needed 

o  o  o  o  o  
Privacy issues 
e.g., FERPA, assessors or others 
maintaining student confidentiality 
requirement 

o  o  o  o  o  
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Q2 To what extent do you agree with the following statements: In conducting school 
threat assessments in your school... 

 Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree 
 Neutral Agree Strongly 

agree 

There is a lack of budget funds 
e.g., not enough funds for additional 
assessors, assessment forms, etc.  o  o  o  o  o  
There is an adequate school 
protocol in place   
i.e., an appropriate and sufficient 
written procedure that the school and 
assessors must follow  

o  o  o  o  o  
There is a committed individual 
who leads assessments   
e.g., a team leader who initiates and 
directs the assessments  

o  o  o  o  o  
There are unresolved 
disagreements about which 
decisions are most appropriate   
e.g., about whether discipline, an 
intervention plan, etc. is appropriate 
in specific cases  

o  o  o  o  o  
There is a lack of guardian/parent 
cooperation   
e.g., guardians/parents are unwilling 
to provide information during 
assessments or adhere to 
management recommendations  

o  o  o  o  o  
I have sufficient training   
e.g., trained in the school protocol, 
enough training to feel confident in 
assessing threats, etc.  

o  o  o  o  o  
I have sufficient access to all 
sources of information needed 
e.g., access to relevant records, 
ability to conduct interviews, etc.  

o  o  o  o  o  
I have fear/stress because of the 
high-risk nature of assessments 
e.g., experiencing pressure and 
awareness of risk if the wrong 
decision is made  

o  o  o  o  o  
I have found that my perception is 
now skewed toward thinking that 
behavior is more threatening than o  o  o  o  o  
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it probably is  
e.g., addressing the most concerning 
behaviors has led to forgetting that 
most individuals do not pose a 
serious threat  

I am concerned that assessments 
could be misused or have negative 
consequences   
e.g., used to justify inappropriate 
disciplinary actions, create stigma 
toward individuals of concern, etc.  

o  o  o  o  o  
I am concerned that assessments 
are often inaccurate or lack 
information   
e.g., experiencing a lack of 
confidence in the decisions or 
completeness of assessments  

o  o  o  o  o  
I am concerned about other 
assessors’ practices   
e.g., other assessors do not follow 
the threat assessment protocol such 
as monitoring high risk cases; other 
assessors do not follow through on 
assigned tasks in a timely manner  

o  o  o  o  o  

 
Q3 What other difficulties or concerns do you encounter in conducting school threat 
assessments? 
Note: Please do not include any identifying information in open-ended responses (such as your 
name or workplace). 

________________________________________________________________ 
 
Q4 What are the biggest challenges you encounter in conducting school threat 
assessments? 

________________________________________________________________  
Start of Block: Telephone Interview Information 
Q1 Thank you for participating in this survey!    
    
If you are interested in participating in a telephone interview in the future, please provide 
your phone number and/or email address below.   
    
This is optional; please know that providing this information means that you agree to being 
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contacted in the future. Your survey responses will remain anonymized as your phone number 
or email address cannot be linked to them. 

o Phone number (include area code): ________________________________ 

o Email address:  ________________________________________________ 
End of Block: Telephone Interview Information  
 

Thank you for your willingness to participate in this survey!  
 
To ensure that we can hear the experiences of as many school threat assessors as possible, 
we would greatly appreciate if you could forward the email invitation to other assessors who 
may be interested in participating. 
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