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History of Mental Health Services in LPS 
 

Context 

 

April 20, 1999 is a day that will never be forgotten across public school systems in the United 

States.  The Columbine tragedy served as a startling wake-up call, a warning to all schools and 

districts to review their security practices and assess their vulnerability.  Because Columbine 

High School is located within the Littleton mailing address, Littleton Public Schools was often 

confused with the Jefferson County school system where Columbine is located.  Many cards, 

letters, donations and other expressions of sympathy came to LPS in error.  LPS was further 

personally impacted because many staff members had children who were students at 

Columbine.  Many others knew Columbine staff from professional or personal experiences.  

Because this tragedy hit so close to home and touched so many on a personal level, LPS was 

committed to learning from Columbine’s experience and to conduct a thorough self-assessment.   

 

Collaboration 

 

One of the first things that LPS administration did was reach out to various agencies to work 

with us in areas that did not address our teaching and learning mission such as safety, security 

and mental health wellness.  These agencies included Littleton Police Department, Arapahoe 

County Sheriff’s Department, Littleton Fire Department, and the City of Littleton.  There was a 

collective sense that it could have been any school, anywhere.  The district was also committed 

to not second guessing what happened at Columbine.  It is too easy, after the fact, to think 

about and express what should have been done.  With this group working together to examine 

current practices, LPS committed to learning as much as possible and to seeking out best 

practice and advice from experts.   

 

Greater Littleton Youth Initiative (GLYI) 

 

In 2001, The Greater Littleton Youth Initiative (GLYI) was formalized from the original discussion 

and problem solving group.  Littleton City Council mobilized and committed to $100,000 a year 

to pay for Blueprint Programs to support Littleton’s at-risk youth.  GLYI expanded from the 

original stakeholders to include the South Metro Chamber of Commerce, Arapahoe-Douglas 

Mental Health, Littleton Adventist Hospital, South Suburban Parks and Recreation, Arapahoe 

Community College, the 18th Judicial District and clergy in addition to Littleton Public Schools 

and various committed private citizens.  The group worked with Dr. Dell Elliot from the 

University of Colorado Center for Study and Prevention of Violence, the key source for 

identifying evidence-based programs that reduce risk factors and increase protective factors.  

Dr. Elliot’s group did the research and analysis of the programs and created the list of Blueprint 

Programs based on scientific criteria met by programs that were effectively addressing youth 

violence, substance abuse, truancy and other at-risk factors.  The group also pulled in 

information and research from the Center for Disease Control, the US Department of Justice 

and other national efforts. 
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Blueprint Programs 

 

The programs that were originally funded through the city of Littleton funds included: 

● Nurse Family Partnership – in home nurses who visit young mothers with newborns to 

teach parenting skills 

● Incredible Years – teaches social and emotional competency skills to 3-7 year old 

children 

● Life Skills – designed for middle school children to help them make good choices around 

peer pressure, sex, drugs and alcohol 

● Functional Family Therapy – 8-12 weeks of intensive therapy for families of students at 

risk 

  

During these initial years, LPS learned important lessons about addressing at-risk youth.  As a 

team, we learned that there is no quick fix or pre-packaged program that is going to fix things.  

We learned that the work is labor intensive and that we must address one individual situation at 

a time.  We also learned that any effort had to be integrated within the entire system and with 

partners outside the system.  At-risk youth is a community issue, not just a school problem.  

From these lessons, we developed some guidelines to help focus our work. Decisions within the 

GLYI were made collaboratively with all partners as stakeholders, commitments were made to 

implement Blueprint Programs with fidelity over time, and the group committed to continue to 

work together over time to address issues around at risk youth in LPS.   

 

Suicide Intervention 

 

About this same time, a nurse in the ER unit at Littleton Adventist was concerned about the 

number of people who were attempting suicide that were coming into the ER.  Some of these 

patients were teenagers and young adults. With the support of the Littleton Adventist Board, she 

asked LPS if we would be interested in partnering with the hospital to seek solutions.  LPS 

received an $80,000 grant from the hospital foundation to begin addressing risk factors related 

to teen suicide.  This was the genesis of the Yellow Ribbon initiative at the high school level first 

and then, as research came in about ages of risk, expanded to the middle school level.   Yellow 

Ribbon was started by a local family who lost a child to suicide.  The mission of the program is 

to teach suicide awareness skills and to provide a system for teens to self-refer or for their peers 

to express their concerns and get help.  Early on it featured assemblies that suggested ways 

students could identify symptoms and provide support to each other with a focus to break “the 

code of silence.” This work morphed into Applied Suicide Intervention Skills Training (ASIST) 

and Safe Talk, programs that stress early intervention by trained experts and referral for more 

intensive help.  About a year later, Second Wind, an outside resource, was added to the list of 

available interventions. 

 

Beginning in 2004 and continuing on today is suicide prevention and intervention training to 

include not only LPS employees but community members and churches as well. 
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Redirection Center 

 

As a district, we had a strong value for recoverability for students who made poor choices so in 

2001-2002, the expulsion process was redesigned after an analysis of our most at-risk kids.  

Rather than having students out of their regular school program for a year, LPS chose to create 

a choice for students who were at risk of expulsion or actually expelled. Except for certain types 

of extremely serious offenses, if the student agreed to certain conditions (custom designed 

around the student specific issues), expelled students and their parents could choose to sign a 

“deferred expulsion” contract. The concept of deferred expulsion allows the student to access 

supports specific to their needs (such as intensive therapy) and provides the district with tools 

such as requiring use of random urine analyses, voluntary in-home weapons checks among 

other areas of cooperation and effective practices with the student and family in a modified 

school setting.  Deferred expulsion, if successfully completed, allows a student to experience 

recoverability, continue to earn credit and often return to the home school earlier than the 

original term of expulsion. Through an opportunity provided by Colorado Department of 

Education (CDE) Expelled and At-Risk Student Services (EARSS) grant, Redirection Center 

was born.  The original funding was for three years which was ultimately extended to five years.  

Redirection Center continues today to be our primary educational setting for students who have 

been expelled or are at risk of expulsion.  It features a significant mental health component, a 

high ratio of adults to kids, and a personalized academic program for expelled students and 

those students most at risk of expulsion.  We have a day and evening component for middle 

and high school students.  The district was gradually able to take over the funding for the 

program. 

  

Integration of Services 

 

Also during 2001-02 school year, to continue to support our belief in integration of services, a 

Superintendent’s liaison to the Emergency Planning Committee was established.  This 

committee includes members from Littleton Police Department, Arapahoe County Sheriff’s 

Department, Littleton Fire Department, school site principals from each level and 

representatives from our insurance pool.  We anticipate that there is a full description of this 

important committee in the report from Security. It is significant to note that the group’s planning 

of emergency drills and table top exercises have continued to regularly provide for practice and 

subsequent analysis of needs around real life emergency situations at each school site and at 

the district level as well.  The Committee’s collaboration has resulted in close working 

relationships and a high degree of trust between agencies.  Having a liaison from the 

Superintendent’s office contributed in sending the message to schools and outside agencies 

that safety and security were a top priority at the Superintendent and Board level.  LPS included 

this Emergency Planning Committee into our safety planning long before Homeland Security 

suggested the idea. 
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Threat Assessment 

 

In the fall of 2002, The US Secret Service developed principles of what to do when assessing 

threats in schools.  They published a monograph entitled Threat Assessment in Schools and 

distributed these across the country.  In addition, another publication, The Final Report and 

Findings of The Safe Schools Initiative was also published.  These documents had significant 

influence on future practice in LPS. 

 

In 2004, the first draft of a Threat Assessment form was created which was modeled after 

versions created by neighboring districts who used the help of John Nicoletti, a nationally 

recognized threat assessment expert. The form was officially adopted and implemented 

districtwide in 2008.  Prior to that time, every school used their own process with support from 

district administrators. 

 

There were several goals around the use of this document: 

● To determine whether a student is posing a threat or is making a threat. 

● To identify in a document, the facts as they are known at the time of the assessment. 

● To identify the integrated systems that the district or partners can bring to bear to 

support the student and parents. 

● To understand the legal considerations and identify next steps. 

 

There were many considerations in this new threat assessment process.  Beyond the in-depth 

and ongoing training of staff, we needed to develop and identify resources for students and 

families.  We needed to do a much greater analysis and better understand First Amendment 

rights and protections for students, parents, and staff. 

 

At the same time, we studied our Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) 

obligations and clearly defined a formalized process for law enforcement to have access to 

FERPA protected information.  This became an extension of our ongoing partnerships with law 

enforcement while also recognizing the District’s legal obligations around FERPA protected 

information.  The district took great care to expedite any requests so as not to impede an 

investigation.  A form was created to document law enforcement requests for educational 

records.  The process continues to be in place today.   

 

During the 2008-2009 school year, annual training in the Threat Assessment process began.  

The first year, overview sessions with all principals, assistant principals and counselors were 

held.  Since that initial beginning, much has been added to the process and to the training 

including annual required training. 

 

Tennyson Center for Children 

 

In 1997, LPS maximized a relationship with a community partner, the Tennyson Center for 

Children, by opening a program for elementary students with significant mental health needs.  

Through this program, highly trained staff who work for the Tennyson Center, provide instruction 
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and therapeutic strategies.  This program, housed in a school, allows students with significant 

needs to maintain placement in a traditional school setting while accessing therapeutic services.  

 

Student Attendance Review Board (SARB)  

 

In 2005, because of needs around student truancy and students in crisis, and in an effort to 

avoid referring students to truancy court as the only intervention available beyond school efforts, 

the district developed a Student Attendance Review Board (SARB) to address the underlying 

issues around students not attending school.  Truancy is most often an indicator of deeper and 

more significant issues in a student’s and/or family life.  This group, comprised of The Binning 

Family Foundation, Department of Human Services, Arapahoe Douglas Mental Health, 18th 

Judicial District, Littleton Public Schools Foundation, Littleton YMCA, Littleton Immigrant 

Resources Center, law enforcement, the faith community, district administration and others, 

meets twice monthly with students and their parents to address underlying issues and connect 

families with needed resources and support to enable the student to attend school.  The 

outcome of SARB is a voluntary contract that represents commitments that the student, the 

parent, school district and SARB partners make to address the various issues in a student’s life.  

The most common need, and therefore most common contract component, is family therapy for 

the student and parents to improve family functioning.  Two full-time district truancy intervention 

specialists function as case managers to assist with SARB referrals and monitor success of the 

SARB contract.  A grant from the LPS Foundation enables the group to create incentives (a 

bike, tuition cost for a class at ACC, gift card for groceries etc.) in individual student cases.  

While truancy may be the focus, research and experience have taught us that multiple risk 

factors and families in crisis are underlying issues that prevent school attendance.  Again, this 

model demonstrates the power of community partnerships. 

  

Juvenile Sexual Offender Management 

 

As the court system changed to reduce the amount of juveniles placed in residential centers, 

schools took on more responsibilities for managing students who had been adjudicated of a 

sexual offense.  The 18th Judicial Probation Department helped school districts establish a 

safety planning process and continues to provide an annual training for school administrators 

regarding the supervision process.   

 

Apollo and Summit Programs 

 

At the start of the 2005-06 school year, the district designed and opened two new programs to 

support the mental health needs of students with disabilities.  These programs, called the Apollo 

program at the middle school, and the Summit program at the high school level were staffed 

with a teacher and a mental health professional.  They were developed to provide intensive 

support to students whose mental health and social emotional needs were too significant to be 

maintained in the traditional school setting.  Apollo, housed at Goddard Middle School, and 

Summit, housed at Heritage High School, remain effective placements today. 
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Positive Behavior Intervention Support (PBIS) 

 

In 2005-06 the Behavior Team began tracking mental health referrals and expulsion trends to 

help us know better where to put our focus. Positive Behavior Intervention Support (PBIS) 

began as a voluntary effort.  At the same time, Crisis Prevention Intervention (CPI) training for 

all schools to learn de-escalating techniques was also established.   

 

Also in 2006, another EARRS state grant was written and funded to support the first round of 

restorative justice training.  A second grant was written and funded in 2012 for a second round 

to expand the program. 

 

Also in the 2006-07 school year, the district began to work on both academic and behavioral 

“Pyramids of Intervention.”  Rather than use the federal term, Response to Intervention (RtI), 

Littleton chose to use the term POI (Pyramid of Intervention) to reference the pyramid approach 

that we also use in our Professional Learning Community work.  This is another example of the 

integration so key to focusing on the whole child.  One face of the pyramid represents academic 

work and another face features the behavioral work.  Each base begins with universal programs 

in Tier 1, intended for all students.  Tier 2 interventions feature additions to Tier 1, focusing on 

15-25% of students with more significant needs.  The tip of the pyramid, Tier 3, is designed for 

5-8% of the students who might need intensive, individualized support. 

 

Mental Health Crisis Response Team 

 

Over the years, we have formalized our crisis prevention and response plans.  We have also put 

considerable effort into integrating the mental health and safety/security aspects.  We 

developed a formal mental health crisis response team in 2011 including training the team in the 

PREPARE model which was developed by the National Association of School Psychologists.  

This team is made up of LPS mental health staff from across the district. For many school site 

incidents (student suicide risks, student threats, death of a student or staff, neighborhood 

violence or threat of violence, debriefs of the incident etc.) we developed the practice of sending 

district support to the school site.  Beyond coordination with law enforcement as detailed in the 

report from Director of Security Guy Grace, we have provided crisis response teams to help with 

logistics, ongoing on site mental health support, parent information nights, various supports for 

staff, students and parents, written guidance for students, parents and staff when dealing with a 

crisis, etc.  Over the years we have learned some important lessons:  Speak with one voice, 

which became a norm of the system.  This means that when a message needs to be conveyed 

or a decision is reached, we all know what it is, who delivers the message and we communicate 

the same message across the system.  A critical element of this is to designate who has the 

authority to speak for the district.  We also learned that duplication of effort is not a good use of 

resources so we developed the one point of contact protocol and common communication tools.  

We’ve learned the importance of the continuity of day to day educational structure and routine 

as well as other lessons.  And of course, we’ve learned the value of a community working 

together to bring resources and support when needed.  
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Cyber-Safety 

 

Recognizing the increasing concern with student safety that was occurring in cyber-space, 

district administration held a Cyber Safety Summit in the spring of 2012.  This event included a 

national speaker who provided the latest research on cyber-safety issues and effective 

strategies for helping students stay safe online.  Secondary teams, that included staff, 

administration, and students from each secondary school, attended the summit and after 

hearing from the speaker, spent time developing an action plan for how to address cyber-safety 

issues in their school.  In 2013, district administration continued the work on cyber-safety by 

hosting a parent workshop with the purpose of supporting parents of students of all ages with 

navigating the online environment with safety.  This parent workshop has become an annual 

event in LPS.  

 

Administration Training and Policy Work 

 

LPS had an in-depth two day training session for district administration on July 20, 2011 and 

again in March of 2012.  Each of the drills included a debrief and analysis of lessons learned, 

what went well, what needs improvement and next steps.  

 

We have tightened up Board policies such as JICED—Students’ Right of Expression, among 

other policies.  One by-product of Columbine and other school violence is to make English and 

Art teachers, as well as all teachers, aware of the importance of monitoring student work for 

indications of threat or potential for violence.   

 

Summary of History 

 

The key integrated processes that have changed our practice since 1999 include: 

 

● Adding a district liaison to the Emergency Planning Committee, which already included a 

principal from each level along with law enforcement and community partners, for support to 

the ongoing priority of safety, security and preparedness. 

● Establishing one contact point for the district during an emergency or crisis situation, with 

the authority to speak for the district. 

● Establishing an emergency command center with clearly defined roles and protocols which 

later became the unified command system. 

● Developing a one voice protocol where all members of the team share the same message 

with their constituents. 

● Completing safety and crisis response drills two times a year, including debriefs to focus on 

lessons learned, what went well, where improvements need to be made, and determination 

of next steps.   

● Developing a well-trained mental health crisis response team to support recovery and post 

intervention after traumatic events. 

● Maintaining statistics on threat assessments to maintain quality assurance and find gaps in 

the process. 
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● Maintaining suicide intervention statistics to determine if we are intervening with success. 

● Working together with Greater Littleton Youth Initiative’s community partners to address 

issues and establish resources around at risk youth. 

● Working with the SARB group around helping students with truancy issues and their families 

access needed community resources. 

● Establishing an expulsion process that allows, when legally possible, for recoverability and 

student access to needed supports. 

● Establishing a threat assessment protocol with training annually. 

● Establishing systems for suicide prevention awareness, suicide risk assessments and 

intervention. 

● Establishing many opportunities to intervene with at-risk youth such as Redirection Center. 

● Establishing programs to support students with significant mental health needs such as 

Apollo and Summit. 

● Implementing the Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports model at eighteen (18) 

schools/programs.   

● Establishing the Behavior Consultation Team to provide support to school teams as they 

work with students with behavioral challenges and social emotional needs.  

 

 

Best Practice 
 

See the attached document “Framework for Safe and Successful Schools” created by the 

National Association of School Resource Officers, the National Association of School 

Psychologists, the National Association of School Social Workers, and the National Association 

of School Counselors.  This provides a clear summary of the best practice components of an 

integrated system of safety, mental health, and social-emotional services. 

 

With such a vast range of topics that fall under the broad spectrum of Safety and Mental Health, 

see the following documents and links that provide more specific information regarding each 

topic: 

 

General Resources 

Colorado School Safety Resource Center 

They provide training resources, sample forms, and other technical assistance regarding all 

school safety topics.  LPS regularly participates in CSSRC meetings and trainings and LPS staff 

have been asked to present at CSSRC conferences. 

 

Positive Behavior Interventions and Supports (PBIS) 

PBIS.org is a national site with numerous resources and examples of PBIS in action.  PBIS is a 

framework based on key components and principles, not a curriculum.   

 

Mental Health Services in Schools 

Handouts:  Improving Mental Health in Schools, What Students Say About Mental Health 

 

https://www.colorado.gov/cssrc
http://www.pbis.org/
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Discipline Process 

U.S. Dept. of Education site on School Climate and Discipline 

Restorative Justice Colorado Website 

Handouts: LPS Code of Conduct, LPS Creative Discipline Helpsheet, Restorative Justice  

 

Suicide Intervention 

LPS Utilizes the ASIST and SafeTALK models from Livingworks, Inc. There are multiple other 

models of suicide prevention and intervention, including QPR, American Association of 

Suicidology, Sources of Strength, and Signs of Suicide. 

Handouts:  LPS Suicide Intervention Forms 

 

Threat Assessment 

LPS procedures were developed based on work done by Denver Public Schools and Cherry 

Creek School District and have been customized through feedback from our local collaborative 

partners and threat assessment experts.  See the CSSRC site for their best practice document 

and sample forms for Threat Assessment.  An example of a different model can be found at the 

Virginia Youth Violence Project.   

Handouts: LPS Threat Assessment Form, LPS Threat Assessment Guidance Document 

 

Truancy  

LPS follows the state statutes regarding compulsory education and refers students to the 18th 

Judicial District Truancy Court when they meet the habitually truant criteria and all other 

interventions have been exhausted.  There is currently a bill in the Colorado Senate that 

proposes eliminating the Truancy Court completely.  See the National Center for School 

Engagement or the Coalition for Juvenile Justice for other information and best practice 

resources. 

Handout:  LPS Truancy Intervention Plan, Evolution of Colorado’s School Attendance Laws 

 

Child Abuse Prevention and Reporting  

LPS staff are mandated reporters and training is done at the building level typically by the 

mental health staff in August inservices.  LPS is also piloting two new abuse prevention 

programs in our elementary schools in collaboration with LPD, Sungate, KidPower, and 

Arapahoe County Department of Human Services.  

Handouts: LPS Child Abuse Reporting Forms, Sungate SafeKids Program Brochure 

 

Juvenile Sexual Offender Management 

LPS works closely with the Probation, Diversion, and Pre-Trial departments of multiple judicial 

districts.  The safety planning process was developed by the state Sexual Offender 

Management Board.  Their Guide for School Personnel is currently under revision. 

Handouts: 18th Judicial Individual Safety and Supervision Plan 

 

De-escalation and Physical Management – LPS utilizes the Non-Violent Crisis Intervention 

Model from CPI, Inc. www.crisisprevention.com.  Currently our security department and staff 

who work in center-based special education programs are required to be trained, and many 

http://www2.ed.gov/policy/gen/guid/school-discipline/index.html
http://www.rjcolorado.org/restorative-justice-in-schools.html
http://www.livingworks.net/
http://www.qprinstitute.com/
http://www.suicidology.org/
http://www.suicidology.org/
http://sourcesofstrength.org/
http://mentalhealthscreening.org/programs/youth
https://www.colorado.gov/cssrc
http://curry.virginia.edu/resource-library/the-virginia-model-for-student-threat-assessment
http://schoolengagement.org/
http://schoolengagement.org/
http://www.juvjustice.org/our-work/safety-opportunity-and-success-project/national-standards/section-ii-efforts-avoid-court-1
https://sites.google.com/a/state.co.us/dcjsomb/home/juvenile-information
https://sites.google.com/a/state.co.us/dcjsomb/home/juvenile-information
http://www.crisisprevention.com/
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other district staff and administrators are also trained. A number of other models exist, including 

Therapeutic Crisis Intervention and Handle With Care. 

 

State Academic Content Area Standards 

Colorado now has academic standards that address Social and Emotional Wellness.  LPS 

schools address these standards through a variety of activities.  Since there is a wide range of 

models in our schools for teaching health, the district is currently working to identify the best 

way to ensure that all of the Comprehensive Health standards are implemented consistently. 

CDE State Standards for Comprehensive Health: Social/Emotional Wellness 

 

 

Current Practice 
 

The pyramid model is a great way to examine the current strengths and gaps within LPS 

programming.  The following is a broad overview of LPS programming at each Tier, followed by 

more detailed information on crisis intervention and discipline.  

 

Tier 1 (Universal Supports – for all students) 

 

LPS does not utilize a universal social/emotional survey or screening tool.  But many schools 

have created their own climate surveys or methods for gathering information from students.  

The use of mental health screeners or surveys about attitudes and behaviors can be 

controversial with parents.  

 

In LPS, schools have flexibility to implement social/emotional supports as they feel is best for 

their student population.  Eighteen (18) of our schools have chosen to utilize the PBIS model as 

the framework for their supports and interventions.  PBIS is the most widely researched and 

implemented system for behavior supports in public schools and includes the explicit teaching of 

social and behavioral expectations on a regular basis.  This model utilizes a multi-disciplinary 

team at the school to review data, support interventions, and lead activities.  PBIS schools are 

assigned a district PBIS Coach from the LPS Behavior Team who helps them follow the PBIS 

model to fidelity, including integrating the PBIS philosophy into the discipline process.  Some 

examples of PBIS activities at Tier 1 include establishing a teaching “matrix” for various areas of 

the school, holding classroom discussions, promoting and rewarding positive behaviors, and 

using student leaders to develop prosocial events.  Many schools that are not using the PBIS 

framework have also developed their own ways of sharing behavioral norms through all-school 

assemblies, new student orientation activities, etc. 

   

The new Colorado Academic Standards now include some specific items relating to 

social/emotional learning under the Comprehensive Health and Physical Education section. 

These standards address basic social skills such as conflict resolution.  While most of our 

schools have activities that address these standards, LPS is currently looking at ways to ensure 

that all of the standards are being addressed in every school.  

http://rccp.cornell.edu/tcimainpage.html
http://handlewithcare.com/
http://www.cde.state.co.us/cohealthpe/statestandards
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Some LPS schools have chosen to implement a social skills curriculum within some or all of 

their grade levels.  Most recently, many of our elementary schools have begun using the 

Second Step curriculum through a classroom instruction model led by either the teacher or 

mental health staff member.  Some middle schools are also using Second Step. 

 

A major challenge of establishing effective Universal Supports is time.  Reviewing behavioral 

expectations and social/emotional skills takes time and effort and must be revisited on a regular 

basis.  However, LPS schools have worked hard to integrate annual school climate activities 

into their calendars.  

 

Tier 2 (Targeted group interventions – for some students) 

 

The development and implementation of effective Tier 2 Social/Emotional Interventions is a 

major challenge within public schools, including LPS.  Ideally, each school should have a 

number of targeted intervention options for students who need supplemental help.  We know 

that on average, 20% of students will need more support than the rest of their peers.  Many of 

our schools have established interventions and resources for targeted groups of students.  

These can look like small group sessions, specific intervention courses as a part of the master 

schedule, check-in monitoring systems, or use of specific curriculums to teach skills.  Some Tier 

2 interventions are designed to address both academic and social/emotional issues (for 

example, a group that addresses missing homework and reviews behavior goals.) The Student 

Intervention Team (SIT) process at each school is the primary way we identify students who are 

struggling and develop interventions to help.  Frequently, there is significant overlap with 

academic and social/emotional challenges, especially as students get older. Having a good 

menu of Tier 2 Interventions helps the SIT create a timely plan to support the student.  Right 

now, we have a very wide range of options at Tier 2 in LPS schools.  Most schools have built in 

time for academic interventions as a part of their weekly schedule, but targeted social/emotional 

interventions are not as well established.  Carving out precious time and the availability of staff 

to facilitate the interventions are the constant challenges.   

 

Tier 3 (Intensive individual interventions – for specific students)  

 

For the small percentage of students who have very significant social/emotional issues, the 

interventions must be individualized.  This is the highest intensity of service that LPS can provide 

and takes the most time and resources.  Some of the options at this level come from federal or 

state mandates such as evaluating a student for a disability, providing special education services, 

creating a special safety plan, or utilizing the suspension/expulsion process. Frequently, students 

that have ongoing challenges require a specific behavior plan or safety plan to help guide the 

interventions and direct staff in how to respond.  Other students may experience a crisis and need 

short-term intensive support such as a suicide intervention until they can connect to other 

community resources.  Our staff does provide brief individual counseling, but due to the ratios, we 

are not able to offer the same level of clinical services that a nonprofit organization can offer.  

Some of our schools and programs have developed special staff roles that include working with a 

high risk group of students who need more mental health support and case management.  We 
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also have some special resources to offer to families such as Family Therapy, Student 

Attendance Review Board, Restorative Conferences, Second Wind, etc. 

 

We have a strong value for keeping students in their home school environment, but we also 

have other school options for students who need something different.  Our Alternative Education 

and Special Programs generally provide a higher level of social/emotional support which also 

attracts a student population with greater needs.  LPS also has a small population of students 

who are in out-of-district facility schools through a special education placement or by order of 

the court or the Department of Human Services.  These are very high cost placements and the 

process to successfully return a student to a typical school environment is challenging. 

 

Psychological Safety Interventions and Crisis Intervention 

 

In the past 5-10 years, the increased focus on psychological safety interventions has resulted in 

much more formalized procedures and increasing demands upon school administrators and 

mental health professionals.  LPS has focused its training in an integrated “Danger Assessment” 

approach that includes addressing threats, suicide, and bullying, as they frequently overlap.   

 

Currently, bullying is the only one of these three that has statutory requirements for school 

districts.  LPS has integrated the most recent legislative requirements for addressing bullying as 

outlined in HB11-1254.  This includes tracking all incidents of bullying or harassment.  We also 

follow the specific reporting requirements of the federal Office of Civil Rights.  We utilize the 

Applied Suicide Intervention Skills Training (ASIST) model from LivingWorks, Inc. and document 

each suicide intervention using an LPS form.  This process is now as or more intensive than 

what is used in many clinical therapy settings, with a specific framework and a two-day intensive 

initial training. 

 

The Threat Assessment Process came out of an FBI/Secret Service model adapted for school 

districts.  In LPS, it is led by an administrator and involves multiple staff members and a 

significant amount of time gathering information, interviewing, and developing plans.  It also 

includes inter-agency collaboration and planning within the overall focus on school safety.  

Maintaining the balance of student confidentiality and public safety always presents difficult 

decisions in these situations.  One other major challenge is applying a process to a vast range 

of situations involving students of all ages and developmental levels.  Currently, there are not 

state-required procedures or forms for Threat Assessment, so each district has flexibility to 

choose their own protocols. 

 

LPS has had formal protocols and training in place since spring of 2008, and minor changes 

have been made through the years.  Subsequent to the shooting at Arapahoe High School in 

December 2013, LPS invited key collaborative agencies to participate in an Administrative 

Review of Threat Assessment Protocols in June 2013.  In addition to LPS administrators, this 

session included supervisors from Littleton Police Department, Arapahoe County Sheriff, 

Arapahoe/Douglas Mental Health, and Dr. John Nicoletti, an expert consultant.  The group 

reviewed LPS protocols for threat assessment, discussed models from other places, and shared 
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with each other regarding practices and policies at each agency.  As a result, some adjustments 

were made to the LPS process.  These included minor changes to the Threat Assessment form, 

implementation of a weekly district-wide review of all critical incident data, and a more detailed 

guidance document for school staff.  Some of the ongoing challenges related to the threat 

assessment process include: 

 At times, parents do not share all the key information about their child with school staff, and 

schools rely on parents to follow through with mental health services for their child.  

 Increasingly, schools must deal with threats and other concerns that arise outside of the 

school setting, especially from online sources.  This puts schools in the forefront of many 

issues that in the past would not have involved school staff. 

 Limited options exist for students who are perceived to be of high concern.  The threshold 

for law enforcement arrest and/or psychiatric hospitalization is high and we have limitations 

to the length of time we can suspend a student from school. 

 Due to the need to fully investigate any alleged threat, students often are out of school for 

multiple days, even if the alleged threat is unfounded. 

 The Low, Medium, High rating system is not scientific and often feels very subjective.  In the 

future, we might consider looking at a system that does not assign a rating but rather 

focuses on the intervention and monitoring options.  

 

Discipline Process 

 

The LPS Student Code of Conduct is the basis for all discipline steps taken.  Under Board policy 

and state law, districts have the ability to suspend or expel students under certain 

circumstances.  Under state and federal law, possession of a firearm on school property or at a 

school-related event is the only mandatory expulsion.   

 

The vast majority of our expulsions (75%) in the past ten years are due to substance abuse 

infractions.  We have always tried to prioritize supportive interventions rather than just seeking 

to expel a student.  Over 95% of students who are expelled attend an LPS alternative program 

designed to help them recover and progress toward graduation.  LPS offers a Deferred 

Agreement to most families that allows a student to return to his/her home school if certain 

requirements are met.  Although there currently is no alternative to expulsion option that would 

allow students to avoid having an expulsion on their educational record, we actively work to 

create alternative plans and placements.   

 

The discipline process can be utilized in situations that involve potential safety risks, but LPS 

ultimately bears the responsibility to educate all students.  Sometimes this means that a creative 

alternative plan is designed that achieves a balance of safety, support, and monitoring for the 

student.  A key issue is that even if a student is placed in an alternative program or an online 

curriculum, this does not eliminate the potential risk of violence.  Frequently, suspension is used 

to allow time to investigate a situation and/or create an intervention plan.  Cases that do result in 

an expulsion most often include major safety concerns such as weapons possession. 
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Steps for the Future 
 

LPS continues to strive to provide high quality social/emotional supports to students and 

families. The increasing needs and demands on school staff have resulted in the recent 

approval by the Board of Education of additional mental health positions at the secondary level 

and additional staff for the district behavior consultation team.  We are currently looking at how 

to increase staffing at the elementary level as well. 

 

Some of the key questions we have identified for committee input include: 
 

 Do you support establishing specific minimum criteria for social/emotional interventions 

district-wide?  

 Do you support implementation of a universal social/emotional student survey or mental 

health screening process? 

 Do you support LPS continuing to expand the amount of counseling and mental health 

services offered in our schools? 

 What level of services should be offered within the public school system versus referring to 

community agencies? Should LPS continue pursuing funding mechanisms to support 

families who want therapy services but are unable to afford them?  

 What additional measures can be created to intervene and support students with high risk 

behaviors when they do not qualify for legal charges or emergency hospitalization? 

 Should LPS expand its programmatic options for students needing ongoing intensive mental 

health support? 


