Oxford Community Schools
Independent Report On The Shooting At
Oxford High School On November 30, 2021

Warning: The information discussed in this report is of a sensitive and traumatic
nature involving gun violence, death, harm of children, and suicide and may be
potentially activating for victims and survivors.
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INTRODUCTION

On November 30, 2021, at Oxford High School (“OHS”) in Oakland County, Michigan,
four OHS students, Madisyn Baldwin (17), Tate Myre (16), Justin Shilling (17), and Hana
St. Juliana (14), were shot and killed at the school by another student (the “Shooter”)
(15).1 The Shooter also shot six other students, Phoebe Arthur (14), John Asciutto (17),
Riley Franz (17), Elijah Mueller (14), Kylie Ossege (17), and Aiden Watson (15), and one
teacher, Molly Darnell, all of whom survived. Many other students, including Keegan
Gregory (15), as well as teachers, administrators, and staff who survived were also
victimized that day, for they came in close contact with the Shooter as he rampaged
through the school and murdered children. Countless other students and staff, present
for the shooting and its immediate aftermath, were also traumatized, many of whom tried
to save lives that tragic day. The shooting has devastated the families of the students
killed, brutalized the students and teacher who survived, and deeply hurt students,
parents, teachers, staff, administrators, board members, and the greater Oxford

community, causing lasting grief and leaving many questions.

Soon after the shooting, the Board of Education (the “Board”) of the Oxford Community
Schools District (“OCS” or the “District”) learned that before the shooting, several OHS
employees had identified concerning behavior, statements, and drawings by the Shooter
at OHS the day of the shooting and the day before the shooting, and confronted him at
the school, but ultimately allowed him to return to class. Concerns were also raised to
the Board about the District’'s threat assessment policies, guidelines, and practices —
what existed, and whether they were followed. To address these concerns and the
circumstances surrounding the shooting, in May 2022, the Board hired the investigative
firm Guidepost Solutions LLC ("Guidepost"), through the Board’s investigative counsel

Varnum LLP ("Varnum"), to jointly conduct an investigation, entirely independent of the

1 We have sought not to name the Shooter in this report, pursuant to the campaign that “encourages
media, law enforcement, and public information officers to shift their focus from the perpetrators of active
shooter incidents toward the victims, survivors, and heroes who stopped them, as well as the
communities that come together to help in the healing process.” See active-shooter-incidents-in-the-us-
2022-042623 (2).pdf.



Board and the District. The Board asked us to investigate, among other things, the
District’s: i) interactions with the Shooter before the shooting; ii) actions before, during,
and after the shooting; and iii) school safety and security policies, guidelines, practices,
and measures in place both at the time we were hired and at the time of the shooting to
minimize the risk of an active shooter at OHS in the future and the damage from any such
incident. The Board also sought to provide the results of the investigation to the public
and directed us to release the report publicly at the same time it was released to the
Board.

Our investigation has resulted in two reports. Our first report was issued in May 2023,
and addressed only the school safety and security policies, guidelines, practices, and
measures in place to minimize the risk of an active shooter at OHS and the damage from
any such incident as of the time of the issuance of that first report. That first report did
not address the District’'s school safety and security policies, guidelines, practices, and
measures in place at the time of the shooting; interactions with the Shooter before the
shooting; or actions before, during, and after the shooting. Those areas of investigation
are addressed in this report. By objectively investigating, assessing, and reporting on the
District, we hope to empower the District, the victims’ families, the survivors and their
families, and the entire Oxford community to i) heal and recover from the shooting, and

i) properly address and respond to the findings in this report.

Community members have asked about how the report was put together and the role of
various parties in the investigation. Although Guidepost and Varnum worked together on
this investigation, Guidepost alone controlled the final contents, language, and
conclusions of this report, without any influence by Varnum, the Board, or the District.
The Board and the District are receiving this report for the first time as it is released to the

public.

Although the primary purpose of the District is to educate students, learning cannot be
achieved unless the District provides an environment where students are safe and
secure. In many ways, the District succeeded in this mission before and when the

shooting started. Certain elements of District emergency training and physical security
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measures saved lives that day. Hundreds of OHS students followed the training that they
had received from OHS to evacuate, lockdown, or otherwise take cover during an active
shooter situation, and the door barricading devices installed by the District worked.

Moreover, both students and District personnel heroically tried to save lives.

However, as set forth more fully below, in certain critical areas, individuals at every level
of the District, from the Board to the Superintendent and his cabinet to the OHS
administration and staff, failed to provide a safe and secure environment. Although only
the Shooter is guilty of murder and assault, and his parents will be tried for their alleged
gross negligence with respect to their son, the District was responsible for keeping
Madisyn, Tate, Justin, Hana and all of the other OHS survivors and students safe and
secure at OHS on November 30, 2021, but failed to do so.

We correctly blame the Shooter, who pled guilty to murder and attempted murder, and
his parents for supplying him with the instrument of death. Our professional obligation,
however, to the Board, which hired us as outside independent investigators, and the
Oxford community as a whole, has been to seek the truth, and go beyond blame and
assess responsibility. But our even more sacred duty remains to the victims. The
testimonials that follow show that they made an everlasting contribution and impression

in this world.

It is tempting for the District to see this tragedy as a random event — tragic but
unavoidable. But if we accept these killings, however vicious, however tragic as
somehow random, inevitable, and unavoidable, the pain will continue, but the opportunity
to do something about them before and not only after the fact will have been lost.

This report collects what detail we can, to establish what happened. But it can only be a
true service to the victims if it helps prevent others from joining that list. In that spirit, we
do not seek to cast blame beyond the Shooter, who killed intentionally, and his parents,
who recklessly supplied him the instrument with which to do it. But beyond the blame lies
responsibility. While we did not find intention, or callousness, or wanton indifference, we

did find failure and responsibility by omission. In short, responsibility too often was denied



and shifted elsewhere. Taken together, when responsibility everywhere rests elsewhere,

it rests nowhere.

Our investigation has revealed that had proper threat assessment guidelines been in
place and District threat assessment policy followed, this tragedy was avoidable. We will
always hear of the tragedies that continue and of procedures and actions that fell short,
but we will likely never hear of potential shooters who did not shoot and kill because of
timely awareness and intervention by those in a position to be aware and intervene. We
can always number the failures, but never the success of policies and guidelines, however
much we approve them. We will never know, nor will we count, the victims who were
saved by better plans and procedures, but the failure to have those better plans and

procedures leaves an unacceptable vulnerability.

We hope OCS embraces this report in the spirit in which it is written, although we are not
naive enough to believe such a tragedy will never happen again. But each tragedy

averted amounts to saving precious human lives, like Hana, Madisyn, Justin, and Tate.



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Scope of Work

As set forth above, for this report we investigated the District’s: i) interactions with the
Shooter before the shooting; ii) actions before, during, and after the shooting; and iii)
school safety and security policies, guidelines, practices, and measures in place at the
time of the shooting to minimize the risk of an active shooter at OHS and the damage

from any such incident. Our investigation covered, among other things:

« Board oversight of the District, including the superintendent;

e Superintendent oversight of the District, including his cabinet and OHS
administration;

e OHS administration oversight of OHS staff;

o OHS administrators, teachers, and staff, including counselors;

o Student threat assessments;

« Student suicide assessments;

e Searches of students and their bags;

e School physical security, including door barricading devices;

e School public address systems;

e School security personnel, including the school resource officer ("SRO");

e School emergency operations planning, including training and drills;

e School emergency communications, including "Alert, Lockdown, Inform,
Counter Evacuate" (“ALICE”);

e The Shooter’s history at OCS schools;

e Unusual events leading up to the shooting, including the “deer head,” “bird
head,” and “countdown” incidents;

e The Shooter’s social media posts;

e OHS personnel’s interactions with the Shooter before the shooting;

« Student interactions with the Shooter before the shooting;

e The shooting;

« Actions of OHS personnel before, during, and after the shooting;

e Actions of the SRO before and during the shooting;
7



e The District’s response to the shooting; and

e The victims and survivors.

We were hired by the Board to conduct an internal investigation of the District, including
the Board, the superintendent and his cabinet, and OHS and its administrators, teachers,
and staff, including the SRO, who is employed by the Oakland County Sheriff's Office
(“OCSO”) but assigned to OCS, in connection with the shooting. Also investigating the
shooting are the OCSO and the Oakland County Prosecutor’s Office (“*OCPQ”), as part
of the OCPO'’s prosecution of the Shooter and his parents. Investigations of the shooting
are also being conducted by families for the victims and survivors and their families
through civil litigation filed against the District and certain current and former District
employees. We were not, and are not, involved in those civil and criminal cases. Our

work is on behalf of the Board and the Oxford community that elects the Board members.

During our investigation, we were given full — and arguably unprecedented — access to
evidence gathered by the OCPO from law enforcement and from other witnesses and
sources, on the condition that before we issued this report, the OCPO would review
information in our report that came solely from its investigative files, to ensure that our
use of that information would not interfere with the ongoing criminal cases. The OCPO
has reviewed the information in this report and has not made any redactions or objected
to our use of any information in this report. We thank the OCPO for its willingness to
share its evidence with us as it was critical in understanding what happened during the
shooting. In addition, the Oakland County Sheriff's Office, which gathered much of the
evidence for the OCPO, also provided us with important information about the SRO'’s

actions on November 30 and other materials, and we thank it as well.

We also could not have conducted and finished a comprehensive investigation without
the leadership of former Board presidents Tom Donnelly and Dan D’Alessandro, and
current president Heather Shafer. After the shooting, D’Alessandro pressed for an
outside, third-party investigation of the District’'s actions in connection with the shooting.
Donnelly initiated the investigation, fully cooperated with our work, sat for an interview,

provided information even after he left the Board, and directed the District to fully
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cooperate with our work and provide us with the documents and materials we requested.
D’Alessandro continued the Board’'s cooperation, sat for an interview, and, most
importantly, helped our investigative team obtain additional critical information from the
District and overcome the refusal of many District employees to cooperate with our
investigation. D’Alessandro led by example and convinced many witnesses to speak with
us. Shafer continued the Board’s cooperation and also sat for an interview.

Methodology

Documents/Materials

We requested and reviewed thousands of relevant documents and other materials from
the District. We also received from the OCPO full access to video footage of the shooting
and its immediate aftermath and the “police file.” The police file contained hundreds of
witness statements from students, teachers, staff, administrators, and law enforcement
officers, among others, along with other materials relevant to our work. We also received
and reviewed critical information and materials from the OCSO. In addition, we received
and reviewed relevant information, documents, and materials from members of the OCS
and greater Oxford communities, including students, teachers, staff, and victims and
survivors and their families. Finally, we reviewed thousands of pages of transcripts of

witness depositions and courtroom hearings for the criminal and civil cases.

Interviews

In addition to reviewing video, documents, and other materials, we interviewed over 100

witnesses, including:

e Victims, survivors, and their families;

e Parents and current and former students;

e Current and former Board members;

e Current and former District administrators, teachers, and staff;
e Prosecutors;

e Current and former law enforcement officers;

e District security and technology vendors; and
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e OCS community members.

Witnesses and sources were given anonymity or confidentiality if requested, appropriate,

and permitted by law.

Unfortunately, dozens of witnesses possessing information relevant to our investigation

refused to speak with us, including:

e Current and former OHS teachers, an OHS counselor, and an OHS
administrator who interacted with the Shooter before the shooting;

e Current and former OCS teachers who taught the Shooter;

e Current and former OCS teachers and staff who were near the shooting or
present at OHS during the shooting;

e Current counselors and other staff members with information about the
District’s threat assessment practices or physical security;

e A former OCS cabinet member; and

e A former Board member who served on the Board at the time of the shooting.

These important witnesses cited different reasons for their refusal to cooperate: trauma,;
fear of being dragged into or getting colleagues dragged into the civil litigation; hurting
colleagues or the District; advice of counsel (the District’s litigation counsel); pressure
from insurance companies; and direction from the teachers’ union. This lack of
cooperation hindered and slowed our work and made the investigation more costly for the
District.

Visits to OHS

To supplement the knowledge of OHS and the shooting that we gained from the video
footage of the shooting made available to us by OCPO, we made numerous visits to OHS

and walked the facility to better understand the building and the shooting.

Outside Experts and Training

We interviewed threat and suicide assessment experts to confirm our understanding of

best practices as to when and how to conduct a threat or suicide assessment. Their
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expertise and viewpoints were extremely helpful in reviewing OCS policies, guidelines,
and practices and preparing for interviews of OCS administrators and staff members.

We spoke with Dr. Emily Keram, M.D., and Dr. Kathleen Puckett, Ph.D., both experts in
violence risk assessments, as well as Dr. Dewey Cornell, Ph.D., a nationally-recognized
expert on threat assessments, who teaches and conducts research on threat assessment
at the University of Virginia. Dr. Cornell developed the Comprehensive School Threat
Assessment Guidelines (“CSTAG”), which are recognized as an effective violence-
prevention approach. Dr. Cornell provided us with valuable guidance about behavioral
threat assessment, including lessons learned and strategies to incorporate an effective
behavioral threat assessment program, and we reviewed the CSTAG in depth.

In addition, Guidepost reviewed threat and suicide assessment guidance developed and
published by federal law enforcement agencies and other institutional authorities.
Specifically, we examined the United States Secret Service National Threat Assessment
Center (“USSS-NTAC") best practices and guidance from the Federal Bureau of
Investigation and the Department of Homeland Security on behavioral threat assessment
related to school shootings, and the SIGMA Threat Assessment and Management
program (“SIGMA”), which is based on USSS-NTAC principles and has been adopted by
the District and the State of Michigan.

Guidepost also attended threat assessment trainings on programs and software that the
District is now using. We attended the same NTAC training at Oxford Virtual Academy
(“OVA”) that Oxford Threat Assessment Team members were required to take following
the shooting. In addition, we attended SIGMA trainings with Oxford Threat Assessment
Team members related to the software that the District is now using, which will integrate
both the SIGMA and the Columbia Protocol for suicide prevention. Guidepost also

reviewed the curriculum materials relating to these trainings.

Findings
Our independent investigation established that the Shooter was not identified as a threat
because individuals at Oxford High School failed to recognize on November 30, 2021,

that the Shooter's conduct, statements, and drawings suggested that he might cause
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physical harm at the school. As a result, these individuals did not escalate the Shooter’s
conduct to the OHS principal, as required by District policy, and therefore the school did
not perform a threat assessment of the Shooter. If an effective threat assessment had
been done on November 30 — a threat assessment that complied with District policy and
proper guidelines and was guided by an important District form — the Shooter would have
been identified as posing a potential threat of violence. However, the responsibility for
this failure does not lie solely with these individuals who interacted with the Shooter on
November 30. Individuals at all levels of the Oxford Community Schools also bear
responsibility for the tragedy that occurred at OHS on November 30, 2021, as set forth in
detail in this report.

The District’'s Interactions with the Shooter Before the Shooting

On November 29, an OHS teacher alerted an OHS administrator and other staff members
to certain conduct and classwork by the Shooter in her class. Specifically, the Shooter
was seen looking at an image of bullets in his first-hour English Language Arts (“ELA”)
class. His teacher, Jacquelyn Kubina, was concerned enough about this conduct to
report it during second hour to Pamela Fine, the Restorative Practices/Bullying Prevention
Coordinator; Nicholas Ejak, the Dean of Students; and Shawn Hopkins, the Shooter’s
counselor. Fine responded promptly to this report by reviewing the Shooter’s disciplinary
record in a school database and contacting Hopkins to see what he knew about the
Shooter. Hopkins had interacted with the Shooter before in response to a ninth-grade
teacher’s report of poor classroom performance and a tenth-grade teacher’s concerns
about the Shooter’'s emotional state. Fine recalled that Hopkins told her that he had talked
with the Shooter earlier that fall about his reported sadness about the death of his dog.
To the best of our knowledge, Hopkins did not mention his other touchpoints with the

Shooter to Fine.

Shortly thereafter, Fine called the Shooter down to her office to meet with her and Hopkins
about the image of bullets the Shooter had been viewing in ELA class. When asked to
explain his conduct, the Shooter told Fine and Hopkins that he had gone to a shooting
range with his mother over the weekend and that shooting was a family hobby. He said

that he had been looking at images of bullets in connection with that hobby. Fine and
12



Hopkins were aware that shooting and hunting are common pastimes in Oxford; OHS
students were often talking at school about guns and hunting in November (hunting
season). Accordingly, the Shooter’s explanation did not raise any red flag to Fine and
Hopkins that he posed a potential threat of violence. In addition, the Shooter's demeanor

throughout this meeting was calm, compliant, and remorseful.

Fine and Hopkins told the Shooter that he could not look at any content relating to guns
or shooting at school, and he indicated that he understood. After the meeting, Fine left a
message for the Shooter’'s mother, describing the Shooter’s conduct in ELA class and the
discussion during the meeting between him, Fine, and Hopkins and telling his mother that
she could call Fine back if she wished. Fine also told Ejak what had occurred in the

meeting, as he had been one of the recipients of Kubina’'s email that morning.

Later that day, Kubina sent Fine and Hopkins pictures of an index card that the Shooter
had created for her class during the first week of school, which included a drawing of a
person holding a gun, with the gun erased but still visible. This drawing did not change
Fine or Hopkins’s view of the Shooter’s conduct in ELA class that morning. Because they
did not view the Shooter’s conduct or classwork as indicative of a potential threat, neither
Fine, Hopkins, nor Ejak contacted Principal Steven Wolf about the Shooter on November
29.

Looking objectively at what Fine, Hopkins, and Ejak knew after meeting with the Shooter
on November 29 and viewing the drawing that Kubina sent to them, we cannot say that
they missed a red flag that day. Hopkins had additional information about the Shooter
from his prior interactions with him and reports from several teachers, but none of that
information suggested on November 29 that the Shooter was a potential threat. Perhaps
Fine and Hopkins could have asked additional questions during their meeting with the
Shooter about his hobby or his access to a weapon, but based on the accounts of that
meeting, the Shooter did not say anything concerning that would have prompted them to
ask such questions. The OHS personnel who interacted with the Shooter on November
29 were not aware of the violent thoughts he expressed in his personal journal or the

videos he had recorded of his torture of animals. These troubling signs were not publicly
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available to the OHS employees and there is no reason to believe that they could have
found these materials even if they knew to look for them.

However, on November 30, the Shooter’s conduct in his first two classes of the day was
significantly more concerning. First, the Shooter was caught watching a violent shooting
video in ELA class, directly disobeying what Fine and Hopkins had told him the day
before. His ELA teacher alerted Hopkins and Fine to this conduct before first hour was
over. Because Fine was not at OHS that morning, Hopkins told her that he would handle
the situation. The Shooter’s conduct in his second-hour class was even more troubling.
Becky Morgan, his Geometry teacher, noticed that he had written “The thoughts won't
stop” and “Help me” on his math assignment, and she immediately thought that the
Shooter needed to talk to someone. The Shooter had written several other disturbing
phrases on the paper — “Blood everywhere,” “My life is useless,” “The world is dead” —

and had drawn images of a gun and a bleeding body with two bullet holes.

Morgan took a picture of the Shooter’s assignment and walked to the front office to alert
Fine, leaving her classroom unattended because she thought the matter was that urgent.
As noted above, Fine was not there, so Morgan showed the photo to Ejak, the Dean of
Students. Ejak alerted Hopkins, who was already aware of the Shooter’s watching of a
violent video, and Hopkins went to Morgan’s classroom to bring the Shooter to Hopkins’s
office for a meeting. Hopkins obtained the Shooter’'s math assignment, which the Shooter
had altered by scribbling over the drawings, crossing out most of the concerning
statements, and adding new eerily-positive phrases (such as “I love my life so much!!!!”
and “OHS Rocks!").

Hopkins and Ejak met with the Shooter, and as Hopkins began to ask the Shooter
guestions about the statements on his math assignment, the Shooter became noticeably
sad and quiet. He told Hopkins and Ejak about the deaths of a grandparent and a family
pet and mentioned a friend who was no longer attending OHS. The Shooter also told
Hopkins and Ejak about the difficult time he had during the COVID school shutdowns and
a fight that he had with his parents the night before. Hopkins asked the Shooter if he was
a threat to himself or others, and the Shooter indicated that he was not. However, based
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on what he saw on the Shooter’s math assignment and what the Shooter said during the
meeting, Hopkins did not believe the Shooter — Hopkins believed that the Shooter was a
threat to himself. Accordingly, Hopkins decided to call the Shooter’s parents to ask them
to come to school for a meeting. Ejak told law enforcement later that day that he and
Hopkins “asked that [the parents] come up to meet at the school because we didn't feel
like it was safe to send him back to class based on the statements he wrote on that paper.”

When the Shooter’s mother called back, Hopkins told her about the Shooter’'s math paper
and some of the things that the Shooter had said; he also sent her pictures of the math
assignment, before and after the Shooter altered it. While they waited for the Shooter’s
mother to arrive, Ejak retrieved the Shooter’'s backpack from Morgan’s classroom and
brought it to the Shooter in Hopkins’s office.

At this point on November 30, Hopkins and Ejak possessed several new pieces of
information about the Shooter and his state of mind. They knew that the Shooter had
been seen watching a violent shooting video during first hour, even though Fine and
Hopkins had explicitly told him not to view such content in school. They knew that the
Shooter had written troubling statements and drawn disturbing pictures on his math
assignment, which caused his math teacher to bring that paper directly to the office. They
knew that the Shooter had experienced the deaths of a grandparent and a family pet and
the loss of a friend who was no longer attending OHS. They knew that the Shooter had
fought with his parents the previous night. Hopkins believed that the Shooter was
untruthful when he said that he did not intend to hurt himself. These new pieces of
information were layered upon what Hopkins already knew about the Shooter — that he
had been looking at an image of bullets the day before in class, and that he had visited a

shooting range with his mother just days earlier.

At this point, under applicable District policy, Hopkins and Ejak possessed information
that suggested that the Shooter intended to cause physical harm or a threatening
situation. Accordingly, under applicable District policy, Hopkins and Ejak should have

called Principal Wolf or an assistant principal to consult about initiating a threat

15



assessment. Part of that consultation should have included an analysis of whether there
was reasonable suspicion to search the Shooter or his belongings.

The Shooter’'s mother and father showed up at OHS to meet with the Shooter, Hopkins,
and Ejak. During that meeting, Hopkins told the parents that he was concerned about the
Shooter’s well-being and that he believed that the Shooter needed mental health support.
He recommended that they remove the Shooter from school that day and take him to get
mental health treatment, providing them with a list of mental health resources. The
Shooter’'s mother said that neither she nor her husband could take their son to get the
recommended mental health care that day because they had to return to work. Hopkins
responded by telling them that he would like them to secure mental health treatment for
the Shooter as soon as possible and that he would follow up to confirm that they had done

SO.

Hopkins asked the Shooter’s mother to confirm some of the statements that the Shooter
had made to him and Ejak earlier that day. Although Hopkins was concerned that the
Shooter might hurt himself, Hopkins and Ejak did not ask the Shooter’s parents or the
Shooter if the Shooter had access to a firearm or any other instrument of harm. The
Shooter’s parents did not tell Hopkins and Ejak that the Shooter’s father had purchased
a gun just days earlier, a gun that had been used by the Shooter over the previous

weekend and that was unsecured in their home.

After the Shooter’'s parents asserted that they could not take their son to obtain the
recommended mental health support that day — an assertion that was undercut by
testimony at a court hearing in the criminal case against the parents — the parents asked
if their son could remain at school. Because Hopkins believed that it would be better to
keep the Shooter among his peers in a controlled, supervised setting, and because Ejak
said there was no disciplinary reason that would prevent the Shooter from returning to
class, Hopkins and Ejak allowed the Shooter to remain at school.

Hopkins and Ejak had enough concerning information about the Shooter to reach out to
Principal Wolf, present Wolf with that information, and allow Wolf to make the decision

about conducting a threat assessment and searching the Shooter’s backpack. Wolf in
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turn could have asked the Shooter’s parents for consent to search the backpack, or he
could have consulted with the school resource officer as to whether there was reasonable
suspicion to support a nonconsensual search. Despite their excuses, the Shooter’s
parents should have been required to take him out of school and to a mental health
professional, as recommended. Instead, Hopkins and Ejak allowed the Shooter to return
to class with his backpack, which contained the gun and ammunition he used later that

day to gun down students in the hallways of OHS.
The Shooting

On November 30, the Shooter killed four students, wounded six others and a teacher,
and terrorized the students and staff who hid or fled for their lives. In less than nine
minutes, the Shooter shattered the lives of the victims’ families, the idea that OHS was a
safe place for students and staff, and the faith that many in the Oxford community had in

their school board and educational leaders.

The Shooter emerged from a bathroom in the short south 200 hallway of OHS at
approximately 12:51:12 p.m., gun in hand. He raised his arm and fired his weapon at
seven children in that hallway within the span of seven seconds, fatally wounding Hana
St. Juliana and Madisyn Baldwin and injuring five other students. The students in that
hallway ran for their lives, seeking shelter in classrooms or running outside to safety. The
Shooter turned the southeastern corner of the 200 hallway, reloaded his gun, and shot at
more students who were running away from him in the long 200 corridor. At one point,
he held his gun in both hands, aimed down the hallway, and shot Tate Myre. Seconds
later, the Shooter wounded another student who was scrambling for safety. The Shooter

later shot Tate a second time.

As the Shooter continued his deliberate, deadly walk up the long 200 hallway, he shot
into rooms that he passed, endangering the students who were hiding inside. He saw a
teacher sheltered in her office and fired three shots directly at her, wounding her. The
Shooter stalked the long 200 hallway for three-and-a-half minutes, looking to cause more
carnage, but the students and staff of OHS thwarted him by locking down in available

rooms and evacuating the building. In reacting quickly to what they saw, using good
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judgment to decide what to do, and putting their active shooter training into action,
students and staff saved their own lives that day.

OHS administrators and staff also saved lives on November 30 by responding quickly
and decisively to the first information they received about gunshots in the school. In the
front office, Principal Wolf immediately initiated the emergency lockdown protocol through
an announcement to the school over the PA system. Administrative Assistant Melissa
Williams called 911 until she was connected to an operator and remained on the line
throughout the entire crisis, relaying critical information to first responders. In the
hallways, Assistant Principals Kristy Gibson-Marshall and Kurt Nuss checked classrooms
to be sure that students were locked inside and out of harm's way. Nuss assisted
stranded children in finding places to shelter. After confronting the Shooter in the 200
hallway, Gibson-Marshall sought to save Tate’s life, as Nuss and Wolf repeatedly and

fruitlessly pleaded for first responders to come to Tate’s side and render medical aid.

With no potential victims left in the empty 200 hallway, the Shooter entered a bathroom,
where he found two students hiding in a stall. After several minutes, the Shooter ordered
Justin Shilling out of the stall and onto the ground, where he executed him with one shot.
The Shooter then ordered Keegan Gregory out of the stall, and when Keegan emerged
from his hiding place, he ran past the Shooter and out of the bathroom, racing through

the hallways to safety at last.

This report provides a detailed narrative of the shooting on November 30. We set forth
the facts of the harrowing events, drawn from the available evidence, as well as our views
on the immediate OHS response that day. As noted above, OHS administrators and staff
acted swiftly in locking down the school, pursuant to the emergency protocol, but in the
chaos that had enveloped the school, OHS leaders did not take full advantage of a
powerful tool that could have provided them with more information in real time — the OHS
surveillance camera system. We discuss this aspect of the OHS response as well as the
laudable actions of the OHS team in detail as we recount what happened on November
30.

Threat Assessment and Suicide Intervention
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In the threat assessment and suicide intervention section of this report, we cover four
areas. First, we assess the District’s threat assessment and suicide intervention policies,
guidelines, and forms as of November 30, 2021, against best practices. Second, we
review how OHS conducted threat assessments and suicide interventions as of
November 30, 2021. Third, we assess OHS’s application of the District's threat
assessment and suicide intervention policies and guidelines, evaluating whether OHS
should have conducted a threat assessment or a suicide intervention in connection with
the Shooter's conduct on November 29 or 30, 2021. Finally, we provide an overall
assessment of the District’'s application of threat assessment and suicide intervention
practices as of November 30, 2021, identifying breakdowns at each level of the District,
including the Board, the District’s senior administrators, OHS administration, and OHS

staff.

Review of the District's Threat Assessment and Suicide Intervention Policies and
Guidelines

As to the District’s policies, guidelines, and forms, we start with threat assessment. We
find that the District’'s threat assessment policy (po8400) generally complied with best

practices, for the following four reasons:

e First, the policy appropriately directs the Superintendent to create multi-
disciplinary, trained threat assessment teams, and the policy correctly
mandates that these teams be led by a principal and include school mental
health professionals (such as a counselor or school psychologist) and as
appropriate, a school resource officer.

e Second, the policy appropriately confirms that the threshold for conducting a
threat assessment is relatively low: when a student's communication or
behaviors might suggest either that an individual may cause physical harm or
presents a potential threatening situation, then the conduct must be elevated
to a principal to lead a threat assessment evaluation.

e Third, the policy properly authorizes the Superintendent to create guidelines to
implement the threat assessment policy, with the policy directing that the

guidelines (a) require team participants to receive sufficient training, (b) provide
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instruction on the type of behaviors or communications that should trigger a
threat assessment, and (c) create a process for conducting an assessment,
from gathering information to completing a threat intervention plan.

e Fourth, the District’'s threat assessment policy states that it is designed to be
consistent with the U.S. Secret Service and Department of Homeland
Security’s “Enhancing School Safety Using a Threat Assessment Model,” a
guide distilled from two decades of research and case studies. That guide
reinforces the importance of (a) creating multi-disciplinary threat assessment
teams led by a senior school building administrator, (b) defining concerning
behaviors that warrant a threat assessment, (c) conducting training for all
stakeholders, and (d) establishing processes for assessments, including
investigation procedures (such as searching social media) and documentation

of the threat assessment.

The District also appropriately adopted and published a threat assessment and
intervention form, which was available to the District's administration and staff on the
District's website. Like a good outline, the threat assessment form reminds threat
assessment team members of subjects that should be covered when conducting a threat
assessment, including asking about the student’s mental state (such as whether the
student is showing signs of hopelessness or despair) and the student’s capacity to carry

out an act of violence (such as whether the student has access to weapons).

While the District adopted a threat assessment policy and published a threat assessment
form as of November 30, 2021, that generally complied with best practices, the District
failed (at that time) to adopt and implement threat assessment guidelines. Administrative
guidelines activate the Board’s policies at the school-building level — these guidelines
serve as the detailed instructions to building-level administrators about what they need to
do to put the associated policy into action at their schools. Threat assessment
administrative guidelines would have provided additional practical guidance and directed
building-level administrators to ensure that they had threat assessment processes that
included the following key components:
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e Mandating that threat assessment team members — including counselors —
receive sufficient training;

e Instructing team members that the threshold for conducting a threat
assessment is low: concerning communications or behaviors that might
suggest violence or a threatening situation; and

e Directing team members to complete a threat assessment form, which would

prompt members to inquire about a student’s access to weapons.

The absence of threat assessment guidelines is a significant failure, the responsibility for
which sits with the Superintendent, the assistant superintendents, and the Board. The
Board authorized the Superintendent to create threat assessment administrative
guidelines.  With the importance of threat assessments to school safety, the
Superintendent should have ensured that was done. Superintendent Timothy Throne did
not do so. The Board is responsible for ensuring that the Superintendent implements the
Board’s policies — in this case, by creating administrative guidelines for the threat

assessment policy. The Board did not do so.

We also reviewed the District’s suicide intervention policies and guidelines, which are
important to the safety of the entire student population because more than three-quarters
of school shooters previously expressed suicidal thoughts. The District failed to adopt a
suicide intervention policy as of November 30, 2021. Where the Board has the duty to
provide “for the safety and welfare of students while at school,” and where the District is
to operate in accordance with its policies, the District should have adopted a suicide
intervention policy as of November 30, 2021. This is a failure of not only the Board, but
Superintendent Throne as well, for the superintendent is responsible for recommending

policies for adoption to the Board.

The District did have suicide intervention administrative guidelines that generally
complied with best practices. These guidelines provide that (a) a student who appears to
be contemplating suicide is not to be left alone, (b) a school staff member must determine
if the student has a dangerous instrumentality — such as a weapon — on or nearby his

person, (c) the student’s parent must be contacted to come to school immediately, and
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(d) school staff must assist the student’s parents in contacting a mental health agency for
assistance. However, these suicide intervention guidelines, which were adopted in 2011
and never updated, did not meet best practices as of 2021. Best practices had evolved
with improved research on preventing suicide. One of the more significant gaps in the
District’s suicide intervention guidelines is that they did not direct a school staff member
to discuss with parents the need to limit the student’s access to dangerous items. Current
best practices affirm that it is imperative that a school staff member ask parents whether
the student has access to firearms. The District’s suicide intervention guidelines did not
provide this direction. Nor did the suicide intervention guidelines provide clear guidance
on when parents must be required to take their student from school when a student

appears to be contemplating suicide.

Application of Threat Assessment and Suicide Intervention Practices at OHS as of
November 30, 2021

In the second part of the threat assessment and suicide intervention section, we review
OHS'’s application of threat assessments and suicide interventions prior to November
2021. We found that OHS administrators, faculty, and staff were unaware of the District’s
threat assessment policy or the District’'s threat assessment form. That is a significant
failure, one that rests primarily with Superintendent Throne, who as the District’s chief
executive officer is ultimately responsible for ensuring that building-level administrators
know about and are following the District’s policies. Superintendent Throne assumed that
the building-level administrators were following the District’s threat assessment policy.

Where a policy involves the safety of students and staff, that is not good enough.

We recognize that the Superintendent directs specific policies to assistant
superintendents for review and implementation. Based on Throne’s statement to us and
the records we reviewed, two specific assistant superintendents for student services,
Denise Sweat and Jill Lemond, were involved with threat assessment policy. Sweat
refused to speak with us. As for Lemond, she denied responsibility for overseeing threat
assessment policy. In fact, Lemond claimed that she was not responsible for threat
assessment even though she prepared a grant application on threat assessments in the
spring of 2021. None of the assistant superintendents in the central office as of November
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30, 2021, who we interviewed accepted responsibility for threat assessment. That no
cabinet-level administrator accepted responsibility for ensuring that the District's threat

assessment policy was being implemented correctly is a serious breakdown.

OHS administrators also bear responsibility for their failure to know about and follow the
District’s threat assessment policy or use the District’'s approved threat assessment form.
While the Superintendent’s office should have educated building-level administrators
about the policy and form, the policy and form were publicly available, and the OHS
administrators could have reviewed these materials to ensure that their practices
complied with them. They did not do so. In the age of Columbine, Sandy Hook, and
Parkland, it is incumbent on building administrators to be proactive in ensuring that their

practices comply with a school district’s threat assessment policy.

While OHS administrators did not know about or follow the District’s threat assessment
policy or use, we found that OHS did investigate “threats” that were reported to
administrators, in a process known as a “huddle up.” The OHS administrators did not use
a threat assessment form to guide their investigations. Instead, they would conduct an
ad hoc inquiry and log their findings into a school database, PowerSchool. We reviewed
relevant PowerSchool records for three school years (2018-19 through 2020-21), which
reflected eight threat investigations. According to a national threat assessment expert,
the average number of threat assessments for a similarly-sized high school is fifteen
threat assessments per year, which equates to an average of 45 assessments over three
years. While the eight OHS threat investigations in three years are obviously significantly
less than 45, it appears that some conduct that could have been classified under “threat”
was logged in different sub-type categories, such as “intimidation behavior” or
“harassment,” which would in turn increase the number of investigations related to
threats. Even including these, OHS conducted fewer threat assessments than a typical
school of its size.

We identified four significant deficiencies in OHS’s threat assessment practices as of
November 30, 2021:
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e First, OHS did not effectively establish or communicate to faculty and staff the
low threshold for conducting a threat assessment: concerning behaviors or
communications that might suggest the possibility of physical violence or a
threatening situation. Some administrators believed that a threat assessment
only occurred when there was a direct threat to harm someone else, which is
inconsistent with the District’s policy and risks missing concerning conduct or
behaviors that could be a precursor to violence.

e Second, OHS did not ensure sufficient training of threat assessment team
members, especially of school mental health professionals, many of whom
were unaware of a threat assessment process at OHS. OHS sent a handful of
staff members to a one-day threat assessment training in 2018, but there was
no external training in 2019, 2020, or 2021. Moreover, while OHS instructed
staff annually on classroom management behaviors, which included a directive
that a threat should be reported to the dean of students, it did not instruct that
any concerning behavior or communications that might suggest violence or a
threatening situation should be reported to the principal or an assistant
principal.

e Third, threat assessment team members failed to use a form to help guide the
threat assessment process. Logging information into PowerSchool after a
“huddle up” is not a substitute for the use of a threat assessment form, which
prompts threat assessment team members to inquire into key areas, including
a student’s access to weapons.

e Fourth, although OHS Principal Wolf created a behavioral flow chart for
managing classroom conduct, OHS did not have a written, defined process for
conducting a threat assessment, including one that ensures that concerning
conduct or behaviors that might suggest violence are reported to a principal or
assistant principal, that a school resource officer is notified of the conduct, and
that relevant data is obtained (including from social media) and reviewed.

As to OHS’s suicide intervention practices as of November 30, 2021, we found that OHS

developed its own suicide intervention protocol. This protocol mostly complied with the
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District’s suicide intervention guidelines. The protocol provides that a student who
appears to be contemplating suicide should not be left alone, directs the school to contact
the student’s parents, and requires a school mental health professional to conduct a

suicide risk assessment.

We also found that OHS’s suicide intervention protocol was less effective than the
District’s suicide intervention guidelines in one respect and improved upon the guidelines
in another. OHS’s suicide intervention protocol was less effective than the District’s
guidelines because it did not expressly direct a school mental health professional to talk
to the potentially-suicidal student to explore whether the student has a dangerous
instrumentality — such as a weapon — on or nearby his person. While OHS’s protocol
recommends that school mental health professionals inquire about the potential “method”
of suicide and whether that “method is available,” it should have specifically directed
school mental health professionals to inquire about access to weapons. On the other
hand, OHS’s suicide assessment protocol was more effective than the District's
guidelines because the OHS protocol is clearer in that it requires a parent or guardian to
retrieve a student from school where a school mental health professional determines that

a student’s risk of suicide is moderate or high.

OHS'’s Application of Threat Assessment and Suicide Intervention Policies, Guidelines,
Practices on November 29 and November 30, 2021

We evaluated the actions of OHS personnel in connection with the Shooter on November
29 and 30 in light of the District’s threat assessment and suicide intervention policies,
guidelines, and practices. As of November 29, 2021, we conclude that the Shooter’s
conduct of which OHS staff were aware — that the Shooter had been looking at an image
of bullets in class, that a teacher had previously reported in early November that the
Shooter was having a rough time, and that the Shooter and his mother had visited a
shooting range days earlier — would not have triggered a threat assessment under the
District’s policies or practices. Based on this conduct, a trained school mental health
professional or administrator would not have concluded that these circumstances might

suggest a risk of physical harm or a threatening situation. Likewise, the Shooter’s conduct
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on November 29, 2021, would not have triggered a suicide intervention, because the
conduct does not reflect that the Shooter might be contemplating suicide.

The circumstances changed dramatically on November 30, 2021, when the Shooter
manifested — and OHS staff observed — concerning behaviors and communications. This
concerning behavior started with the Shooter watching a video in school during the first
period of the day of a “guy gunning people down.” This conduct occurred the day after
OHS staff admonished the Shooter for looking at an image of bullets in school. The
Shooter was not a student who had a history of being intractable or a serial violator of
school policy. That teachers conspicuously observed the Shooter on back-to-back days
in the same class watching content connected to violence should have raised red flags.

In the very next class on November 30, the Shooter drew disturbing images of a handgun,
a bullet, a crying face, and a body that appeared to have bullet holes in it. Even if some
of the Shooter’s drawings could be seen as ambiguous, the deeply-concerning phrases
he wrote on the same paper as those images were not: “The thoughts won't stop,” “Help
me,” “My life is useless,” “The world is dead,” and “Blood everywhere.” “Blood

everywhere” alone arguably connotes violence or a threatening situation.

We conclude that an appropriately-trained threat assessment team member would
conclude that these concerning behaviors and conduct might suggest the potential for
violence or a threatening situation, at the very least. More than three-quarters of school
shooters expressed suicidal thoughts, and more than two-thirds of shootings involved
handguns. Here, the Shooter clearly expressed suicidal thoughts (“The thoughts won’t
stop,” “Help me,” “My life is useless”) and made multiple references to firearms, including
informing school staff that he had recently been shooting at a gun range, looking at an
image of bullets in class, watching a video of a “guy gunning down people,” and drawing
a handgun, a bullet, and a person who appears to have been shot. Hopkins and Ejak
should have reported this conduct to the principal or an assistant principal. Tragically,
they did not.

If the principal had been alerted to the Shooter’s conduct, the principal then should have

assembled a team to conduct a threat assessment, which would have included notifying
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the school resource officer. An appropriately-conducted threat assessment would have
involved gathering information about the student, including contacting the student’s
teachers and (as recommended by the U.S. Secret Service) searching the student’s
social media accounts. Had a threat assessment team member searched for the
Shooter’s social media, that team member would have discovered the Shooter’s public
Instagram account, where only four days earlier he posted pictures of a 9 mm handgun,

with the caption, “Just got my new beauty today.”

With this information, and in consultation with the school resource officer, the principal
may have decided to request consent to conduct a safety search, in part to ensure that
the student did not have a dangerous item on or nearby his person. Had the Shooter
consented, the gun likely would have been found. Had the Shooter denied the request
to search, that would have provided an additional data point from which the principal and
school resource officer may have determined that reasonable suspicion supported a
search. Even if reasonable suspicion to conduct a search were a close call, conducting
a search is supported by common sense when balancing the potential enormous harm
that could occur with a student possessing a firearm in school against the minimal
invasion of a student’s privacy interest. None of this was done because OHS
administrators did not conduct a threat assessment, because Shawn Hopkins and Nick
Ejak never reported the concerning conduct and behaviors to a principal or assistant

principal.

We also conclude that the Shooter’'s concerning behaviors and communications should
have resulted in a suicide intervention. The Shooter’s troubling statements — such as
“The thoughts won’t stop,” “Help me,” “My life is useless,” “The world is dead” — were
more than sufficient to conclude that he was contemplating suicide. When conducting a
suicide intervention, a school mental health professional must first determine whether the
student has any dangerous instrumentality — such as a weapon — on or nearby his person.
Hopkins should have asked the Shooter about his access to weapons, especially where
the Shooter had recently been to a gun range, had looked at images of bullets in school,
watched a violent video in school of a “guy gunning down people,” and drew a picture of
a handgun and bullet. Potential access to firearms should have been top of mind.
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Nevertheless, neither Hopkins nor Ejak asked the Shooter or his parents about the
Shooter’'s access to weapons. And of course, neither the Shooter nor his parents

volunteered that information.

Hopkins and Ejak also should not have allowed the Shooter to return to class. Hopkins
testified that he believed the Shooter was a threat to himself, despite the Shooter’s denial.
Likewise, Ejak told the police after the shooting that he and Hopkins asked the Shooter’'s
parents to come to school because they believed it was not safe to send the Shooter back
to class. The District's suicide intervention protocol provides that where there is a
moderate or high risk of suicide, the student’s parents must come and retrieve their
student from the school. Here, the Shooter’s written statements expressed hopelessness
and despair, the Shooter made multiple references to firearms, and Hopkins himself
believed that the Shooter was a threat to himself, all of which indicated that there was at
least a “moderate” risk of suicide. Under District policy, the parents should have been
required to remove the Shooter from the school, notwithstanding their unsupported
assertion that they were unable to do so. If the parents refused, Hopkins and Ejak should

have elevated the conduct to the principal or an assistant principal.

Unfortunately, we never had an opportunity to interview Hopkins, who refused to speak
with us. While we requested that the Board direct Hopkins to speak with us as a condition
of his employment, which the Board had the right to do, the Board decided not to do so.
Ejak also refused to speak with us. The two people with the most information about the
decision to allow the Shooter to go back to class with his backpack refused to cooperate

with our investigation.

Overall Assessment of Threat Assessment and Suicide Intervention

Our review confirmed that there were breakdowns in implementation and execution of the
District’s threat assessment and suicide intervention policies and guidelines at each level
of the District, from the Board to the Superintendent, to the OHS administration, to OHS
staff.
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Responsibility starts with the Board, which has the duty to ensure that the Superintendent
operates the District in compliance with the Board’s policies. The Board neglected this
duty. It failed to ensure that Superintendent Throne created building-level, trained threat
assessment teams, led by a principal and including school mental health professionals
and the school resource officer. It also failed to ensure that Superintendent Throne
promulgated threat assessment administrative guidelines, which would have guided
building-level administrators to ensure they had threat assessment plans that met best
practices. And the Board failed to adopt a suicide intervention policy, as well as neglected

to ensure that the suicide intervention guidelines complied with best practices.

We believe that the District’'s senior administration bears the most significant
responsibility for the District’s failure to implement an appropriate threat assessment and
suicide intervention process. Superintendent Throne and his Assistant Superintendents

for student services failed in the following five principal ways:

e First, the Superintendent and his administrative cabinet failed to properly
communicate the District's threat assessment policy to building-level
administrators, let alone ensure that the policy was being followed.

e Second, the Superintendent and his administrative cabinet failed to adopt
threat assessment administrative guidelines, which would have required team
members to receive sufficient training, defined the low threshold that would
trigger a threat assessment, and created a written process for conducting and
documenting threat assessments.

e Third, the Superintendent and his administrative cabinet failed to notify
building-level administrators of the existence of a threat assessment form,
which was available on the District’'s website, and direct those administrators
to use that form at their schools.

e Fourth, the Superintendent and his administrative cabinet failed to ensure that
there were trained threat assessment teams in place at each school, led by a
principal and including school mental health professionals and school resource

officer.
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e Fifth, the Superintendent and his administrative cabinet failed to ensure that
the District’s suicide intervention guidelines were updated, directing that it is
imperative for school mental health professionals to ask parents whether the

student has access to firearms.

We also believe that OHS administrators bear responsibility. While the Superintendent’s
office failed to effectively communicate the threat assessment policy to OHS
administration, the policy was publicly available. It is incumbent on building-level
administrators to be proactive in ensuring that their practices comply with the District’s
threat assessment policy. OHS administrators also should have ensured more fulsome
training of teachers and staff. The OHS administration sent a handful of school
employees to a single training on threat assessment in 2018. That is insufficient. And
while OHS administrators suggest they instructed teachers and staff on threat
assessments, counselors and teachers who spoke with us indicated they were unaware

of a threat assessment process.

Finally, we believe that school counselor Shawn Hopkins and Dean of Students Nick Ejak,
who directly interacted with the Shooter and his parents on November 30, bear
responsibility. Even though it does not appear that Hopkins or Ejak received appropriate
threat assessment training, there were sufficient warning signs and red flags on
November 30 that should have led them to elevate the Shooter's conduct and
communications to a principal or assistant principal. Hopkins also failed to follow the
District’s suicide intervention protocol. Had Hopkins done so, he would have asked the
Shooter whether he had a dangerous instrumentality — such as a weapon — on or nearby
his person. Moreover, Hopkins and Ejak should not have allowed the Shooter to return
to class. Ejak told law enforcement after the shooting that he and Hopkins called the
Shooter’s parents to the school because he and Hopkins did not believe that it was safe
for the Shooter to return to class. And Hopkins testified that he believed the Shooter was
a threat to himself, despite the Shooter’'s denial. The District’'s suicide intervention
protocol provides that where there is a moderate or high risk of suicide, a parent must be
directed to take their student from school. With the Shooter's concerning written

statements (“My life is useless,” “Help me,” “The thoughts won’t stop”) and the sadness
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that Hopkins observed when speaking to the Shooter, there was at least a moderate risk
of suicide. Accordingly, Hopkins and Ejak should have required the parents to take the
Shooter from the school. If the parents refused, Hopkins and Ejak should have elevated

the issue to a principal or assistant principal.
Physical Security and Emergency Planning

In this report, we identify, review, and assess OHS'’s physical security program and
emergency planning as of November 2021. Because the Shooter was an OHS student
inside OHS during school hours, we focus our analysis on: (i) what steps OHS took before
the shooting, with respect to physical security, to minimize the risk of an active shooter
situation involving an OHS student inside OHS during school hours; and (ii) what steps
OHS took before the shooting, with respect to physical security and emergency planning,

to mitigate the damage caused by such an event.

To understand the governing principles for OHS’s physical security program, we provide
a brief overview of applicable federal and state laws and regulations. We highlight
programs and features that the District was required to implement, with particular
emphasis on the Emergency Operations Plan (“‘EOP”) that must be in place for
coordinated emergency response. The EOP’s section on active shooter threats includes
a section on the ALICE (“Alert, Lockdown, Inform, Counter, and Evacuate”) protocol that
OHS utilizes for active shooter situations. OHS’s comprehensive EOP, including the
Appendices and ALICE Response Document, complied with the applicable legal
standards and provided a solid framework for the program in place on November 30,
2021.

The ALICE Response Document could be improved in several ways. One gap in the
ALICE protocol at OHS was the school’s failure to assign specific responsibilities to
administrators for management of each of the ALICE elements. In particular, no one was
assigned or instructed to provide updated information as events unfolded regarding the
location of the threat, the type of threat, and the threat's movement — the “INFORM”
component of ALICE. This ALICE element could have been achieved by using the tools

at the school’s disposal, such as assigning an individual to, when safe, immediately and
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continuously monitor the video surveillance system (“VSS”) once ALICE was initiated, to
provide “INFORM” updates. These updates would allow building occupants to determine

their best course of action: whether to evacuate, lock down or take other measures.

Also, while the ALICE response plan developed by OHS contained two active shooter
threat scenarios, it did not contain the scenario that unfolded at OHS on November 30 —
a threat within school corridors or classrooms. The two active shooter scenarios that the
response plan contained concerned a threat inside the main office and threat in the
lunchroom, but even these scenarios were deficient. For example, in the case of a threat
in the main office, it is likely that most immediate communications and security systems
would no longer be accessible there, necessitating that security control be transferred

elsewhere. But there was no detailed plan to do so.

With the exceptions noted above, the physical security and emergency operations
planning at OHS at the time of the shooting functioned effectively to contain the scope of
the tragedy that unfolded. In response to the threat, OHS Principal Wolf activated ALICE
as provided in the EOP, and students and staff reacted quickly and effectively, to the best
of their ability with the information available to them as events unfolded. Upon hearing

gunshots, occupants either locked down in their classrooms or evacuated.

After discussing the EOP and ALICE protocols and implementation on the day of the
shooting, we more closely examine relevant portions of OHS’s comprehensive security
program in place at the time of the shooting. Although OHS’s security program had many
strong facets, as discussed in our first report, some key shortcomings may have limited
OHS'’s ability to respond effectively to the Shooter. We focus on five important topics in
this report: the video surveillance system, public address (“PA”) system, security
personnel and staff, lockdown barricading devices, and duress buttons provided by
“PrePlan Live” (“PPL”). In each instance, there were gaps in the program or its
implementation. Some of these gaps are more apparent through hindsight, and these
gaps may not have changed the outcome of the OHS response, but we think it is important

to discuss each relevant system, its use and limitations.
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First, our analysis revealed that although the video surveillance system functioned
adequately, it was a key point of failure on the day of the shooting because no one
monitored the VSS immediately and continuously when the shooting started, and it was
safe to do so. Because no one was monitoring the cameras, OHS was unable to
broadcast ongoing messaging regarding the Shooter’s location and movements.
Informing the school community about the location of an active shooter is a key part of
ALICE. The failure to do that may have affected the decisions made by students and staff
as they implemented ALICE on November 30, and delayed identification of the Shooter’s
location and movements. We recommend training on the VSS and assignment of specific
personnel to operate it in the event of an emergency.

Second, as documented in our first report, the PA system at OHS on the date of the
shooting was not designed for emergency communications and there were known
deficiencies in the sound quality in parts of the OHS building and courtyards. Speakers
that are clearly audible and integrated with an emergency alarm system that includes
associated visual strobes at entry points are needed throughout the building, including in
the bathrooms and in the courtyards. Consistent with OHS’s current plan, we recommend
installation of a mass notification system adequate for notifications in emergency
conditions, which would integrate with emergency response protocols and public safety

agencies, enabling seamless coordination and communication with external responders.

Third, at the time of the shooting, both primary security staff members were offsite. This
clearly impacted the speed and effectiveness of response measures. Unfortunately,
OHS'’s security staffing protocols did not require designated, armed security staff
members were to be at OHS at all times during school days. These protocols also did
not require substituted staff in the event of an absence. We understand that these
protocols have changed, and we recommend better management and coordination of

security personnel at the school.

Fourth, we examine the issue of providing barricade and lockdown capabilities in
bathrooms and courtyards, where security professionals, education professionals, and

first responders typically do not recommend usage for the reasons discussed below.
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However, due to the tragic deaths of Justin Shilling (in a bathroom) and Tate Myre (who
had just entered an interior corridor from a courtyard), as well as the fact that other
students hid in bathrooms and entered from courtyards during the shooting, we felt a
special obligation to analyze these difficult and sensitive issues and consider whether

more could be done to ensure the safety of students in these areas.

It was reasonable, as of November 30, 2021, for OHS not to provide means to secure the
bathrooms from the inside, given the prevailing wisdom of security, education, and first
responder professionals. That was, and still is, common practice in high schools
nationwide, as it mitigates the risk of assaults and other misconduct in bathrooms.
However, there are techniques for installation of a lock in the bathroom that may satisfy
the concerns of security and safety professionals and code enforcers, such as a
Nightlock® paired with an alarm inside the bathroom and an unlocking tool outside the
bathroom near the door. Other schools are also grappling with this issue, seeking options
to make bathrooms more secure. Similarly, the District should examine whether it makes
sense to diverge from standard practice to provide greater protection to students who
hide in a bathroom because they cannot evacuate the building or escape to a lockable
room. If it is not possible to install a lock, at a minimum the District should ensure that
bathrooms have speakers and emergency communication system strobes so that
occupants have visual and audio notification of emergency announcements. Better
training should also be provided so that students know not to not hide in bathrooms except
as a last resort. This training is essential, as other students sheltered in bathrooms on

campus at the time of the shooting.

Further, the ingress and egress doors to the OHS courtyards could not be locked in both
directions due to the building’s design and the fire and building code requirement for
emergency egress. As such, it is critical that emergency messages can be heard clearly
and consistently throughout the courtyards to minimize the risk that a student walks into
a violent situation. Here, however, even if the courtyard from which Tate entered the
building had state-of-the-art emergency notification systems, the emergency ALICE alert

was not initiated and announced until after Tate was shot.
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Fifth, we assess the history and use of duress buttons purchased from PrePlan Live.
While our first report defined those functions, in this second report, we discuss PPL’'s
procurement, the fact that it did not work as marketed, and that its duress buttons were
not used on November 30, 2021. The District's significant expenditure on a tool that did
not work diverted limited school resources from other, proven safety measures and may

have provided a false sense of assurance.

Finally, we discuss metal/weapon detection systems and a “clear backpacks” policy.
These are two additional security measures that could have been relevant to the
prevention and response to the shooting but were not deployed at OHS on November 30,
2021. We find that OHS was reasonable in not using these measures prior to the
shooting, because the school is in a low crime area and there was no history of these
types of incidents there. We concur with OHS’s decision to employ them after the

shooting.
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STUDENT TRIBUTES

While the majority of this report focuses on evidence and analysis, we begin by
remembering the victims who were tragically lost on November 30, 2021. The following
tributes were not written by us, as we believe the victims are more appropriately honored
by their family and friends who knew and loved them. These are their tributes to Madisyn
Baldwin, Tate Myre, Justin Shilling, and Hana St. Juliana, that first appeared in the
District's "Wildcat Review" publication, dated March 24, 2022.

Madisyn Baldwin

Madisyn was always a bright light in the darkest of days. Her smile and laugh were
beautifully contagious. She carried herself with a positive and radiant energy that
everyone could feel when she walked into a room. She loved people with her whole heart

and was so careful not to leave anyone out.

One of the biggest and most important aspects of Madisyn’s life was the love she had for
her family. Madisyn cherished them immensely. She was a patient, kind, and
compassionate soul who adored children, especially her siblings who led her to become

a devoted supporter of autism awareness.

Her studies were important to her, and she aimed for excellence in all she could. She had

big plans to graduate high school with all A’s and attend college to become a Behavioral
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Analyst and to study neuroscience. Madisyn was a gifted artist who loved to draw, take

photographs, and creatively write.

Madisyn was very competitive and determined. She would never turn down a challenge.
If you challenged her, you better be ready to keep going until she won. She was even
learning to ride motocross on weekends and treasured her motocross family. Thanks to
her dad and uncle, Madisyn was a Michigan State fan through and through since she was
able to talk. Her favorite color was green so it makes sense that this was her favorite

team.

To have her as a daughter, granddaughter, niece, friend or girlfriend one should consider

themselves lucky as she was an amazing soul.

The world lost an incredible person that day but her spirit lives within us. Everyone that

was blessed to meet sweet Madisyn loved her.

Our world will never be the same without Madisyn in it. Spread kindness in her name

whenever you can, love hard, dream big, and never settle for less than the best.
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Tate Myre

Tate was a selfless leader who had a contagious love for life. He loved others fiercely -
his family, friends, teammates, and classmates. Tate was kind, thoughtful, and genuine
to the core. His pursuit to earn your trust was unrivaled. His loyalty, especially to his close-
knit family, was unparalleled. He left an unforgettable and inspiring impression on

everyone he met.

Tate was driven beyond compare in his work ethic academically and athletically. He had
a tireless internal grit to push the pace and become the best version of himself in all facets
of life. His example inspired others to challenge their own limitations. He was a stellar
athlete who was a two-time wrestling state qualifier and an outstanding football player
with a collegiate future ahead of him. While Tate will most definitely be remembered for
his athletic ability, his legacy will live on because of the incredible content of his character.
Tate was a teammate who everyone liked being around. He always put the team and

others before himself.

Tate exuded joy. He loved Christmas - decorating, baking cookies with his mom and
gathering with his family - helping his dad around the house with projects; hunting, fishing
and the outdoors; wrestling with his older brothers and watching football with them on
Sundays. No matter the event, Tate was the life of the party with his sense of humor that

could draw a smile out of anyone.
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Tate was wise beyond his years. One of the things that he will be most remembered for
was his mentorship and dedication to those younger than him whether in the classroom,

on the field, on the mat, or the local training facility ETS.

Tate was taken from this world far too soon. Let us carry on his legacy. Pick a trait Tate
had that you may lack and implement it into your life. Shine his light. Love others with
your whole heart. Make the most of every moment. Be selfless and help others. Strive to
be humbly confident. Work hard, be accountable and respectful. Lead with purpose and

encourage everyone you come across to become their best self.
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Justin Shilling

If something is worth doing, it's worth doing right. When it comes to life, Justin did it right.
We will always be amazed by his work ethic and continuous drive to do the best that he
could. It was through his strong determination that Justin was able to succeed on so many
levels. Justin always looked wide eyed at the future, eager to get out there and make a
difference. The truth is, he already made a difference in the lives of so many just by being
who he was. Justin lived by the Golden Rule. Do unto others as you would have them do
unto you. A true empath and bright light. His smile and laugh, contagious. His sense of
humor and wit, epic. His love of fine dining, classic. His heart and soul, warm and inviting.
His mind, sharp yet kind. His personality, dynamic and charismatic. His sense of style,
iconic. Justin worked hard and took great pride in all he achieved, including student
council, baccalaureate status, WEB leader, freshman mentor, and a lettered athlete. The

heart of any team. He loved freely and deeply.

Never hesitating to say | love you. Remember Justin for his love of nature, the sky,
photography, and a deep love for his friends and family. Justin humbly and consistently
went out of his way to brighten someone’s day. Justin always looked out for others, even
in his final moments. Never missing an opportunity to use his voice for good. Justin also
loved a wide variety of music. He can be quoted saying, “Play Binary Sunset, it's my

favorite.” You may have caught him singing, as he often would. Noble and wise beyond
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his years. He gave the gift of life through organ donation. In the end, only kindness
matters. We can all be more like Justin. May his light and legacy live forever!
I'll fly a starship across the universe divide
And when | reach the other side
I'll find a place to rest my spirit if | can
Perhaps | may become a highwayman again
Or | may simply be a single drop of rain
But | will remain
| am the sunlight on ripened grain. | am the gentle autumn rain.
| am a thousand winds that blow. | am the diamond glints on snow.

| will miss you. | was needed elsewhere, | had to go.
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Hana St. Juliana

Hana loved everything, unconditionally. Her heart was too big not to and with that big
heart came an equally big smile. Even when her smile alone could brighten a person’s
day, her presence literally brightened people’s lives. She made everyone feel special,
and her ability to be so true reflected onto others. She brought laughter everywhere she
went and continued to bring out the best in others. Hana always had everyone’s back.
She was the best listener. She was always perceptive noticing and appreciating the

smallest of details. She was the person who always did the right thing.

Hana never failed to express herself, whether it was through her outfits, her gold
accessories, her perfectly painted nails, her different Converse, her fun socks, or her little
doodles all over her school work.

Her transcendence surpassed every expectation. But it was because of all the hard work
she put into it. All the hot summer days she decided to go outside and practice volleyball.
It showed when she jumped higher, set better, and hit harder. She brought laughter to a
quiet practice, and smiles to pre-practice snack breaks. For basketball season, she was
ready to put in that extra work. It is no doubt that with her dedication, passion, and drive

she would have made the most excellent lacrosse player as well.

Remember Hana for her contagious smile, that was too infectious. Remember Hana for
her humor, the countless times she made you throw your head back and laugh.
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Remember Hana for her countless interests, every little new thing she tried. Remember
Hana for her love of food, cooking and baking, eating and snacking. Remember Hana for
her love of Christmas, the abounding amount of decorations she put up that matched her
spirit. Remember Hana for her empathy, being inclusive to everyone, and always there
for anyone. Remember Hana for her dedication, the games she played, the points she
scored. Remember Hana for her cleverness, sarcastic remarks, and perfectly timed eye
rolls. Remember Hana for her love of lights, though she was the beacon for others.
Remember Hana for Hana, never changing who she was, always being thoughtful,

incandescent, loyal person one couldn’t help but love.

Hana is the flower that will forever grow in everyone’s heart.
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l. Terminology

As we report on the facts and findings related to the shooting, we make choices about
what words we use to describe individuals and their relationships to events. In the wake
of traumatic events that involve a crime, injuries, and loss of life, the words “victim” and
“survivor” are terms that are often used to describe those who were affected by the actions
of a perpetrator. There are preferences and arguments for the use of each term.
“Survivor” is often used and favored because it is a more positive term and suggests
resilience and strength; "victim” focuses on the harm inflicted upon an individual by a
perpetrator. There are nuances to both terms that will never accurately describe the

complexities of the traumatic events related to this shooting.

In our investigation, we have found that the words “victim” and “survivor” are deeply
meaningful to the Oxford community in the wake of the shooting. These words mean
different things to different people in the community in the context of the shooting. For
example, in the minds of some people, the word “victim” means someone who suffered a
physical injury, while others view the term as encompassing non-physical injuries as well.
Some people view “victim” and “survivor” as two separate categories of individuals, while
others believe that someone can be both a victim and a survivor. Some people reject the
word “victim” as applied to someone who is still alive and prefer the term “survivor,” while
others find that “victim” is a better word to capture the depth of their trauma. There are

many nuanced perspectives on these words, and all are valid under the circumstances.

In this report, we use the word “survivor” to refer to OHS students and staff who were at
the high school on the day of the shooting. “Survivor” encompasses students and staff
with different degrees of proximity to the Shooter on November 30, 2021, and varying
injuries that they suffered as a result of his actions. Some of these students and staff
were physically wounded by the Shooter, some of these students and staff were present
in the hallways that the Shooter roamed with his gun or behind the classroom walls and
doors that he shot at, and some of these students and staff were taking cover in more
distant classrooms. Some of these students lost close friends and family members. One

survivor was terrorized by the Shooter in a bathroom and witnessed the Shooter murder
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another student. Other students were next to friends when they were murdered by the
Shooter. All are survivors as we have defined that word for this report.

We use the word “victim” to refer to the four students who were killed at OHS on
November 30: Madisyn Baldwin, Tate Myre, Justin Shilling, and Hana St. Juliana. We
understand that the six students and one teacher who were shot and survived are also
victims under Michigan state law, which contains a broader definition of victim. Under
Michigan law, a “victim” is an individual “who suffers direct or threatened physical,
financial, or emotional harm as a result of the commission of a crime.” This definition

would apply to many survivors, as we use that word in this report.

In defining these words in this way, for the purposes of this report, we do not intend to
discount or devalue the experience, emotions, and/or trauma experienced by any
individual who was present anywhere at OHS at the time of the shooting, nor do we
discount or devalue the countless other community members who were not present at
OHS but have been significantly affected by the shooting. We are simply trying to find
words to identify the different categories of people who were impacted by the shooting as

we explain what happened on November 30.

2 MCL 780.751, et seq. The Oxford Survivors Fund offered compensation to individuals who were
“physically present within the designated area . . . at the time of the shooting” (that area being the 200
hallway, except the northern most corridor), or “present on campus and either provided direct assistance to
a gunshot victim, or took extraordinary action to prevent the loss of life.” National Compassion Project,
Oxford Survivors Fund, “Final Protocol Overview” at 3 (Mar. 29, 2022). The heirs of the four deceased
victims were eligible for the highest compensation payments under the distribution protocol. See id.
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Il. Independence of Varnum/Guidepost Engagement and Obstacles to
Investigation

In the days, weeks, and months following the shooting, OCS students, parents, staff, and

members of the wider Oxford community repeatedly demanded an investigation into the

shooting, events leading up to the shooting, and the school's response.® The public

understandably wanted answers as to why this tragedy occurred, and whether there was

anything that anyone at OHS could have or should have done to prevent it.

The Board decided in May 2022 to engage Varnum LLP, a Michigan law firm, and
Guidepost Solutions LLC, a New York-based investigations firm, to conduct an
independent investigation into the shooting, the response to the shooting, the District's
policies and processes related to the safety of the District's students, staff, and the
broader Oxford community. The scope of the investigation was limited to the actions by
OHS and District personnel, as well as policies and procedures in place related to school
safety. Varnum and Guidepost were not engaged for the purposes of investigating the
conduct of first responders to the shooting and did not investigate — and have reached no

conclusions about — first responder conduct.

Varnum was initially engaged by the Board on May 24, 2022 to conduct the independent
investigation. When conducting independent investigations, it is a best practice that the
firm engaged to conduct the investigation does not have a prior client relationship with
the subject of the investigation, avoiding even the appearance of a potential conflict of
interest. Consistent with this, Varnum had not previously represented the Board or the
District and had no preexisting relationship with the OCS administration. As part of its
engagement, Varnum advised the Board that it would hire Guidepost to conduct the
investigation along with Varnum. Like Varnum, Guidepost did not have a preexisting

relationship with the Board, the District, or OCS administration.

3 See., e.g. Lily Altavena, Detroit Free Press, "Oxford school district reverses court, hires firm for
independent review of shooting," Detroit Free Press, (May 17, 2022); Peter Maxwell, "Oxford School
Board hires independent firms to conduct investigation on Nov. 30 tragedy" WXYZ Detroit (May 18. 2022).
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Such arrangements, where attorneys are engaged to conduct investigations and then
directly engage consultants like Guidepost to assist, are standard practice for internal
investigations. By conducting the investigation with the protections of the attorney-client
privilege, the investigators can conduct the investigation without interference and
disruption from third parties, including subpoenas for investigation materials. Conducting
the investigation with the protection of the attorney-client privilege also helps ensure that
investigation materials can remain confidential to protect the integrity of the investigation

and ensure that knowledgeable individuals feel comfortable speaking with investigators.*

However, the attorney-client privilege has not and was never intended to limit the release
to the public of the investigation's independent and objective factual findings. To that end,
neither the Board, any District official, nor the District's litigation counsel in connection
with the civil cases has ever directed any portion of the investigation or exercised any
influence over Guidepost's methods or conclusions. Further, neither the Board, nor any
District personnel, have been briefed at any time on the substance of the investigation
findings.

To that end, and to further confirm the independence of the investigation, Varnum and
Guidepost, and the Board signed an addendum to Guidepost's engagement letter on
September 7, 2023, which was approved by the Board on September 12, 2023. That
addendum confirmed that (1) the Board would be provided with this report at the same
time as it was released to the public; (2) the final contents, language, and conclusions of
this Report would be controlled and approved by Guidepost, without influence by the
Board, the District, or Varnum, and (3) interview memoranda and certain documents
collected in connection with the investigation would be maintained by Guidepost for one

year following the issuance of this Report.

4 Other sensitive and high-profile investigations have similarly been conducted by law firms, with the
assistance of consultants. See Report of the Independent Investigation: The Constellation of Factors
Underlying Larry Nassar's Abuse of Athletes (conducted by Ropes & Gray, LLP); Report of Independent
investigation: Allegations of Sexual Misconduct Against Robert E. Anderson (conducted by Wilmer Cutler
Pickering Hale and Dorr LLP).
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[1l.  Investigation Methodology

As set forth above, we were hired to investigate the events that occurred before, during,
and after the shooting. Our investigation provides an objective assessment of (a) the
school environment and the knowledge and actions of school district employees
(including OCS leaders and OHS administrators, counselors, teachers, and other staff)
prior to the shooting; and (b) the actions of those individuals and others on the day of the

shooting itself and thereatfter.

A. Investigative Team

The investigative team included former federal investigators and former federal and state
prosecutors with decades of experience in conducting independent investigations,
several of whom are also experts in risk and emergency management and compliance.
The investigative team also included school and corporate security experts, who are well
versed in typical security systems and protocols used in public school districts. In
addition, we leveraged our skilled information analysts, who are proficient in research,

information, and case management.

All Guidepost interviewers have been trained in trauma-informed interviewing techniques,
which include treating people with respect, allowing a witness to tell his or her history,

respecting boundaries, and communicating in a manner to avoid re-traumatization.

A core principle of our engagement and our team's mindset was independence. We
brought an independent perspective to this engagement, unencumbered by politics or
community ties. At all times, our team was guided by the principle that we would follow
the facts wherever they led, without any underlying motive or bias or influence by any
community constituency, including the Board, OCS employees, unions, insurance
companies, and any attorneys involved in any aspect of any legal proceeding stemming
from the shooting.
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B. Documents

A key early part of our investigation was our analysis of relevant documents that we
received from several different sources, as set forth in more detail below. At the outset of
our engagement, we undertook extensive background research into the events
surrounding the shooting and other school shootings. Among other sources, our research
into publicly-available documents included online media outlets, public court filings, and
social media platforms. In addition, we reviewed commissioned reports on other mass-
casualty school shootings, such as the reports analyzing the Parkland and Sandy Hook
shootings. We also searched for any publicly-available documents relating to the work of

the OCS Board of Education, such as meeting minutes and agendas.

In addition to these publicly-available materials, we collected approximately 74,000
documents from a variety of non-public sources that are described below. To effectively
manage and analyze this volume of data, we uploaded nearly all evidentiary materials
received to secure data platforms for document storage, review, and management.
Within these platforms, our investigative team ran keyword searches and other targeted

gueries to identify, analyze, and categorize relevant documents.

We first sought a variety of documents from Oxford Community Schools, submitting an
initial document request to the District on or around June 2022. In that request, we asked
OCS to provide certain documents from OCS, OHS, OMS, Oxford Virtual Academy
(“OVA”), and the Board, including but not limited to organizational charts and staff lists;
teaching assignments; meeting minutes; policies, guidelines, procedures, forms relating
to threat and suicide assessment, search and seizure, emergency operations, crisis
management and other relevant subjects; student handbooks; student records; threat and
suicide assessments, attendance records; technology resources; legal filings relating to
the events of November 30, 2021; deposition transcripts; preliminary hearing records;
plea and sentencing hearings, and correspondence. The time frame of our request
covered not only the documents that existed the day of the shooting, but also earlier
versions of certain documents (such as policies, guidelines, procedures, and forms); for

documents relating to specific employees, we asked OCS to search for documents dating
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back to their earliest association with the District, up until the date of the document

request.

In response to this comprehensive document request, OCS began to produce the
requested documents on a rolling basis in July 2022. Many of the requested documents
were produced in electronic form, and our data experts worked with the OCS IT liaison to
process and transfer electronic data located on the OCS file servers to our data platforms.
After our first (and most voluminous) document request, Guidepost submitted additional
document requests to OCS as we learned of the potential existence of additional relevant

documents in the course of our investigation.

In addition to requesting and receiving documents from OCS, we asked the Oakland
County Prosecutor’s Office for access to certain documents and other evidentiary material
gathered in the course of the criminal investigation of the Shooter and his parents. We
submitted a targeted document request to the OCPO in September 2022 and received a
production of documents and reports shortly thereafter, on October 5, 2022. In an
extraordinary act of cooperation and trust, the OCPO promptly provided Guidepost with
access to key evidence from its criminal case, including notes of witness interviews,
written witness statements, police reports, photographs, records, video footage, court
transcripts, and other records. Like the documents that we received from OCS, the
materials that we obtained from the OCPO were uploaded to our secure electronic
storage platforms for review and analysis by the investigative team. In addition, with
respect to certain extremely sensitive evidence that the OCPO was reluctant to allow to
leave its office (such as video footage of the shooting), the prosecution team allowed
members of the Guidepost team to review that evidence on site at the OCPO on several

occasions, with the assistance of an OCPO legal assistant.

We are grateful to the OCPO for its willingness to open its files to our team. In the
experience of many of the former prosecutors on the Guidepost team, this access to
important, non-public investigative materials during pending criminal matters (i.e., the
cases against the Shooter and his parents) is unprecedented. The information that the

OCPO has provided has also been crucial in our effort to accurately report the facts of
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what happened on and before November 30, 2021 and again, we are grateful for the
prosecution team’s openness and interest in helping to provide the Oxford community
with answers. Consistent with the terms of confidentiality under which we received these
materials, we have not retained them and, at the OCPQO's request, we have not referenced

the materials in footnotes.

We also received relevant documents and electronic evidence from Oxford community
members, including OHS students who were at the high school during the shooting,
families of OCS students, and other individuals. Significantly, we received documentation
of emails and text messages that were sent in real time (or near real time) to some of the
events discussed in this report, as well as records of social media posts from the fall of
2021. These contemporaneous records were invaluable in our investigation of the
sequence of certain events. In addition, we received news articles and correspondence
pertaining to administrative actions taken by OCS, the Board, and the OHS administration

and staff before, during, and after November 30, 2021.

Finally, Giarmarco, Mullins & Horton, P.C. (“GMH”), the law firm representing the
defendants in civil lawsuits arising out of the shooting provided us with transcripts of the
depositions taken in those legal proceedings. These deposition transcripts were an
important source of information for us. Multiple defendants in these lawsuits declined to
be interviewed by Guidepost, and as a result, we had to rely on information elicited by
lawyers during the depositions of these defendants. Those lawyers generally had
different goals than we had, and the questions asked in the depositions did not include
all of the questions we would have asked had we had access to the witnesses. In our
view, therefore, the deposition transcripts are not the best evidence for our investigative
purposes. Nevertheless, in the absence of interviews, the deposition transcripts are the
most complete accounts that we have from critical participants in the events of November

29 and 30, 2021 as to what happened on those days, and we relied on those transcripts
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to establish many of the facts set forth in this report. We also do not cite to the deposition
transcripts in footnotes as those transcripts are not publicly available.®

C. Oxford Community Interviews

Our interviews of individuals in different segments of the Oxford community composed
another critical part of our investigation. Our objective was to interview all individuals who
might have relevant information about the events before, during, and after the shooting,
as well as OCS and OHS policies, processes, and procedures relating to threat

assessment and suicide assessment as they existed at OHS at the time of the shooting.

Over the course of 14 months, we used varied outreach methods to try to secure
interviews with as many witnesses as possible. In some cases, we approached victims
and survivors (or their family members), directly or through their legal counsel, and asked
them to speak to us because we knew they had relevant information to provide. In other
situations, we made broad appeals to the general public in Oxford through traditional
media and social media, asking community members to contact us if they believed they
had relevant information to give us. Our specific outreach methods and the different

categories of Oxford community witnesses are described in more detail below.

In addition to our own efforts to find witnesses, we received invaluable outreach
assistance from the families of victims, survivors, and the students who were murdered
on November 30, 2021, who sent out a plea to their own personal and social media
networks asking witnesses to contact Guidepost. We are grateful to these families for
their help, which led us to useful information that we would not have otherwise obtained.

In total, we interviewed over 100 individuals over the course of 14 months. We engaged
with these interviewees in a variety of ways, including in-person meetings, telephone or
video conferences, and email (i.e., receiving written responses from witnesses to specific

guestions). Any interviewee who wished his or her attorney to be present during an

5 While protective orders have been entered in the civil matters, the deposition transcripts provided to us
were not designated as "confidential" pursuant to those orders.
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interview was allowed to do so, without any need for explanation. Our first interview took
place on July 21, 2022, and our last interview occurred on September 27, 2023. In that
time frame, we spoke with current and former OCS employees at all levels of the school
district, current and former Board of Education members, parents of victims, students who
were at OHS and survived the shooting, family members of those survivors, and

community members who had knowledge of relevant events.

Many of the witnesses we interviewed continue to experience trauma of varying degrees
as a result of the shooting. Guidepost understood that participating in the investigation
interview process could create additional or renewed stress related to underlying trauma.
Our desire was to provide these witnesses with a safe and confidential space to debrief
and process their interviews and participation in our investigation. Thus, we were mindful
during the investigation of communicating with victims’ families, survivors, and survivors’
families in a trauma-informed manner. All Guidepost interviewers have been trained in
trauma-informed interviewing techniques, which include treating people with respect,
allowing a witness to tell his or her history, respecting boundaries, and communicating in
a manner to avoid re-traumatization. In addition, victims’ families, survivors, and
survivors’ family members were welcome to have a support person of their choosing

present for the interview.

1. Current and Former OCS Administrative, Teaching, and Other
Staff

Working with an initial contact list given to us by OCS, and with the help of an OCS liaison
administrative assistant, we first reached out to 66 individuals who either worked in
administration at the district or high-school level, were present at OHS in the months
leading up to the shooting and/or on the day of the shooting, or had any contact with the
Shooter at any point in his journey through the OCS system. Specifically, each of the 66
people were sent an email in which we advised them of the scope of the investigation and
our role and asked them to participate in an interview with members of our investigative
team. This contact list expanded over time to over 130 individuals as the investigation
identified new questions for additional people and interview refusals prompted Guidepost

to direct questions toward others. In our contact, we explained that to conduct a fair,
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comprehensive, and independent investigation and assessment of the District’s actions
in connection with the shooting, we needed to speak directly with everyone possessing
firsthand, relevant information. We further explained that the requested interviews were
a two-way street, providing interviewees with the opportunity to say whatever they wanted
to say and express their opinions or recommendations as to how OCS could be a safer

environment going forward.

The response to our initial 66 interview request emails was disappointing. More than 80%
of these individuals were unresponsive or denied the interview request in the month
following the request. We understood this to be a result of the ongoing lawsuits against
District personnel causing fear in personnel not listed in the suits, advice from lawyers
and union leadership not to participate, and trauma from the shooting. As Guidepost
expanded its contact list, the refusal to participate continued with the new contacts until
Guidepost agreed to release an initial report evaluating only the present physical security
and threat/suicide assessment infrastructure in place for the 2022-2023 school year. This
pivot slowed Guidepost's progress toward a complete investigation into the shooting on
November 30, 2021, but it was the only way to get key figures to participate in an
interview. Still, Guidepost did not receive adequate participation from OHS personnel
crucial to the present safety and security infrastructure leading us to expand the contact
list to include personnel at the elementary and middle school levels. These interviews
during the 2022-23 school year for the first report were often restricted to discussions of
topics pertaining only to the present state of the District because witnesses refused to
discuss the status of security and safety on November 30, 2021, and prior, though

Guidepost’s investigation into the shooting persisted.

After the publication of our first report, in or around May 2023, in the face of ongoing
refusals by current OCS employees to cooperate with our investigation, we asked the
District to consider requiring such employees to cooperate as a condition of their ongoing
employment. The District declined to do so. Instead, the District’s superintendent agreed
to send an email to all OCS employees asking them to voluntarily contact Guidepost with
any information they might possess about the shooting (as noted above), and this

communication led to additional current or former OCS employees contacting Guidepost
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to arrange an interview. For key personnel with knowledge pertinent to a complete and
thorough report who required a more direct interview request, Guidepost further enlisted
the assistance of school board and administration leadership, and other interviewees who

offered to use their relationships to encourage their colleagues to participate.

Guidepost communicated with 143 current or former OCS employees at all levels about
participating in an interview. Ultimately, we were able to interview 51 of those 143 current
or former employees, or approximately 35.6% of the OCS individuals who we wanted to
interview. In addition, 24 teachers and one counselor responded to an email from
Guidepost asking them to either provide any information they had about the Shooter from
their interactions with him or detail their experience near the shooting. Some current and
former OCS employees turned down our interview request because they felt that they did
not possess relevant information, while others simply declined without giving a reason.

Other current and former OCS employees did not respond at all to any interview requests.

There are several current and former OCS employees who were directly involved in key
events before, during, and after the shooting, many of whom are defendants in the civil
lawsuits filed by victims’ families and survivors and their families. Guidepost attempted
to speak to every one of these key individuals. Our repeated interview requests were
communicated to these current and former OCS employees through attorneys at GMH,
the District’'s law firm, who informed us who was willing to speak to us and who would
not.® Here, we highlight some of the employees who played a significant role in the events
under investigation (with defendants in the civil lawsuits identified by an asterisk) and note
who we interviewed and who declined our interview requests:

e Interviewed by Guidepost: Pamela Fine,* Kristy Gibson-Marshall, Jill Lemond,

Kurt Nuss, James Rourke, Timothy Throne,* Kenneth Weaver,* Steven Wolf*.”

6 We further inquired of counsel of both Plaintiffs and Defendants in the civil lawsuits whether they would
like to meet with us or provide information that they felt was important to our investigation. None of the
attorneys took us up on that offer.

7 The former OHS school resource officer, former Deputy Jason Louwaert of the OCSO, also agreed to
meet with Guidepost, but he is not an OCS employee. Louwaert’s participation in our investigation is
discussed in the law enforcement section.
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e Declined to be interviewed by Guidepost: Nicholas Ejak,* Shawn Hopkins,*

Allison Karpinski,* Jacqueline Kubina,* Becky Morgan,* Diana McConnell,
Kimberly Potts.*
As noted above, any interviewee could have an attorney present during an interview if
desired. Attorneys from GMH attended nearly all of the interviews that Guidepost

conducted with the key individuals listed above.

We included another important category of OCS witnesses for interviews — individuals
involved in different dimensions of threat assessment in the District. Because, as set forth
more fully below, there were no formal, standing threat assessment teams in place at
OHS at the time of the shooting, we sought to interview OCS personnel who could speak
to best practices relating to threat assessment. We also sought to speak with
administrators, counselors, and student support staff, and security personnel who
currently serve on the threat assessment teams at OMS and OHS; current employees
knowledgeable about the data and resources used by the threat assessment teams; and
third-party trainers and professionals currently engaged by OCS to work on threat
assessments. Twenty-one relevant individuals refused an interview, most of whom were
involved with threat/suicide assessment at the high school and middle school levels.
Ultimately, Guidepost interviewed 34 OCS employees whose roles touch upon threat
assessment, although many of those interviewees were in positions at the elementary
school level and would only speak about threat assessment practices that were instituted
after November 30, 2021. Several members of the current OHS threat assessment team
would only be interviewed for 90 minutes in a group setting, with legal counsel from GMH
present.

2. 2021-2022 School Board Members

The OCS Board of Education consisted of seven individuals during the 2021-2022 school
year, and we asked all of them to meet with us. We interviewed six of those individuals
in person in Oxford: Thomas E. Donnelly Jr., Chad Griffith, Korey Bailey, Mary Hanser,
Heather Shafer, and Dan D’Alessandro. Only one Board member from the 2021-2022
school year, Erick Foster, did not respond to our requests for an interview.
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In addition to cooperating with our investigation by sitting for interviews, these Board
members, and those who followed, assisted our team by coordinating interview rooms

and other logistical matters. We thank them for their cooperation in this investigation.

3. The Former OHS School Resource Officer and Other Law
Enforcement Officers

We worked cooperatively with the Oakland County Sheriff’'s Office and Nicole B. Tabin,
an attorney in the Department of Corporation Counsel for Oakland County, to arrange
interviews of five current and former deputies of the OCSO, one of whom (Louwaert) was
the school resource officer at OHS at the tie of the shooting. The OCSO initially declined
to allow its deputies to participate in interviews due to the pending criminal litigation
against the Shooter. In the interim, the department offered to provide written responses
to Guidepost's questions. On October 24, 2022, the Shooter pleaded guilty to all 24
charges pending against him, and we renewed our request to interview the five current
and former OCSO deputies. All five individuals agreed to meet with us, and we completed

those interviews by February 15, 2023. Ms. Tabin was present for all of these interviews.

In addition, in June 2023, Ms. Tabin and Lieutenant Timothy Willis, the lead OCSO
investigator in the criminal investigations of the Shooter and his parents, met with
members of the Guidepost team at the OCSO Oxford Substation to review requested
police records and other evidence. We appreciate the time and effort expended by the
current and former OCSO officers, and Ms. Tabin in assisting us with our investigation.

4. Victims’ Family Members

After we reached out to their attorneys to request interviews, the parents of Tate, Justin,
and Hana agreed to meet with us; we spoke with these parents in person in Oxford in
April 2023. In addition, an aunt of Madisyn contacted Guidepost at our dedicated emalil
address and asked to meet with us; this individual also has a son who was present in a
classroom in the hallway where the shooting began. Our team interviewed Madisyn’s
aunt and uncle in May 2023.
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We are deeply grateful to these family members for speaking with us and we were moved
to hear stories and memories of their loved ones. These family members are in the unique
and terrible position of being able to speak about what could and should be done for
families who have suffered the indescribable losses that they have endured, and we value

their opinions and recommendations.

5. Student Survivors and Their Family Members

We also appreciate the many student victims and survivors and their 