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Instructions

Step 1: Listen to the recording of the case study as you read along with the text below.
Step 2: Discuss the included questions as a team.
Step 3: Watch the video of NaBITA advisory board members talking through how they would handle the case.

The Case Study

The BIT team has received several referrals over the last week from high-level administrators about sec-
ond-year law student Sarah Stubble. The referrals have similarities in tone. Sarah is angry and argumentative in 
emails and is now threatening to post disparaging comments about the college on her social media platforms. 

First Referral: Assistant Dean of Admissions

Sarah emailed the assistant dean of admissions, Mary Brown. Sarah chastised Dean Brown for being a liar. 
Sarah reported that Dean Brown had told her the law school was a friendly place filled with wonderful people. 
Sarah said this couldn’t be further from the truth from her experience. She told Dean Brown that she and her 
entire staff were liars and frauds and they should be ashamed of themselves. Sarah said she planned to do 
everything in her power to make sure that people understand that the admissions office shouldn’t be trusted.
Dean Brown notes in her referral that she has never met Sarah, but they did speak once on the phone after 
Sarah was accepted. During that conversation, which Dean Brown notes lasted less than 10 minutes, Dean 
Brown congratulated Sarah on her acceptance and mentioned that she will really enjoy the law school as 
everyone there is very friendly. Dean Brown explained that she replied to Sarah’s email, apologizing that Sarah 
is not enjoying her experience, and encouraged her to speak with the dean of the law school if she wanted to 
address her concerns. 

Second Referral: Dean of the Law School

Sarah emailed the law school dean, Dale Frankel. Sarah reported that the law school was “nothing but a toi-
let bowl filled with pompous, dumb faculty and staff.” She says she is wasting her money attending such a 
low-ranked law school and that she is ashamed that she fell for the admission department’s bold-faced lies. 
Sarah says she is making sure other prospective students don’t make the same mistake and will be posting any 
response she receives from Dean Frankel or Dean Brown onto her Twitter stream. 
The law school dean notes that Sarah is doing about average in her classes — not a stellar student, but not at 
risk of failing out either. He isn’t sure how to respond to Sarah and is hoping to get guidance from the BIT. 

Third Referral: Follow-up from Assistant Dean of Admissions

Sarah replied to Dean Brown’s email and demonstrated increasing anger. Dean Brown explains that the email 
was written in all caps and started with “DON’T BOTHER APOLOGIZING … IT’S JUST ANOTHER FUCKING LIE.” 

BIT in Practice
Sarah: Emails, emails, emails …
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Sarah went on in the email, berating Dean Brown’s intelligence and her ability to do her job. Dean Brown 
replied stating that she would no longer be responding to Sarah’s emails if they remained argumentative or 
attacking. Sarah replied stating: “I pay your salary, you fat cow. You will respond to my emails if you know what 
is good for you.” Dean Brown did not reply to this email and forwarded the email exchange as her referral to 
the BIT. 

Discussion

• How would you rate Sarah’s behavior on the NaBITA Threat Assessment tool? 
• Would you use additional tools such as the SIVRA-35, the VRAW2, or another assessment process?
• Describe which interventions your team would deploy and which departments would be a part of this  

process.
• What guidance will you provide the referral sources?
• What are some of the questions your team might have regarding Sarah’s potential escalating risk factors,  

as well as protective measures? 
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