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Good afternoon and thank you for coming.  As you know, it’s been a bittersweet week for us at Virginia Tech: First, the very moving dedication of a memorial, which will forever remind us of our profound loss and of the 32 souls who will always be a part of this university… In the midst of that, a frightening off-campus incident that sent more than 20 of our students to hospitals – although I’m happy and relieved to say no lives were lost.  
But at the same time, we’ve seen the return of our students to campus, and all of the enthusiasm, joy, and promise that comes with each new school year.  I challenge anyone to spend a day on this campus and not come out an optimist – 
The reports that we have released today are also grounds for optimism – because they reconfirm the ability of this institution to examine itself, to learn and to evolve.  
As you may recall, after April 16 I called for the creation of two different, but concurrent review processes.

One is an external review – essentially an investigative analysis of the tragedy from its genesis to its management and response.  From the beginning, I felt this needed to be done by an objective, outside panel, backed by significant resources and expertise.  I was very pleased that Governor Kaine was of the same mind, and we look forward to seeing the results of his independent Virginia Tech Review Panel in the coming week.  
The other review is internal in structure and focus.  This review is not intended to be an investigation or a forensic analysis, but rather a close look at the university's existing policies, processes, systems and resources through the new prism of the 4/16 tragedy. 
In fact, many colleges and universities around the country are commencing similar internal reviews, a recognition that this type of senseless tragedy can happen anywhere.  But it didn’t happen just anywhere, and it is certainly incumbent on us to extract any lessons that could make Virginia Tech stronger, safer, better equipped to fulfill our mission.
We established three committees to undertake our review, and today you will hear brief presentations by each of the three committee chairs.  As you’ve seen, the reports and their appendices are rather voluminous, so we felt these presentations would be helpful in distilling the findings.  I thank all three of the committee chairs for their diligence and leadership.  
· Jim Hyatt, executive vice president and chief operating officer, led the review committee looking at campus security;
· Erv Blythe, vice president for information technology, led the committee on communications infrastructure; 
· Jerry Niles former dean of the college of liberal arts and human sciences, led the committee reviewing the interface and exchange of information across departments, including the intersections between the academic enterprise, counseling, our disciplinary system, the legal system, and the police.
We have also provided the report to the Governor’s panel this week, although I would add that virtually all of the information contained in them had already been discussed with the panel during the course of its review.  
The reports you received today are the same documents that were transmitted to me by the committee heads, but with some very limited redactions.  These include proprietary business information that was given to us by vendors, and a few redactions that were necessary for safety and security reasons.  For example, it would be irresponsible for us to publicly discuss the locations of critical communications infrastructure, or operation and placement of certain security systems.  
The redactions are indicated by X’s, so it will be very clear to you where they occur.  Let me emphasize that none of the redacted language had any significant impact on the findings or recommendations that are made in these reports.  
Before our committee chairs make their presentations, let me take the liberty of making some overall observations.  
There is little doubt that April 16 has changed public expectations of the entire higher education community.  The adjustments in procedures, policies and resources that are proposed in these reports reflect Virginia Tech’s commitment to meet those expectations.   
The recommendations for change can be divided into three primary categories that correspond to the three review areas:
The first part might be called physical security -- changes in facilities and procedures that are designed to protect the physical safety of everyone in our campus community.  
For example, we have all heard about the concept of “lockdown” – the suggestion that a campus can be buttoned up instantaneously in an emergency.  Our review reflects the consensus of law-enforcement experts such as the Virginia Association of Campus Law Enforcement Administrators that such a “lockdown” is simply not feasible on a campus the size of a small city.   However, it is certainly feasible to secure or “harden” individual buildings and other facilities, and the review addresses that approach.  
The second part relates to improving emergency communications – the infrastructure that facilitates communication into and out of the campus, directly to students and faculty, and among emergency responders.  For example, the new VTAlerts system, which was already being developed before April 16, is now fully operational.  
You will also hear discussion of a new, state-of-the-art “information architecture” that has great promise if implemented in coming years. This type of integrated, internet-protocol system was envisioned initially as a way to enhance the learning environment, but in fact it can enhance campus security as well.  
Of course, these communication tools must be coupled with protocols that guide their use, while allowing enough flexibility to respond to each situation.  The experts remind us that each emergency is unique and careful judgment must be applied in determining when and how campus alerts are issued.
The third category involves the flow of information across departments with regard to students.  Simply put, we must have a more coordinated system for managing the needs of students at risk.  This includes better interdepartmental communication and more consistent interpretation and application of privacy laws.
The next steps will be for the university to conduct a comprehensive evaluation of the recommendations, including a cost-benefit analysis, to determine which recommendations will be adopted and whether there are other worthy recommendations that have not been identified; prioritized the recommendations; identify funding sources; and develop a timeline for implementation. Those we felt were immediate imperatives are already being implemented.  We will be considering the others based on a variety of factors.  Every good idea involves a tradeoff of some type – whether that’s practicability, cost, or some type of unintended impact  – so we have to look at each on its own merits. 
What the internal reviews do not attempt to do – and I urge you to bear this in mind – is to draw any conclusions about potential relationships between the actions taken or systems in place on  April 16 and the cause or outcome of the tragedy itself.  Again, this process was not designed for that purpose.  
We at Virginia Tech have been forever changed by the crimes of one severely disturbed young man. He was determined to commit murder, planned his crime meticulously, and managed to conceal his homicidal urges from all of the law-enforcement authorities and the mental health experts who tried to help him and presumably even from his family.
The reviews before you propose a credible framework to help us meet the demands and expectations of our new reality.  We will take whatever steps are needed to maintain the safety, confidence and peace of mind of our students, faculty and the entire Hokie community.
As I invite our committee chairs to make their presentations, let me ask that you please hold your questions until all three presentations are complete.  I realize this will mean a lot of information up front, but we feel it is the best way to lay out the key findings.  
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