PRETRIAL SERV“S AGENCY for the DISTRICT of COLUN.”

OFFICE OF PLANNING, POLICY AND ANALYSIS

To: Jeffery Brakebill, Contracting Officer, Office of Finance and Administration
From: Michael Kainu, COR for contract PSA17C0043, Office of Planning, Policy and Analysis
Date: February 8, 2019

Re: Contract Extension- PSA17C0043

Please consider this request for a no cost 60-day extension for contract PSA17C0043 with Maxarth, LLC,
currently due to expire on March 6, 2019.

One of the major deliverables of this contract is support from Maxarth, LLC in implementing the revised
Risk Assessment Instrument (RAI) into PSA’s case management system, PRISM. While this contract
PSA17C0043 was not affected by the shutdown, the OIT resources and government oversight required for
the implementation were not available during that time. As a result, this deliverable was put on hold.
Further, the shutdown delayed other IT projects which in turn have delayed our access to OIT resources
for this implementation.

Therefore, in order to complete tasks associated with this contract, we are requesting a no cost 60-day
extension for PSA17C0043 until May 5, 2019. Thank you for your assistance in this matter, and please let
us know of any additional information you need.

CC:  Hala Maktabi, Director, Office of Planning Policy and Analysis
Rachel Dobbs, Contract Specialist, Office of Finance and Administration
Geraldine Decembre, Special Assistant, Office of the Director

HALA MAKTABI, PHD, MPH, Director | 633 INDIANA AVENUE, SUITE 1120, WASHINGTON, DC 20004 | (202) 220-5500
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MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD
Modification 959P0017C0043P00001

This memorandum provides the documentation necessary to support modification PO0001 to
contract number 959P0017C0043, issued to Maxarth, LLC.

BACKGROUND

On September 7, 2017, PSA issued contract number PSA17C0043 as an SBA Section 8(a) Direct
Award to Maxarth LLC for the purpose of conducting a Risk Assessment Revalidation Study.
The performance period for this risk assessment was from September 7, 2017 through September
6, 2018. As a result of this study, significant enhancements to the risk assessment tool were
identified which require recalibration of the tool in PSA’s client management system. These
enhancements include addition of new predictive factors, elimination of others, and recalculation
of risk scores. Given the high reliance of judicial officers on PSAs risk assessment tool for their
decision-making, and the technical complexity of implementing these enhancements, PSA
determined additional assistance was required from the contractor for implementation. PSA IGE
for these services i} Funding in this amount was provided on requisition number
PSA180303.

On August 31, 2018, Maxarth was approached to provide a price proposal for the additional
services required to implement the changes. Maxarth provided response later the same day. In the
initial proposal, Maxarth outlined their understanding of the work required as well as a fixed price
proposal for completing the work. A copy of the contractor’s proposal was forwarded to the
program office for review and concurrence of the contractor’s understanding and technical
approach. The initial cost proposal came in at _ Pending technical review, the
contracting officer requested a budget ceiling which could be used during price negotiations. A

budget ceiling was set at || -

On September 4, 2018, the program office advised that the technical review was complete and
that the contractor’s understanding and approach were acceptable. The Contracting Officer then
opened negotiations with the contractor. The target (obj ectlve) of approximately - The
final negotiated price for services was agreed at

PURPOSE OF MODIFICATION

The purpose of modification PO0001 is to modify contract number PSA17C0043 to include the
additional in-scope work. In consideration for the additional services, the contract performance
period will be extended by 6 months and the amount of the contract will be increased by

AUTHORITY
FAR 52.212-4(c), Changes

PREPARED BY
Jeffel'y C. griag‘::;msigned by Jeffery C.
Brakebi" %3;?018.09.0507:4&!5

Jeffery C. Brakebill
Contracting Officer

September 5, 2018

Page 1 of 1
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SOLICITATION/CONTRACT/ORDER FOR COMMERCIAL ITEMS |1. REQUISITION NUMBER PAGE 1 OF 47
OFFEROR TO COMPLETE BLOCKS 12, 17, 23, 24, & 30 PSA170218
2. CONTRACT NO. 3. AWARD/EFFECTIVE |4. ORDER NUMBER 5. SOLICITATION NUMBER 6. SOLICITATION ISSUE
A
DATE PSA17Q0034 DATE
08/07/2017
FOR SOLICIT a. NAME b. TELEPHONE NUMBER (Ne collect 8. OFFER DUE DATE/
7. ATIO . .
INFORMATION CALL: teiss, Diana T o e
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9. ISSUED BY CODE | 959700 10. THIS ACQUISITION IS[y/] UNRESTRICTED OR[ ] SET ASIDE: 0 % FOR:
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CREATIVE DATA AND ANALYTICAL SOLUTIONS

August 15, 2017

Diana T. Weiss

Contract Specialist

Pretrial Services Agency for DC

633 Indiana Avenue, N.W. Suite 1133
Washington, DC 20004

Dear Ms. Weiss:

Please find attached a proposal Maxarth LLC is submitting in response to solicitation
PSA17Q0034 issued by the Pretrial Services Agency for the District of Columbia. Maxarth
LLC is a Maryland-based data & analytics firm. We have been in operation since 2008 and
have successful conducted numerous projects of the size and scope PSA is seeking. We are a
minority owned small business concern and Maxarth LLC was accepted into SBA’s 8(a)
program in July 2014. Maxarth LLC’s corporate capabilities statement is attached to this
proposal as an appendix.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you need additional information about Maxarth LLC
or this proposal. I look forward to hearing from you and working with PSA again.

Thank you.
Sincerely,

Avinash Bhati, PhD
President Maxarth LL.C
(301) 873-1898
abhati@maxarth.com

Maoxarth, LLC | 12215 Fel owshiplare No'th Potomac MD 20878 | 301 789 2966 | www maxarth cor
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Pretrial Services Agency for the District of Columbia
Risk Assessment Instrument Revalidation Study

Project Summary:

The Pretrial Services Agency for the District of Columbia is seeing to revalidate and
enhance its risk assessment and recommendation protocols. The main goal of this project
is to provide PSA consulting services in order to assist it in meeting three objectives:
1. Revalidate the existing instrument and revise the underlying weighting schemes
by including, if needed, additional static and dynamic predictors;
2. Assess the adequacy of PSA’s release conditions recommendation matrix and
ensuring it aligns with the revalidated instrument; and
3. Ensuring that the risk assessment protocols used by PSA are not inadvertently
biased against any groups (racial or socioeconomic).

Maxarth LLC is proposing to provide the needed service over a 12-month period. The
project will rely heavily on data in PRISM—PSA’s rich data warchouse—while leaving
open the possibility of using data in additional sources. Given the related nature of the
three objectives, the proposed project is split into a number of tasks that are organized to
(i) maximize PSA staff and leadership input at early stages of the project, (ii) detailed
presentations designed to solicit feedback during analysis, and (iii) final in-person
presentations to explain study findings and recommendations. All analysis and
recommendation will be documented in a final comprehensive report and the racial bias
analysis will be documented in a social responsibility report.

Maxarth LLC will provide consulting services to PSA at the end of the project to ensure
that the project recommendation and findings are implemented appropriately. The project
is expected to result in a revalidated and revised risk assessment instrument that
minimizes the chance of producing systematically biased predictions and a revised
release condition recommendations matrix that is aligned with the risk assessment
instrument.
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PURPOSE, GOALS, AND OBJECTIVES

The Pretrial Services Agency for the District of Columbia (PSA)—an independent
entity within the Court Services and Offender Supervisions Agency for the District of
Columbia (CSOSA)—developed, validated, and deployed a risk assessment instrument
(RAI) in 2012. That instrument has improved PSA’s ability to identify defendants
appropriate for release and those more suited for detention. On June 24, 2014, staff
completed the 10,000" risk assessment using this instrument. In keeping with standard
practice—revalidating actuarial instruments on a regular basis—PSA is in the process of
revalidating the RAI and improving its functionality. In addition, PSA is interested in
gauging the nced to develop customized assessments for specialized sub-populations as
well as in gauging the extent of inadvertent bias that might exist in their instrument’s
recommendations. Maxarth LLC is pleased to submit this proposal in response to
solicitation PSA17Q0034 issued by PSA for expert consulting services.

The main GOAL of this project is to provide PSA consulting services to address
three topical areas:

|. Revalidation of PSA’s risk assessment instrument. Under this topic, PSA is

interested in assessing whether and to what extent the predictive efficacy of its

RAI may have degraded since the instrument was last calibrated in 2012. To the

extent that it has, PSA would like to re-develop weights and schemas that can

attain industry-wide predictive accuracy standards. Besides revalidation of the

existing tool, PSA is keen on addressing three additional sub-topics:

a. Dynamic risk assessment. PSA is interested in testing whether there might

be any benefits to re-assessing defendants on an on-going basis or multiple

RAI Revalidation Proposal | Maxarth LLC 1
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times. The current risk assessment strategy is static—in that after a
defendant is assessed initially, and a recommendation is made to the
judge, PSA does not re-assess the individual irrespective of their success
or failure in satisfying their conditions of release. PSA would like to see
whether that are instances in which defendants should be re-assessed and,
if so, how frequently.

b. Information about synthetic drugs. PSA is keen to assess if the information

gained from their universal screening for synthetic drugs has any
implications for risk management.

c. Specialized sub-population (defendants charged with non-fatal firearms

offenses). PSA would like to assess whether and to what extent defendants
charged with non-fatal firearm offenses pose special risk of pretrial
misconduct and, if so, how this risk may be managed.

2. Evaluate PSA’s multi-dimensional release condition recommendations matrix.
Under this topic, PSA is interested in assessing whether and to what extent the
recommendation matrix is currently utilizes is consistent with its risk assessment
instrument and whether it needs to be revised to align better with the tool.

3. Assess the extent of bias in the instrument. PSA is interested in assessing whether
their RAI may contain unintentional bias. While an actuarial instrument is, by
definition, meant to be free of human discretion and associated biases, recent
research has shown that an instrument may still make biased recommendations if

the data it was estimated from contains historic biases. PSA is interested in

RAI Revalidation Proposal | Maxarth LLC 2
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researching this topic and ensuring that its RAI is free of such bias and that it

makes socially responsible recommendations.
BACKGROUND

In 2009, the Urban Institute, in partnership with Maxarth, was commissioned by
the Pretrial Service Agency for the District of Columbia (PSA) to develop and validate a
risk assessment instrument for pretrial defendants. Assessing the defendant's likelihood of
appearing in court and his or her danger to the community was of primary interest.

Specifically, areas of focal interest included enhancing the predictive validity of a
risk assessment instrument (RAI), developing a specialized RAI for subpopulations of
interest to the District, such as defendants charged with domestic violence or defendants
testing positive for Phencyclidine (PCP); and validating the RAI while addressing the
effect of pretrial supervision and treatment on the risk of pretrial misconduct.

Using administrative records of defendant cases that appeared in dockets filed in
the U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia between October 2007 and August
2010, the research team developed risk models based on five domains for risk factors:
defendant characteristics (9 factors), prior criminal history (39 factors), instant offense
types (14 factors), lockup drug tests (5 factors), and current criminal justice status (3
factors). These risk factors were used to predict five pretrial misconduct outcomes,
including (1) failure to appear, (2) any re-arrest, (3) re-arrest for a
dangerous/violent/domestic violence crime charge, (4) re-arrest for a domestic violence
charge, and (5) persistent drug use, for the general pretrial defendant population as well

as six subgroups. The combination of multiple outcomes and subgroups resulted in 11

RAI Revalidation Proposal | Maxarth LLC 3
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risk prediction models and resulting scales, all of which predicted the probability of
pretrial misconduct fairly accurately.

After developing, validating, and evaluating the risk prediction models,
researchers made several recommendations for PSA (Kim, Bhati, and Denver 2012).
These recommendations included:

* The new risk instruments were considerably more effective than the existing risk
instrument in predicting the risk of pretrial misconduct.

* The risk of pretrial misconduct among female defendants was better predicted by
a specialized RAI for female defendants than the general instrument for all
defendants. It was recommended that a female-specific instrument be adopted for
use.

* The potential benefit of implementing a specialized instrument for defendants
testing positive for PCP did not outweigh the added complexity. Further, its
performance in risk prediction was inferior to that of the general instrument. It
was recommended that no further consideration be devoted to the special
treatment of defendants testing positive for PCP in risk assessment.

* Measuring the risk of re-arrest for certain offenses, especially those involving
violence or dangerous crime, better addresses public safety concern. There was a
marginal gain in risk prediction by focusing on re-arrest for such offenses, as
opposed any re-arrest. It was recommended that PSA consider a combined use of
both instruments predicting the risk of any re-arrest and the risk of re-arrest for

more dangerous offenses.

RAI Revalidation Proposal | Maxarth LLC 4
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e The risk of re-arrest was found to fade out substantially within the first 30 days of
pretrial release, after which point the risk of re-arrest remained fairly stable for
several months. Hence, there was little or no need to conduct on-going risk
assessment or dynamic assessment. It was recommended, however, that following
pretrial release, a 30-day follow-up review for risk adjustment, conditional on
compliance with supervision conditions, be considered for implementation.

PSA management adopted several of these recommendations and a revised, validated
pretrial RAI was deployed in 2012.

While staff and management were generally satisfied with the performance of the
validated instrument over the next few years there were some lingering concerns. In
2014, PSA contracted with Maxarth LLC to study some of these issues and provide
recommendations where there was scope for improvement. PSA’s Office of Strategic
Development (OSD) prioritized the following three topics for closer examination:

1. Scoring of individual items in the risk assessment scheme.

2. Cut-points for each of the risk assessment instruments.

3. Combining the recommendations from multi-dimensional risk assessments.
Unlike traditional instruments, PSA’s RAI assess the risk of a client along

multiple dimensions. There are 4 separate risk assessments computed for each
defendant—i) failure to appear (FTA), (ii) re-arrest for any offense, (ii1) re-arrest for
dangerous, violent, or domestic violence offense, and (iv) among those charged with a
domestic violence charge, re-arrest for another domestic violence offense. A multi-
dimensional RAI like this provides keener insights into the 7ype of risk a client poses.

However, it can be harder to utilize a muiti-dimensional RAI because it may provide

RAI Revalidation Proposal | Maxarth LLC 5
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ambiguous classifications—a defendant might be high risk on one dimension but low on
another. While it is mechanically possible to collapse the multiple dimensions into a
single assessment, knowing the underlying multi-dimensional risk profile is extremely
useful for making supervision recommendations. PSA has adopted a hybrid approach—
the RAI produces risk classifications along four dimensions that are collapsed into a
single final classification. This final classification—along with information in a
defendant’s case file—is then used to make pretrial release and program
recommendations.

Maxarth LLC provided consulting services to PSA and examined the three topics
of interest to PSA management (Bhati 2015). Based on that analysis, it was
recommended to PSA that:

1. The scoring scheme be left as is because the weights were mostly consistent with
theoretical expectations and the few that were did not affect predictive efficacy at
all and should be revisited at the time of a full revalidation study;

2. The cut-points for classification were largely satisfactory and, while some
improvements could be made by revising them, such revisions should be
undertaken at the time of a full revalidation study; and

3. PSA should consider adopting a three-step approach to better utilize the multi-
dimensional assessment at its disposal. ,
With this background, PSA is now in a position to revalidate and enhance its RAIL

In addition to the revalidation work, PSA has chosen to enhance its RAI by focusing
additional effort on an assessment of (i) defendants charged with non-fatal firearm

offenses, (ii) defendant who use synthetic cannabinoids, (iii) the question of dynamic risk

RAI Revalidation Proposal | Maxarth LLC 6
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management strategies, (iv) PSA’s multi-dimensional release conditions recommendation
matrix, and (v) predictive bias in the instrument. While PSA’s current RAI is state of the
art, the enhancements requested by PSA will truly make its RAI unique among pretrial
RAIs nationwide.

The issue of predictive bias has recently received much attention in the media. On
a variety of fronts—pedestrian-police contacts (Ridgeway 2007), traffic stops (Lundman
and Kaufman 2003), and risk assessment (Angwin et al 2016; Skeem and Lowenkamp
2016; Dieterich, Mendoza, and Brennan 2016)—the legitimacy of the criminal justice
system has faced recent challenges that it reproduces patterns of adverse discrimination
against disadvantaged groups (e.g., racial minorities), especially black and
Hispanic/Latino persons. But there is little agreement as to the definition of what a fair
system should look like. There are three criteria that have been developed in the
academic literature (Kleinberg, Mullainathan, and Raghavan 2016):

1. Statistical parity: Under this criterion, a fair assessment predicts the same
proportion of failures (e.g., recidivists or FTAs) for both the group with and
without the sensitive attribute. If this between-group parity is not observed in the
data, ignoring the predictions of the instrument entirely, then developing an
instrument that conforms to this standard necessarily requires some trade-off of
accuracy. In the criminal justice context, misclassification comes with the
negative externality of diminished public safety.

2. Balanced predictive value: Conditional on the assessment’s predicted value, the
proportion of observed failures among those with and without the sensitive

attribute should be equal. In other words, the proportion of cases within each

RAI Revalidation Proposal | Maxarth LLC 7
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group who are classified as high risk that actually have a FTA or re-arrest should
be the same.
3. Balanced errors: Conditional on the observed outcome, the assessment’s
misclassification rate should be equal for the both groups. Since classification
errors are undeserved burdens, in the form of reduced liberty or increased
exposure to sanction, the assessment should allocate this error equitably among
the groups. In other words, the false positive rates for those classified as high-risk
should be the same in different groups (e.g., racial or socio-economic groups).
While each of these three criteria makes sense in different contexts, the relative merits of
one over the other are a matter of choice and not necessarily science. As such, the
decision-makers utilizing the actuarial instruments must prioritize what criterion is of
more importance to them. Once decided, different methods can be utilized to gauge the
presence (and extent) of bias in the instrument. If found, there are a number of analytical
techniques that can be used to mitigate the bias.
METHODOLOGY

This section provides details on the proposed methods that will be utilized for this
effort. While the methods are described in fair amount of details, these are necessarily
tentative. Upon meeting with PSA executives to clarify the scope of the work, some of
the methods may be revised.
Data

The project will rely heavily on data present in PRISM (Pretrial Real-time
Information System Manager)—the fairly detailed administrative data system used by

PSA. PRISM contains rich data on (i) the current risk assessment measures, (ii) client

RAI Revalidation Proposal | Maxarth LLC 8
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demographic information, (iii) criminal history, (iv) drug use, (v) conditions of
supervision, (vi) compliance information, (vii) scheduled hearing data, (viii) appearance
of failure to appear data, (xi) re-arrests, and (x) disposition data.

Given the goals of this project, as well as our familiarity with the PRISM system,
we believe that data contained in PRISM will be sufficient. However, we will work with
PSA IT staff should other data be available that might provide insights into any of the
topic areas under study.

In consultation with PSA staff, we will define a recent cohort of defendants for
whom complete PRISM data is available. These data will be extracted from the system
and used for the analysis. Different cohorts might be needed for the different topical areas
and we will work with PSA to make the best use of all available data.

Analytical Methods

There are three main types of analytical methods we envision utilizing for this
research project. These relate to PSA’s topic areas of interest. Each is described briefly
below.

e Revalidation. For the revalidation effort, we will rely on standard methods to
assess the adequacy of PSA’s RAI as well as to enhance it.

o This will include an assessment of changes in the underlying populations and

outcomes since the last validation effort. For example, Kim, Bhati, and
Denver (2012) contains detailed tables on the distribution of underlying data
elements (attributes and outcomes) at the time of that study. Replication of the

same attributes and outcomes with the more recent cohort will suggest if there

RAI Revalidation Proposal | Maxarth LLC 9
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have been changes in the underlying population, the outcomes of interest,
and/or the relationships between the predictors and the outcomes.

o Irrespective of changes in the underlying population, we will conduct a ROC
(Receiver Operating Characteristic) analysis and compute AUC (Area Under
the Curve) scores to assess if the several risk scores computed (and risk
categories created) are still predictive of the outcomes. This is a true out-of-
sample test as the risk scores were computed from weights estimated in 2012.
We will assess if these weights continue to predict the outcomes in more
recent years.

o We will utilize the same procedure used in the initial validation effort to
develop weights and scores with the newer data to re-construct weights and
assess if these revised weights produce more accurate predictions. If they do,
we will also conduct a comparative analysis to assess the extent of
recommendation changes that might ensue if revised sets of weights are
introduced. While improved accuracy is always preferred in a revalidation
effort, researchers need to guard against excessive reclassification of
defendants. Excessive reclassification would typically be observed only if the
underlying population has shifted considerably between the original validation
and revalidation efforts. We will tabulate and study patterns of any systematic
reclassifications before recommending a revised set of weights.

o Specialized analysis will be conducted to either include information on
synthetic drugs and defendants charged with non-lethal firearm offenses into

models or to study them as specialized sub-groups.

RAI Revalidation Proposal | Maxarth LLC 10
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PSAs release conditions recommendation matrix. PSA routinely recommends a
combination of conditions of release for defendants who are not detained (or for
whom they make no recommendations) and those that are not released on their
own recognizance. These conditions might include, for example, combinations of
curfew (HISP or non-HISP), substance abuse testing, substance abuse treatment,
reporting requirements, or stay away orders. It is unclear how these
recommendations align with the misconduct risk the defendants pose. Because
defendants recommended for different conditions can and will have different
attributes, a simple comparison of their misconduct rates might not provide the
needed insights—that might result in comparing apples and oranges. As such a
quasi-experimental design with be employed for this analysis. Models will be
developed that relate risk of misconduct with defendant attributes and conditions
of release so as to isolate any links. Once these models are developed, simulations
will be conducted to assess the best set of recommendations that might help best
manage risk. The simulations will be resource constrained so that they provide
PSA leadership guidance of the best decision given existing resource constraints.
Several simulated variants of the matrix will be developed and compared in terms
of their ability to effectively manage risk. Empirical data and leadership feedback
will be used to recommend the best solutions.

Predictive Bias. As noted in the previous section, solutions to predictive bias are
feasible once decision-makers make some choices in terms of their priorities. We

propose the following approach for this topic area.

RAI Revalidation Proposal | Maxarth LLC 11
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o Each of the types of bias will first be tested and estimated using the data
and their consequences will be demonstrated to PSA leadership. Using
empirical data, estimates of the various solutions will also be developed
and shared with PSA leadership.

o Once leadership has a clear understanding of the choices they face and
their consequences, bias-reducing algorithms will be used to redevelop
weights/scores such that the best possible balance between bias reduction
and predictive accuracy is achieved. Typically these methods use re-
weighting techniques so as to re-calibrate the data in ways to remove
association between the protected factors (like race) and the outcomes of
interest (like misconduct) before estimating the scores.

o Asaresult of this analysis, we will develop for PSA leadership a Social
Responsibility Report that is increasingly being recommended by those
advocating for fairness and accountability in machine learning (see, for
example, www.fatml.org). To preempt public scrutiny, PSA can
disseminate this report along with the revalidation report. In the spirit of
fairness and accountability, the report presents data on a comparison of
average outcomes and prediction errors by different racial or socio-
economic groups and lays out the corrective measures that have been
taken to ensure PSAs instruments are unbiased.

WORK DEVELOPMENT PLAN
This section presents a proposed task plan for meeting the goals and objectives of

the project. Work will be divided into three main categories—planning, analysis, and
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dissemination. While the tasks are distinct, we expect a fair amount of overlap as the
different phases and tasks feed into one another. This is reflected in the proposed task list
and estimated timelines presented in Table 1. We have proposed an aggressive timeline
and propose to complete the project within 12 months of contract award. A brief
description of the tasks is provided following Table 1.

Table 1: Proposed Task List and Estimated Timeline.

Estimated Timeline

o (o ol ol £ ) ) ) o 8 PO Bl

als|512|E121518]3(512 |25

Task # Task Description gl8lz|alsle (s[5 [E2]|E(2]3
1 PLANNING PHASE

I.LA Kick off Meeting

[.B Review of Existing Instrument/Recommendation Matrix
1.C Present Overall Analysis Plan to PSA

1.D Acquire Relevant Data

Il ANALYSIS PHASE (RAI Revalidation)

II.A Develop/Share Detailed Analysis Plan with PSA COR

I1.B Share Initial Findings with PSA

I1.C Based on Feedback Conduct Final Analysis

11.D Present Revalidation Findings to PSA

111 ANALYSIS PHASE (Release Reccomendations Matrix)
IIILA Develop/Share Detailed Analysis Plan with PSA COR
[II.B Share Initial Findings with PSA

111.C Based on Feedback Conduct Final Analysis

IIL.D Present Release Recommendations Findings to PSA

v ANALYSIS PHASE (RAI Instrument Bias)

IV.A Develop/Present Initial Findings re Instrument Bias

IV.B Share Different Faimess Solutions/Consequences with PSA
IV.C Based on Feedback Conduct Final Analysis i
IV.D Develop Social Responsibility Report
v DISSEMINATION

V.A Develop Comprehensive Final Report
V.B Review Findings with PSA Leadership
V.C Provide Implementation Support to PSA

TASK I. PLANING PHASE — Estimated Sep 2017 — Oct 2017

TASK I.A. Kick off Meeting: The first task on the project will include much of the

planning. We will hold a kick-off meeting with PSA staff and leadership to clarify scope

of the work and different analysis requested by PSA.
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TASK I.B. Review of Materials: Based on a complete understanding of PSA needs, a

review of all relevant materials will be conducted next. This includes the existing risk
assessment instrument and its current deployment as well as the release conditions
recommendation matrix and its current usage.

TASK I.C. Overall Analysis Plan: An overall analysis strategy and timelines will be

developed and shared with PSA. This will help Maxarth LLC plan for the distribution of
effort over time and will help PSA plan for deliverables, implementation, and schedule
meetings.

TASK 1.D. Acquire Relevant Data: The final task in the planning phase will include data

acquisition. Since much of the data will be acquired from PRISM and linking with
external sources will not be needed, we will request de-identified data to protect the
confidentiality of defendants. However, identifiers needed to track defendants
dynamically while they are under PSA supervision will be requested. We will work with
PSA IT and research staff to establish the best format for this data to be transferred. For
example, depending on the analysis in questions we might obtain data extracted and
converted into a single file or we might obtain data in relational tables that can be linked
up at analysis time. All data requests will be made keeping the burden on PSA IT staff in
mind. To ensure data security, we will follow an established data security plan. See

Appendix for details.

TASK II. ANALYSIS PHASE (Revalidation work)—Estimated Oct 2017-Jan 2018

TASK I1.A. Develop Detailed Analysis Plan. The first step will be to develop and share

with PSA COR a detailed revalidation analysis plan that takes into consideration any
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nuances unearthed during meetings with PSA leadership and staff as well as any
specialized data limitations.

TASK II.B. Share Initial Findings: The next step in the revalidation effort will be to

develop tables of distributions of the attributes and outcomes and do a comparative
analysis with data from the last validation effort. This task will involve conducting ROC
analysis and computing AUC statistics to gauge the predictive efficacy of the existing
instrument without any changes. This task will also include the analysis to assess the
desirability of including information about synthetic drugs and defendants charged with
non-lethal firearm charges. These findings will be shared with PSA.

TASK I1.C. Conduct Final Analysis: Based on feedback from PSA, the next step will be

to conduct revised analysis and develop revised set of weights (if needed) to improve the
predictive efficacy of the RAI. Based on initial findings, this step will entail including
information about synthetic drugs and defendants charged with firearm offenses as
additional predictors of risk or the computation of separate scores for these sub-

populations.

TASK IL.D. Present Findings: Findings of the revalidation effort will be presented to PSA

stakeholders.

TASK III. ANALYSIS PHASE (Release Recommendations Matrix)—Estimated Dec

2017-Mar 2018

TASK III.A. Develop Detailed Analysis Plan. Based on a review of the materials,

availability of data, and PSA leadership feedback, a revised/final analysis plan will be

shared with PSA COR.
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TASK III.B. Share Initial Findings with PSA COR: Next, the analysis described in the

methodology section will be conducted and initial findings will be shared with PSA. This
includes a comparison of some defendant profiles under different release conditions and a
comparison of the misconduct rates. Where these comparisons are not feasible directly,
regression analysis will be conducted to control for relevant attributes.

TASK III.C. Conduct Final Analysis: Based on the feedback from PSA, final analysis

will be conducted. This will include comparisons of several variants of the existing
recommendations matrix under resource constraints so that the total number of
defendants recommended for various conditions remains constant. Similarly, based on
feedback from PSA, we will develop simulations of scenarios where the resource
constraints might be relaxed should PSA be interested in reducing/enhancing its reliance
on one or the other recommendations types/categories.

TASK 1I1.D. Present Findings: Findings of the evaluation of the adequacy of PSAs

release recommendation matrix will be presented to PSA stakeholders.

TASK IV. ANALYSIS PHASE (Predictive Bias) — Estimated Feb 2018-Jun 2018

TASK IV.A. Develop/Share Initial Findings re Bias: As a first step under this task, we

will develop a series of tables and run tests to ascertain the extent of bias (along race,
gender or socio-economic criteria). These tables will demonstrate the extent of the bias, if
it exists, and the dimensions (scores) along which it might exist. These findings will be
shared with PSA.

TASK IV.B. Share Different Possible Solutions: As noted in the methodology section,

depending on the type of bias PSA’s instrument might contain and the type of bias PSA
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finds most egregious, different corrective measures are possible. Under this task, we will
present different solutions to PSA and demonstrate the consequences of these corrective
measures. This will allow PSA to make an informed decision about how best they want to
deal with bias, if it exists, in their instruments.

TASK IV.C. Conduct Final Analysis: Based on the initial analysis and PSA’s priorities

we will conduct final analysis. This task will result in a revised set of weights/scores that
account for any corrective measures taken to eliminate bias from the instrument.

TASK 1V.D. Develop Social Responsibility Report: A report documenting the efforts to

uncover and eliminate bias (along race, gender or socio-economic status) from PSAs
instruments will be developed and comparative analysis tabulated in this Social

Responsibility Report.

TASK V. DISSEMINATION—Estimated Jun 2018-Sep 2018

TASK V.A. Comprehensive Final Report(s): The findings, recommendations, and

presentations developed under each of the previous tasks will be combined into one
comprehensive research report and be presented to PSA leadership for review.

TASK V.B. Review Findings with Leadership: Once PSA leadership has reviewed this

comprehensive report a final presentation will be scheduled. At this presentation, PSA
leadership and stakeholders will have the opportunity to clarify any of the analysis
conducted as well as their policy or practical implications. Much of this material will
have been shared with them prior to this presentation. However, this final presentation
will allow them an opportunity to make final comments as well as decide on follow-on

work as necessary.
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TASK V.C. Implementation Support: We will take the comments made by PSA

leadership and stakeholders and revise the final report. In addition, under this task,
Maxarth staff will work with PSA operations and IT staff to implement any of the
recommendations. Maxarth staff will also work with PSA research staff should they be
interested in converting any of the findings and reports into publications for wider

dissemination outside of PSA.

GENERAL TASKS—Ongoing

Regular meeting will be schedule to keep the PSA COR updated on analysis progress and

challenges. A quarterly progress report will be submitted to the PSA COR.
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APPENDIX B: ENSURING DATA INTEGRITY AND SECURITY

To the extent possible, we will utilize data that is not identifiable to an individual.
This will mean any data we acquire from PSA will be de-identified (all names and other
readily identifiable information will be removed). Despite that, we will ensure that all
data are analyzed on a password-protected computer and any data stored on external
media (e.g., CDs or DVDs) will be stored in a locked secure location. Upon the
completion of the project, we will either return all such external media to PSA or destroy
them. All data acquired from PSA for the project will also be deleted from all computers
and either returned to PSA or destroyed permanently. All personnel (contractor staff or
consultants) will be required to sign a data confidentiality pledge prior to gaining access

to data.

RALI Revalidation Proposal | Maxarth LLC 20

epic.org EPIC-20-01-08-DC-FOIA-20200308-DCPSA-Maxarth-Validation-Contract-Docs-Pt1 000026




¢ ¢

APPENDIX C: PROJECT MILESTONES AND DUE DATES

Table 2: Project tasks, milestones, and estimated due dates.

Task # Task Description Due Date
I PLANNING PHASE
I.A Kick off Meeting 9/7/17
I.B Review of Existing Instrument/Recommendation Matrix 9/14/17
I.C Present Overall Analysis Plan to PSA 9/30/17
I.D Acquire Relevant Data 10/10/17
11 ANALYSIS PHASE (RAI Revalidation)
II.A Develop/Share Detailed Analysis Plan with PSA COR 10/10/17
II.B Share Initial Findings with PSA 11/15/17
I1.C Based on Feedback Conduct Final Analysis 1/15/18
IL.LD Present Revalidation Findings to PSA 1/24/18
III ANALYSIS PHASE (Release Reccomendations Matrix)
III.LA Develop/Share Detailed Analysis Plan with PSA COR 12/1/17
II1.B Share Initial Findings with PSA 2/15/18
I11.C Based on Feedback Conduct Final Analysis 3/15/18
III.D Present Release Recommendations Findin_gs to PSA 3/24/18
IV ANALYSIS PHASE (RAI Instrument Bias)
IV.A Develop/Present Initial Findings re Instrument Bias 3/31/18
IV.B Share Different Fairness Solutions/Consequences with PSA 4/30/18
IV.C Based on Feedback Conduct Final Analysis 6/15/18
IV.D Develop Social Responsibility Report 6/24/18
\4 DISSEMINATION
V.A Develop Comprehensive Final Report 7/24/18
V.B Review Findings with PSA Leadership 8/10/18
V.C Provide Implementation Support to PSA 9/1/18
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APPENDIX D: QUALITY ASSURANCE SURVEILLANCE PLAN (QASP)

Table 3: Quality Assurance Surveillance Plan (QASP)

Deliverable Performance |AQL Monitoring Method |Performance
Standard Incentive or
Reduction
Quarterly status reports by 5:00 |Brief progress |95-100% of COR feedback. Revised schedule
pm on the last business day of  |report; meetings are held or
every third month; Meet with quarterly consistently evey positive/negative

COR and relevant staff by meetings held. [third month. performance
telephone quarterly to check the evaluation.

status and progress of the

project.

Research design, including Written report. |100% COR review and Revised schedule

to PSA management as
scheduled by contractor and
COR.

presentation.

verbal
presentation and
meeting.

evaluation model and data comprehensive  |feedback. or

collection strategy. report addressing positive/negative
all areas is performance
submitted. evaluation.

Presentation of analysis findings |Verbal 100% in person [COR and PSA Revised schedule

to PSA management as presentation verbal leadership feedback. |or

scheduled by contractor and and power presentation and positive/negative

COR. point slides. power point performance
slides. evaluation,

Presentation of analysis findings | Verbal 100% in person  |COR and select PSA |Revised schedule

to PSA management as presentation.  |verbal staff feedback. or

scheduled by contractor and presentation and positive/negative

COR. meeting. performance

evaluation.
Presentation of analysis findings |Verbal 100% in person [COR feedback. Revised schedule

or
positive/negative
performance
evaluation.

Final report within 12 months of
contract award. Report will
describe analysis, present tables
of results, finalized
recommended risk assessment
instrument, recommendation
matrix, and predictive bias
ﬁndﬂs.

Written report.

100%
comprehensive
report.

COR review and
feedback.

Revised schedule
or
positive/negative
performance
evaluation.

RAI Revalidation Proposal | Maxarth LLC

22

EPIC-20-01-08-DC-FOIA-20200308-DCPSA-Maxarth-Validation-Contract-Docs-Pt1

000028



¢ C

APPENDIX E: COST PROPOSAL

Table 4: Cost Proposal.

Direct Labor
Labor Category
Principal Investogator (Dr. Bhati)

Other Direct Costs (ODC)
Cost Description
Senior Consultant (TBD)
Materials
Equipment

Overhead and G&A
Base description
15% of Direct labor+ODC
Profit & Fee
Base description
8% of Direct labor+ODC+Overheads

[Project Total
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APPENDIX F: PROPOSED PAYMENT SCHEDULE

Table S: Proposed Payment Schedule

Payment # Invoice Date Amount
1 30-Sep-17
2 31-Oct-17
3 30-Nov-17
4  31-Dec-17
5 31-Jan-18
6 28-Feb-18
7  31-Mar-18
8  30-Apr-18
9 31-May-18

10 30-Jun-18
11 31-Jul-18
12 31-Aug-18
13 30-Sep-18

Tasks completed

Kick-off meeting and analysis plan submitted.

Data acuired, processed, and tested for adequacy.

RAI revalidation initial findings shared with PSA.
Recommendation matrix reviewd and analysis plan submitted.
RAI revalidation in-person presentation.
Recommendation matrix initial findings shared with PSA.
Recommendation matrix analysis in-person presentation.
Predictive bias initial findings shared with PSA.
Predictive bias alternate strategies shared with PSA.
Predictive bias analysis in-person presentation.
Comprehensive final report submitted.

Comprehesive final in-person presentation to stakeholders.
Implementation consultation completed.

Total

RAI Revalidation Proposal | Maxarth LLC
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APPENDIX G: KEY PERSONNEL

Avinash Bhati, PhD
Principal Investigator

President, Maxarth LLC

R —
North Potomac, MD 20878
abhati(@maxarth.com

(301) 873-1898
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AVINASH BHATI, PHD

PRESIDENT, MAXARTH LLC

EDUCATION

Ph.D. Economics (May 2001), College of Arts and Sciences, American University, Washington, DC.
Dissertation Title: “Environmental heterogeneity in models predicting criminal recidivism: Isolat-
ing the contribution of individuallevel characteristics.”

Advisory Committee: Amos Golan (Chair), James P. Lynch, and Robert M. Feinberg.

M.B.A. Finance (1993), College of Business and Public Management (COBPM), University of the District
of Columbia, Washington, DC.

B.A. History/Political Science (1990), Rajasthan College, Jaipur, India.

Other — Bayesian Econometrics and Decision Making (2006), Summer Program in Applied Econometrics,

American University, Washington, DC (Instructor: John Geweke).
— Missing Data (2003), Washington, DC (Instructor: Paul Allison).

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE

OcT 2008 — PRESENT

May 1999 — Sep 2009

epic.org

President,

Maxarth LLC

Maxarth provides creative data and analytic solutions for challenging real-world problems
or opportunities. Through research consulting services and direct technical assistance, we
provide the empirical analysis needed to make difficult operational and strategic decisions
with confidence. Maxarth stall work in close collaboration with a multi-desciplinary network
of partners from around the nation. We engage with subject matter experts and technology
companies to combine our skills, knowledge, and experience to provide the most timely and
relevant analysis. Our clients have included the Court Services and Offender Supervision
Agency (CSOSA) and the Pretrial Services Agency (PSA) for the District of Columbia, Cen-
ter for Education and the Workforce (Georgetown University, DC), Research and Evaluation
Center (John Jay College of Criminal Justice, NY), Center for Advancing Correctional Ex-
cellence (George Mason University, VA), Justice Policy Center (The Urban Institute, DC),
Pretrial Justice Institute, PEW Charitable Trusts, National Center for State Courts, Florida
State University, and numerous individuals.

Research Associate, Senior Research Associate (Jan 2007 — Sep 2009)

Justice Policy Center, The Urban Institute, Washington, DC

As Research Associate at the Justice Policy Center, I supervised and undertook all aspects
of quantitative rescarch. Projects I have led or contributed to included such topics as the
evaluation of programs aimed at reducing crime; analysis of sentencing outcomes; spatial
analysis of crime; understanding supervision failure, modeling individual offending patterns;
and the development of innovative analytical methods for analyzing crime and justice related
issues,
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APPOINTMENTS

Jur 2015 — PRESENT

OcTt 2013 — Mar 2015

OcT 2010 — Mar 2013

May 2010 — FeB 2012

“Research Affiliate” Maryland Data Analysis Center (MDAC), Department of Criminology and
Criminal Justice, University of Maryland, College Park, MD.

“BJS Visiting Fellow: Criminal Justice Statistics Program” Bureau of Justice Statistics, Office of
Justice Programs, Washington, DC.

“BJS Visiting Fellow: Corrections” Bureau of Justice Statistics, Office of Justice Programs, Wash-
ington, DC.

“Data Analysis Expert ~ Jerry M., et al., v. District of Columbia, et al.” Office of the Special Arbiter,
Washington, DC

RESEARCH PROJECT EXPERIENCE

Auc 2015 = Mar 2017

OcT 2015 - OcT 2016

JAN 2014 — PRESENT

JuL 2010 — PRESENT

Oct 2010 — SeP 2012

Ocr 2010 - May 2011

May 2010 - Jun 2011

OcT 2009 — SEP 2011

epic.org

“Simulating Public Safety Implications of Altering Length of Stay in Prison” Justice Policy Center,
Urban Institute, Washington, DC

Maxarth LLC developed a set of models for simulating the public safety implications of reduc-
ing prisoner length of stay.

“Auto Screener: Validating Offender Risk and Needs Assessments” Court Services and Offender Super-
vision Agency for the District of Columbia

Maxarth LLC developed supervised and unsupervised learning algorithms to produce state of
the art offender risk and needs assessments for the agency.

“Measuring Success in Focused Deterrence” Temple University, Philadelphia, PA

Maxarth LLC partnered with Temple University in its efforts to measure the impacts of focused
deterrence initiatives undertaken by the Philadelphia Police Department.

“Risk-Needs-Responsivity Simulation Tool” Center for Advancing Correctional Excellence (ACE!), George
Mason University, Fairfax, VA

Maxarth LLC is partnering with ACE! to develop, validate, and deploy an online simulation
tool designed to help justice practitioners make evidence-based offender programming choices.

“Monitoring and Assessing the Effectiveness of Juvenile Justice Sanctions” (with co-PI Dr. Dan Mears)
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, Office of Justice Programs, Washington, DC

Maxarth LLC partnered with the Florida State University in a study describing de-facto juvenile
justice sanctioning policics in the state of Florida and to study their effectiveness.

“Evaluating DCPSA’s In-House Substance Abuse Treatment Program” Pretrial Services Agency, Courl
Services and Offender Supervision Agency for the District of Columbia

Maxarth LLC partnered with the Urban Institute in conducting a process and outcome eval-
uation of the agencies in-house substance abuse treatment program (STARS).

“Simulating the Implications of Reducing Length of Stay” Public Safety Performance Project, PEW
Charitable Trusts, Washington,DC

Maxarth LLC lead an effort to study the public-safety implications of reducing length of stay
in prison using data from three states.

“Pretrial Risk Assessment and Validation,” (with co-PI Kideuk Kim of the Urban Institute) Pretrial
Services Agency, Court Services and Offender Supervision for the District of Columbia.

Maxarth LLC parterned with the Urban Institute to develop and validate a state-of-the-art
risk assessment instrument for the District of Columbia’s Pretrial Services Agency designed
to accurately assess risk of pretrial misconduct (including rearrest and [lailure Lo appear in
court).
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OcT 2007 - SEP 2009

Ocr 2007 — Dec 2009

Ocrt 2008 — OcT 2009

Oct 2006 — SEP 2008

SEP 2005 - DEC 2007

Jan 2006 — DEc 2006

Arr 2005 — Jur 2006

SEp 2004 - Auc 2006

Jun 2003 - Oct 2004

May 2002 — Oct 2003
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“Learning from Multiple Analogies: An Information-Theoretic Framework for Studying Criminal Re-
cidivism,” American Statistical Association and the U.S. Bureau of Justice Statistics.

This study developed a new approach for incorporating knowledge from multiple outcomes
into a model for studying event histories (in particular, criminal recidivism).

“Quantifying the Specific Deterrent Effects of DNA Databases,” U.S. National Institute of Justice.

This project, funded through the Urban Institute, applied a new modeling techniques to quan-
tify whether and to what extent recording offenders’ DNA evidence into a databases (for future
searches) deters them [rom committing crimes.

“Evaluating the Kiosk Reporting System for Low-Risk Offenders under Community Supervision,” Court
Services and Offender Supervision Agency (CSOSA) for the District of Columbia.

This project utilized administrative data to identify a set of low-risk offenders particularly
well suited for inclusion in a pilot study that will replace active supervision (e.g., reporting in
person) with passive supervision stretegies (e.g., reporting to a Kioks).

“Modeling Supervision Failure,” Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency (CSOSA) for the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

A team of Urban Institute researchers developed innovative methods to estimate and validate
a supervision risk assessment instrument measuring latent risk of criminal recidivism.

“An Empirical Investigation of ‘Going to Scale’ in Drug Intervention,” (with Co-PI: John Roman) U.S.
National Institute of Justice. _

Study Co-Pls developed new ways to combine information in multiple nationally representative
data sources to provide policy makers estimates of the number of drug dependent offenders
that could be effectively served by partnerships between courts and drug treatment.

“Estimating the Number of Crimes Averted by Incarceration,” U.S. National Institute of Justice, Cost-
Benefit Analysis Series, Study 7.

An innovative method of analyzing criminal history records was developed to produce esti-
mates of the number of crimes averted by incarcerating offenders. Findings were published in
a recent special issue of the Journal of Quantitative Criminology.

“Life Interrupted: Studying the Efffects of Incarceration on Criminal Trajectories,” Data Resources Pro-
gram, U.S. National Institute of Justice.

A new dala analysis approach was used to assess the effects of incarceration on [uture indi-
vidual offending. Findings were published in a recent issue of the fournal of Criminal Law and
Criminology.

“Modeling Limited Discretionary Regimes: An Information-Theoretic Approach,” U.S. National Science
Foundation, Law and Social Science Program.

This funding was used to develop new models of judicial discretion that allows researchers to
investigate various concerns, possibly competing, that judges may have to simultaneously take
into account when sanctioning offenders. Findings are documented in a manuscript currently
under review.

“Does Post-Prison Supervision Matter?” (with Co-PI: Amy Solomon) The JEHT Foundation, New York.
For this project secondary dala was used (o assess the effects of prisoner release mechanism
on the risk of re-offending. (Final report: hitpz/www.urban.org/url.cfm?ID=311156).

“Robust Spatial Analysis of Rare Crimes: Modeling Disaggregated Homicide Rates.” Mapping and
Analysis for Public Safety program, U.S. National Institute of Justice.

This project developed an innovative statistical procedure for investigating the determinants
of rare crimes. Findings were published in a recent volume of Sociological Methodology.
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Policy Simulations” in Simulation Strategies to Reduce Recidivism ed. Taxman, F. S., and Pattavina, A. New York,
NY: Springer.

* Mears, D. P, Cochran, J. C., Greenman, S. J., Bhati, A. S., and Greenwald, M. A. (2011) “Evidence on the
Effectiveness of Juveniile Court Sanctions.” Journal of Criminal Justice, 39(6): 509-520.

* Bhati, A. S., and Roman, J. (2010) “Simulated Evidence on the Prospects of Treating More Drug-Involved Of-
fenders.” Journal of Experimental Criminology, 6(1):1-33.

» Bhati, A. S. (2008) “A Generalized Cross-Entropy Approach for Modeling Spatially Correlated Counts.” Econo-
metric Reviews, 27(4-5):574-595.

« Bhati, A. S., and Piquero, A. R. (2007) “Estimating the Impacts of Incarceration on Subsequent Offending
Trajectories: Deterrent, Criminogenic, or Null Effects?” Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology, 98(1):207-253.

* Bhati, A. 5. (2007) “Estimating the Number of Crimes Averted by Incapacitation: An Information-Theoretic
Approach.” Journal of Quantitative Criminology, 23(4):355-375.

* Mears, D. P, Scott, M., L., and Bhati, A. S. (2007) “Opportunity Theory and Agricultural Crime Victimization.”
Rural Sociology, 72(2):151-184.

* Mears, D. P., Scott, M. L., and Bhati, A. S. (2007) “A Process and Outcome Evaluation of an Agricultural Crime
Prevention Initiative.” Criminal Justice Policy Review, 18(1):51-80.

* Mears, D., and Bhati, A. S. (2006) “No Community is an Island: The Effects of Resource Deprivation on Urban
Violence in Spatially and Socially Proximate Communities.” Criminology, 44(3):509-547.

¢ Bhati, A. S. (2005) “Robust Spatial Analysis of Rare Crimes: An Information-Theoretic Approach.” pp. 239-301
in Sociological Methodology, Volume 35, edited by Ross M. Stolzenberg. Washington, DC: American Sociological
Association.

¢ Golan, A., Bhati, A. S., and Buyuksahin, B. (2005) “An Information-Thcoretic Approach for Image Reconstruc-
tion: The Black and White Case.” pp. 223-230 in Bayesian Inference and Maximum Entropy Methods in Science and
Engineering, edited by Knuth, Abbas, Morris, and Castle, Melville, NY: American Institute of Physics.

« Bhati, A. S. (2005) “Count Outcomes with Spatial Structures: An InformationTheoretic Approach.” 2005 Pro-
ceedings of the American Statistical Association, Business and Economics Statistics Section [CD-ROM], Alexan-
dria, VA: American Statistical Association.

» Bhati, A. S., Buyuksahin, B., and Golan, A. (2005) “An Information-Theoretic Approach for Estimation and
Image Reconstruction.” 2005 Proceedings of the American Statistical Association [CD-ROM)], Alexandria, VA:
American Statistical Association.

WORKING PAPERS

* Bhati, A. S. “Learning from Multiple Analogies: An InformationTheoretic Framework for Modeling Criminal
Recidivism.” MPRA Paper No. 11850, http://mpra.ub.uni-muenchen.de/11850/

* Bhati, A. S. “Motivational Structures Underlying Judicial Discretion: An Information Theoretic Investigation.”
MPRA Paper No. 57834, http://mpra.ub.uni-muenchen.de/57834/
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REPORTS

Risk Assessment Tool for the Allegheny County Community Supervision Population, Final report submitted to the Al-
legheny County Department of Human Services, Pittsburgh, PA: Oct 2015.

A Review of PSA’s Risk Assessment Instrument, Final report submitted to the Pretrial Services Agency for the District
of Columbia: Oct 2015.

Multi-Component System Dynamics: Studying Dependencies Within and Across Stages of the Federal Criminal Justice Sys-
tem, Final report submitted to the Bureau of Justice Statistics, Office of Justice Program, Department of Justice,
Washington, DC: May 2015.

Allegheny County (PA) Pretrial Risk Assessment Instrument Development and Validation Study, Pretrial Justice Institute,
Washington, DC: Dec 2012.

Monitoring and Assessing the Effectiveness of Juvenile Justice Sanctions, Final report submitted to the Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention, Washington, DC: Oct 2012 (Co-authored with Dan Mears, Josh Cochran,
and Sarah Greenman).

Assessing the Need for Group-Specific Risk Assessment Instruments for AutoScreener, Final report submitted to the Court
Services and Offender Supervision Agency for the District of Columbia, Washington, DC: Aug 2012 (Co-authored
with Afi Harrington).

Development and Validation of Risk Assessment Instruments for Pretrial Defendants in the District of Columbia, The
Urban Institute, Washington, DC: March 2012 (Co-authored with Kideuk Kim and Megan Denver).

The Bronx Defenders Clients Compared with Traditionally Defended Bronx Clients, Maxarth, LLC, Gaithersburg, MD:
Feb 2012 (Co-authored with Nancy Jacobs).

Static and Dynamic Risk Suppression: A Regression-Discontinuity Analysis, Final report submitted to the Court Services
and Offender Supervision Agency for the District of Columbia, Washington, DC: Jan 2012.

How Much Prison Time is Enough?, Final report submitted to PEW Charitable Trusts, Washington, DC: Nov 2011
(Co-authored with James Austin and Gerald Gaes).

Time Served as a Treatment: Analyzing the Effects of Different Levels of Time Served on Recidivism by Partitioning Time
Served and Balancing on the Propensity Score, Final report submitted to the PEW Charitable Trusts, Washington,
DC: Oct 2011 (Co-authored with Gerald Gaes and James Austin).

Analysis of Risk and Outcome Data for Youth Link Program, Police Action League (PAL), Maxarth, LLC, Gaithersburg,
MD: May 2011 (Co-authored with Nancy Jacobs).

Exploring Promising Intervention Pathways for High-Risk Offenders, Final report submitted to the Court Services and
Offender Supervision Agency for the District of Columbia, Washington, DC: June 2011 (Co-authored with Afi
Harrington).

Development of A Validated Risk Assessment Instrument for Maricopa County Adult Probation Pretrial Services Devision,
Pretrial Justice Institute, Washington, DC: March 2011 (Co-authored with John Clark).

Kentucky Pretrial Risk Assessment Instrument Validation, The JFA Institute, Malibu, CA: Oct 2010 {Co-authored with
James Austin and Roger Ocker).

Synthesizing Evidence: An Information-Theoretic Approach, Final report submitted to the DC Crime Policy Institute,
Urban Institute, Washington, DC: Aug 2010.

Quantifying the Specific Deterrent Effects of DNA Databases, Final report submitted to the National Institute of Justice,
Washington, DC: March 2010. (http:/www.urban.org/url.cfm?ID=412058)

Simulated Evidence on the Effectiveness of Passive Supervision Strategies, Final report submitted to the Court Services
and Offender Supervision Agency for the District of Columbia, Washinngton, DC: October 2009.

Validating AutoScreener Final Report (Volume II), Technical Report, Submitted to the Court Services and Offender
Supervision Agency for the District of Columbia, Washington, DC: Scptember 2009 (Co-authored with Mark
Coggeshall, CSOSA).
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Validating AutoScreener Final Report (Volume I), Community Supervision Officer Perceptions, Submitted to the Court
Services and Offender Supervision Agency for the District of Columbia, Washington, DC: September 2009 (Co-
authored with Michelle Burk-Storer and Mark Coggeshall).

To Treat or Not To Treat: Evidence on the Prospects of Expanding Treatment to Drug-Involved Offenders, Final report
submitled to the National Institute of Justice, Washington, DC: April 2008 (Co-authored with John Roman and
Aaron Chalfin). (http/www.urban.org/url.cfm?ID=411645)

Alcohol Outlets as Atiractors of Violence and Disorder: A Closer Look at the Neighborhood Environment, Final report
submitted to the National Institute of Justice, Washington, DC: April 2008 (Co-authored with Caterina Roman,
Shannon Reid, and Bogdan Tereshchenko). (http:/www.urban.org/url.cfm?ID=411663)

An Information Theoretic Method for Estimating the Number of Crimes Averted by Incapacitation, Final report submitted
to the National Institute of Justice, Washington, DC: June 2007. (http/www.urban.org/url.cfm?ID=411478)

A Process and Impact Evaluation of the Agricultural Crime, Technology, Information, and Operations Network (ACTION)
Program, Final report submitted to the National Institute of Justice, Washington, DC: August 2006 (Co-authored
with Dan Mears and Michelle Scott). (http:/www.urban.org/url.cfm?ID=411455)

Policy, Theory, and Research Lessons from an Evaluation of an Agricultural Crime Prevention Program, Policy brief
submitted to the National Institute of Justice, Washington, DC: August 2006 (Co-authored with Dan Mears and
Michelle Scott). (http:/www.urban.org/url.cfm?ID=411456)

Studying the Effects of Incarceration on Offending Trajectories: An Information-Theoretic Approach, Technical report
submitted to the Data Resources Program, National Institute of Justice (NIJ), Washington, DC: July 2006.
(http:/www.urban.org/url.cfm?1D=411427)

Does Parole Work? Analyzing the Impact of Postprison Supervision on Rearrest Outcomes, The Urban Institute Press,
Washington, DC: March 2005 (Co-authored with Amy Solomon and Vera Kachnowski).
(http:/www.urban.org/url.cfm?ID=311156 ).

Weed and Seed Indicator Project: Report on Enhanced Performance Measure Approaches, Report submitted to the Execu-
tive Office of Weed and Seed (EOWS), Washington, DC: April 2004 (Co-authored with Laura Winterfield, Sinead
Keegan, and Terry Dunworth).

Gang Reduction Program: Baseline Crime Analysis Reports for North Miami Beach (FL), Richmond (VA), Los Angeles (CA),
and Milwaukee (WI), Reports submitted to the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP),
Washington, DC: March—-April 2004 (Co-authored with Sinead Keegan, Deborah Chester, Karen Beckman, Kevin
Roland, Michelle Scott, and Dave Hayeslip).

Robust Spatial Analysis of Rare Crimes, Technical report submitted to the Mapping and Analysis for Public Safety
Program, National Institute of Justice (NIJ), Washington, DC: March 2004.
(http:/www.urban.org/url.cfm?ID=410988 ).

An Impact Evaluation of the Maryland Break the Cycle Initiative, Final report submitted to the Maryland Governors
Office of Crime Control and Prevention (GOCCP), Annapolis, MD: June 2003 (Co-authored with Adele Harrell,
John Roman and Barbara Parthasarthy). (http:/www.urban.org/url.cfm?ID=410807 ).

JOURNAL REVIEWER SERVICES

Journal of Quantitative Criminology (Editorial board member — 2008 to 2015)
Criminology

Social Forces

Social Problems

Criminology and Public Policy

Academy of Criminal Justice Sciences

Social Science Computing Review

Addiction
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Maxarth

CREATIVE DATA AND ANALYTICAL SOLUTIONS

CORPORATE CAPABILITIES STATEMENT

Maxarth provides criminal justice related data science services
to governmental agencics, educational institutions, research
centers, international organizations, professional associations,
non-profit organizations, for-profit companies and private
individuals. We deliver creative data and analytical solutions
for challenging real-world problems or opportunities.

Mission: To provide criminal justice clients with the
actionable knowledge and practical tools that better equip
them to make choices with confidence.

Differentiators:

*  Employ modern data science tools,
*  Synthesize all available evidence.

*  Devisc creative solutions.

*  Deliver practical data products.

Services: Maxarth staff collaborates with a muld-disciplinary

network of partners from around the nation. We combine our

skills, knowledge, and expericnce with subject matter experts

to conduct relevant and reliable analysis. Our services include:

®  Data Synthesis and Management —we synthesize information
from a varicty of data sources; create simulation and
optimization tools; and design synthetic decision support
systems.

*  Predictive Analysis -~we design and undertake risk or needs
asscssment & validation studics; model, trace, and predict
risk trajectorics; and gencrate short-, medium-, or long-
term forecasts.

*  Evaluation and Prescriptive Analysis ~we cvaluate programs,
policies, and practices; undertake experimental or quasi-
experimental studics; devise micro-simulation tools; and
conduct counterfactual policy simulations.

*  Capacity Building -we train clients on the appropriate use
of empirical evidence; how to recover robust information
from transactional data; practical ways to devise and
utilize simulation tools; and to appreciate the powers and
limitations of data science.

Past and Current Clients:

*  Governmeni—U.S. Department of Justice, Court Services
and Offender Supervision Agency for the District of
Columbia, and Pretrial Services Agency for the District of
Columbia.

*  Educational Institutions Georgetown University; George
Mason University; American University; University of
Maryland; State University of New York; Florida State
University; and Temple University.

*  Research Organizations—Pew Charitable Trusts; Urban
Institute; ICF International; RTI International; Center for
Education and the Workforce; Center for Advancing
Correctional Excellence; Pretrial Justice Institute; and
National Center for State Courts.

Sample Past Performance:

¢ (SOS4: The Court Services and Offender Supervision
Agency for the District of Columbia has contracted with
Maxarth to validate and deploy Auto Screener—a state of
the art risk and needs assessment software for managing
probation and parole populations in the District of
Columbia. Maxarth has undertaken numerous such
efforts around the nation.

*  USDOF: Maxarth president served as a Visiting Fellow at
the Bureau of Justice Statistics (U.S. Department of
Justice). He brought together data from a diverse array of
federal criminal justice agencies and developed data
products designed to study dependencies within and
across stages of the federal criminal justice system and
predict population dynamics.

¢ PEW: The Pew Charitable Trusts contracted with
Maxarth to evaluate a number of its Justice Reinvestment
Initiatives implemented in several states. Maxarth also
developed an innovative simulation model to help Pew
quantify the public safety implications of diverting low-
risk offenders away from prison toward community-based
sanctions.

*  GMU: Maxarth partners with the Center for Advancing
Correctional  Excellence (ACE) at George Mason
University to develop an innovative data product that
powers an onlinc decision support tool for managing
correctional populations.

¢ UMD: Maxarth is partnering with the Department of
Criminology (University of Maryland) to help launch the
Maryland Data Analysis Center (MDAC). Maxarth is
assisting MDAC develop data products and tools that can
provide rescarchers, practitioner, and policy-makers with
casy access to actionable knowledge about the Maryland
Criminal Justice System.

Corporate Data:

Registered Name: Maxarth LLC
DUNS Number: 829885289
Year Formed: 2008
State of Incorporation: Maryland
Certification: SBA 8(a)
Maryland MBE/DBE/SBE
Virginia Swam/DBE
North American Industry Classification System (NAICS)
541511  Custom Computer Programming Services
541720  R&D in Social Sciences and Humanities
541611  Administrative Management & General

Management Consulting Services
518210  Data Processing Hosting & Related Services

Contact Information:
Cell:  (301)873-1898 Voice: (301) 789-2966
Fax: (301) 880-7152 Email: abhati@maxarth.com

Maxarth, LLC | 12215 Fellowship Lane, North Potomac, MD 20878 | 301.789.2966 | www.maxarth.com
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SOLICITATION/CONTRACT/ORDER FOR COMMERCIAL ITEMS

I

1. REQUISITION NUMBER

PAGE 1 OF 34

OFFEROR TO COMPLETE BLOCKS 12, 17, 23, 24, & 30 PSA170218
2. CONTRACT NO. 3. AWARD/EFFECTIVE [4. ORDER NUMBER 5. SOLICITATION NUMBER 6. SOLICITATION ISSUE
DATE DATE
D 09/07/2017 PSA17Q0034 08/07/2017
a. NAME b. TELEPHONE NUMBER (No collect 8. OFFER DUE DATE/
7. FOR SOLICITATION calls) LOCAL TIME
INFORMATION CALL: h 08/16/2017

9. ISSUED BY CODE | #59%00 10. THIS ACQUISITION IS[_| UNRESTRICTED OR [7] SETASIDE: 100 % FOR:
PSA Pretrial Services Agency
633 Indiana Ave, NW, Suite 1134 [JsmaLL Business WOMEN CWNED SMALL
Washington, DC, 20004, US % BUSINESS (WOSB)
HUBZONE SMALL ECONOMICALLY NAICS:
BUSINESS DISADVANTAGED 541720
| WOMEN-OWNED SMALL
[service-nisaaLen — ot o SIZE STANDARD:
SMALL BUSINESS 8 (A) $20,500,000
1. DELIVERY FOR FOB DESTINA- |12. DISCOUNT TERMS 13b. RATING

TION UNLESS BLOCK IS

gty Net Days - 15

D SEE SCHEDULE

:| 13a. THIS CONTRACT IS A
RATED ORDER UNDER
DPAS (15 CFR 700)

14. METHOD OF SOLICITATION

RFQ D IFB |:| RFP

15. DELIVER TO

CODE |

16. ADMINISTERED BY

CODE IQSQPOO

PSA Pretrial Services Agency

S Schedul 2

SEIREHReS 633 Indiana Ave, NW
Washington, DC, 20004, US

B il CODE |LOCB29885289 | raciuTY |__7 18a. PAYMENT WILL BE MADE BY CODE @7

CCDE
MAXARTH, LLC PSA Pretrial Services Agency

12215 FELLOWSHIP LN

NORTH POTOMAC, MD, 208783402, US

TELEPHONE NO.

633 Indiana Ave, NW, Suite 1134
Washington, DC, 20004, US

17b. CHECK IF REMITTANCE IS DIFFERENT AND PUT SUCH ADDRESS IN

18b. SUBMIT INVOICES TO ADDRESS SHOWN IN BLOCK 18a UNLESS BLOCK

BELOW IS CHECKED
ORFER Z| SEE ADDENDUM
19. 20, 21. 22 23. 24,
ITEM NO. SCHEDULE OF SUPPLIES/SERVICES QUANTITY UNIT UNIT PRICE AMOUNT

See Schedule

{Use Reverse and/or Attach Additional Sheets as Necessary)

25, ACCOUNTING AND APPROPRIATION DATA
See Schedule

26. TOTAL AWARD AMOUNT (For Govt. Use Only/
$254,858.40

27a. SOLICITATION INCORPORATES BY REFERENCE FAR 52.212-1, 52.212-4. FAR 52.

H

27b. CONTRACT/PURCHASE CRDER INCORPORATES BY REFERENCE FAR 52.212-4, FAR 52.212-5 IS ATTACHED., ADDENDA

212-3 AND 52.212-5 ARE ATTACHED. ADDENDA ARE ARE NOT ATTACHED

ARE NOT ATTACHED

—
ARE

M 28, CONTRACTOR IS REQUIRED TO SIGN THIS DOCUMENT AND RETURN
COPIES TO ISSUING OFFICE. CONTRACTOR AGREES TO FURNISH AND

DELIVER ALL ITEMS SET FORTH OR OTHERWISE IDENTIFIED ABOVE AND ON ANY
ADDITIONAL SHEETS SUBJECT TO THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS SPECIFIED

D 29, AWARD OF CONTRACT: REF, OFFER

DATED ——————— . YOUR OFFER ON SOLICITATION
(BLOCK 5), INCLUDING ANY ADDITIONS OR CHANGES WHICH ARE
SET FORTH HEREIN, IS ACCEPTED AS TO ITEMS:

30a. SIGNATURE OF OFFEROR/CONTRACTOR

31a. UNITED STATES OF AMERICA (SIGNATURE OF CONTRACTING OFFICER]

Diana T. Weiss oz

DN on-[hana T Wi, o—Pretnal Seraces Agency, ou-0ffice of
Firance emak g, U8
Date: 201708 21 07.28 18 0400

30b. NAME AND TITLE OF SIGNER (Type or print} 30c. DATE SIGNED |31b. NAME OF CONTRACTING OFFICER (Type or print}
. : Wei Di T
Avinash Bhati, PhD 0872272017 eiss, Diana 8/23/2017
President Maxarth LLC
epic.org EPIC-20-01-08-DC-FOIA-20200308-DCPSA-Maxarth-Validation-Contract-Docs-Pt1 000039
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19. 20. 21. 22. 23, 24
ITEM NO. SCHEDULE OF SUPPLIES/SERVICES QUANTITY UNIT UNIT PRICE AMOUNT
See Schedule
32a. QUANTITY IN COLUMN 21 HAS BEEN
I:I RECEIVED D INSPECTED D ACCEPTED, AND CONFORMS TO THE CONTRACT, EXCEPT AS NOTED:
32b. SIGNATURE OF AUTHORIZED GOVERNMENT 32c. DATE 32d. PRINTED NAME AND TITLE OF AUTHORIZED GOVERNMENT
REPRESENTATIVE REPRESENTATIVE

32e. MAILING ADDRESS OF AUTHORIZED GOVERNMENT REPRESENTATIVE

32f. TELPHONE NUMBER OF AUTHORZED GOVERNMENT REPRESENTATIVE

32g. E-MAIL OF AUTHORIZED GOVERNMENT REPRESENTATIVE

33. SHIP NUMBER 34, VOUCHER NUMBER 35. AMOUNT VERIFIED
CORRECT FOR

[ |JparTiAL | [FINAL

36. PAYMENT

[] compete [] parTiaL

[] enac

37. CHECK NUMEBER

38. S/R ACCOUNT NO. 39. S/R VOUCHER NUMBER |40. PAID BY

41a. | CERTIFY THIS ACCOUNT IS CORRECT AND PROPER FOR PAYMENT |42a. RECEIVED BY (Print)

41b. SIGNATURE AND TITLE OF CERTIFYING OFFICER  |41c. DATE

42b. RECEIVED AT (Location]

“42c. DATE REC'D (YY/MM/DD)

42d. TOTAL CONTAINERS

STANDARD FORM 1449 (Rev. 3/2005) BACK
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Listing of Incorporated Purchase Requisitions

¢

PSA17C0043
Page 4 of 34

Incorporated Purchase Requisition Numbers:

PSA170218

Section B - Supplies or Services and Prices/Costs

Iltem Number | Base ltem Supplies/Services Quantity Unit
Number
0001 Risk Assessment Revalidation 1 MS
Contract Type:Firm Fixed Price
Unit Price $254,858.40
Extended Price $254,858.40

Description:
This requirement is for consulting services as further described in the Statement of Work, Section C.

CONTRACT TYPE
This is a FFP Contract for expert consultation services to review and enhance PSA's validated risk

assessment instrument.

PERIOD OF PERFORMANCE
The period of performance shall be for 12 months following date of award.

COMMUNICATION
All communication shall be directed, in writing, to the attention of the Contracting Officer, Diana T. Weiss at
diana.weiss@psa.gov and the Contracting Officer's Representative, Laura House at laura.house@psa.gov.

Purchase Requisitions

PSA170218

Funded Amount

$254,858.40

Clauses incorporated by reference

None

Clauses incorporated by full text

B.1

About PSA

The Pretrial Services Agency for the District of Columbia (PSA) is a federal independent entity within the Court Services and
Offender Supervision Agency (CSOSA). PSA has served the Nation's Capital for more than 45 years. The Agency assists
judicial officers in both the Superior Court for the District of Columbia and the United States District Court for the District of

epic.org
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Columbia in formulating release recommendations and providing supervision and services to defendants awaiting trial that
reasonably assure that those on conditional release return to court and do not engage in criminal activity. PSA has been a
leader in the D.C. criminal justice system and has been recognized nationally for its pretrial drug testing and innovative
supervision and treatment programs.

In support of its mission, PSA has a requirement for the supplies or services identified within this Section and as may further
be described in Section C. Unless otherwise specifically stated elsewhere in this document, the contractor is to provide all
supplies, equipment, tools, transportation, labor, supervision, and other items as may be necessary to provide the supplies or
services identified

Section C - Description/Specifications/Work Statement

Clauses incorporated by reference

None

Clauses incorporated by full text

Statement of Work
PSA Risk Assessment Revalidation Study

Statement of Work

CA In ion

The Pretrial Services Agency for the District of Columbia (PSA) was established by the National Capital
Revitalization and Self-Government Improvement Act of 1997 as an independent entity within the Court Services and
Offender Supervision Agency (CSOSA). CSOSA was certified as a federal agency within the Executive Branch in
August 2000.

PSA assists judicial officers in both the Superior Court of the District of Columbia and the United States District Court
for the District of Columbia by conducting a risk assessment for every arrested person who will be presented in court,
identifying detention eligibility and formulating release recommendations, as appropriate, based upon the arrestee's
demographic information, criminal history, and substance use and/or mental health information. For defendants who
are placed on conditional release pending trial, PSA provides supervision and treatment services that reasonably
assure that they return to court and do not engage in criminal activity pending their trial and/or sentencing.

In 2013, PSA began use of a validated risk assessment and now seeks to have its risk assessment protocols
revalidated to ensure that they have retained their predictive validity.

C.2  Scope of Work/Services

The Contractor will:

1. Conduct an empirical study utilizing both quantitative and qualitative methods to determine whether PSA's
current instrument appropriately considers relevant factors within the District of Columbia pretrial defendant
population that are predictive of pretrial misconduct (defined as failure to appear for a scheduled court date or
an arrest on a filed criminal or serious local ordinance charge; violent felony offense as defined by local statute;
or domestic violence-related offense while on pretrial release.)

2. Conduct a specific analysis to determine whether additional dynamic factors should be considered and, if so,
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whether PSA would benefit from re-assessing risk for defendants at regular intervals during the supervision
period.

3. Conduct a specific analysis to determine the extent to which PSA's current instrument is free of predictive bias
and yields average score differences between different groups based on race and gender (or other demographic
characteristics available within the data set) and make recommendations for revising the instrument to
minimize and/or eliminate any identified biases.

4, Conduct a specific analysis of defendants supervised on firearms-related charges to determine whether they
present any increased risk of pretrial misconduct and, if so, what type.

5 Conduct a specific analysis of defendants who have tested positive for synthetic drugs to determine whether
they present any increased risk of pretrial misconduct and, if so, what type.

6. Evaluate PSA's multi-dimensional release condition recommendation matrix and provide recommendations on
revising the schematic, as appropriate, to align with results of the revalidation study.

The Contractor should also include in its analysis additional pretrial supervision components (e.g., initial orientation,
regular contact, court date notification and verification, and responses to compliant and noncompliant behavior to
include sanctions, incentives and revocations) potentially associated with reducing pretrial misconduct.

C.3  Background

PSA continuously reviews its risk assessment procedures to ensure consistency with the Agency's statutory mission
of minimizing pretrial misconduct. These activities center on ensuring that the factors in PSA's risk assessment are
predictive of future failure to appear in court and risk of rearrest during the pendency of each case. These activities
also focus on which Agency release recommendations are the most effective ?but least restrictive ?for the pretrial
defendant population. PSA restructured its risk assessment in 2013, and the tool now generates four (4) models to
predict misconduct: global failure to appear, global rearrest, rearrest for a dangerous or violent offense, and rearrest
for a domestic violence offense. This model is used for defendants arrested on a domestic violence offense only.

Even though average appearance and arrest-free rates for persons released to pretrial in Washington, DC remain
stable at around 88 percent, respectively and less than two (2) percent are arrested on violent offenses. PSA
continuously monitors and evaluates its risk assessment instrument and protocols to ensure continued success and
identify emerging trends that may dictate changes.

In addition to several other areas of examination for the current risk assessment instrument analysis, three specific
trends have emerged for which PSA now seeks to conduct further analysis:

In recent years, DC's criminal justice system and its principal stakeholders have placed an emphasis on identifying
and eliminating or minimizing potential biases in the administration of justice. As such, PSA is committed to
examining its risk assessment protocols to ensure that they are free of such partiality.

Synthetic Drugs

During October 2015, PSA introduced universal screening for synthetic cannabinoids. With nearly two years of data,
PSA now seeks to determine whether use of these new psychoactive substances has any implications for risk
management.

Eirearms Offenses

The principal stakeholders within the District's criminal justice system have also placed increasing emphasis on
non-fatal firearms offenses, such as discharging a firearm and assault with intent to kill. PSA now seeks to

determine whether defendants arrested on these charges pose specific risks and, if so, how those risks can be best
mitigated through supervision and case management.

C.4  Place of Performance

A substantial part of the work will be conducted at the Contractor's worksite. However, some work such as regular
meetings and presentation with risk assessment workgroup members and other leadership and resources will require
on-site meetings at PSA.

Cs5 Period of Performance
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The performance period is estimated to last for a 12 month period from the awarding of the contract.

C.6  Points of Contact:

Contracting Officer Representative

Laura E. House, Ph.D.

Senior Program Analyst

Pretrial Services Agency for the District of Columbia
Office of Strategic Development

202-442-1085

Laura.House@psa.qgov

Contracting Officer

Diana T. Weiss

Pretrial Services Agency for the District of Columbia
Office of Finance and Administration

202-220-5654

Diana.Weiss@psa.gov

C.7 Technical Requirements

The Contractor shall:

1. Create a rigorous and well-defined quasi-experimental design to assess the predictive validity of PSA's risk
assessment instrument. The design will include protocols for data collection timelines, control of extant
variables, and detailed plans for the execution of the project. Central to this approach will be an evaluation of
the four (4) models generated by the tool. Also critical to the contractor's work will be specific analyses of:

a.  whether additional dynamic factors should be considered and, if so, whether PSA would benefit from
re-assessing risk during the supervision period;

b.  the extent to which PSA's current instrument controls for implicit bias in the areas of race, socioeconomic
status, gender or other demographic factors;

c.  whether defendants supervised on non-fatal firearms-related charges present any increased risk of pretrial
misconduct and, if so, what type; and

d.  Whether defendants who have tested positive for synthetic drugs present any increased risk of pretrial
misconduct and, if so, what type.

The contractor shall also develop a method to evaluate PSA's multi-dimensional release condition

recommendation matrix and provide recommendations on revising the schematic, as appropriate, to align with

results of the revalidation study. When completing the experimental design and corresponding analyses, the

contractor shall conduct and rely upon relevant literature reviews related to pretrial risk assessment, specifically

those related to identification and minimization of implicit bias.

2 In collaboration with PSA staff and a project-specific advisory group, participate in a 1-3 month planning phase
at the beginning of the contract. The primary goals of the planning phase will be to: review the current risk
assessment and scoring protocols and gain insight into the internal operations of PSA by meeting with PSA
staff and a project-specific advisory group and others to identify issues that should be considered during the
revalidation process.

3. Present the proposed research design to PSA for final review and approval.
4. Following approval of the research design, conduct the evaluation in collaboration PSA staff The role of PSA

staff in this context is limited to provision of required data sets and background information. within the project
's budget and time constraints.
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5. Present a report with findings from the evaluation design to PSA management, the project advisory group, and
select PSA and external groups.
6. Develop a final report, including findings and recommendations for the enumerated analyses and research
questions contained within this statement of work.
Methodology Assumptions
1. PSA believes that an experimental design with randomly assigned treatment and control groups is not possible

here. Given this, the Contractor must develop a research design sufficient enough to address the research
questions. At a minimum, the design must include techniques to determine and evaluate the predictive validity
of PSA's current instrument to measure global failure to appear, global rearrest, rearrest for a dangerous or
violent offense, and rearrest for a domestic violence offense. For defendants arrested on domestic violence
charges only.

2. The data that will be used for the analysis will come primarily from PSA's Pretrial Real-time Information
System Manager (PRISM). However, the Contractor will be expected to utilize other methods, as appropriate,
to collect data that will not only supplement but enhance the study.

PRISM contains the following information:

Data on PSA’s current risk assessment variables
Detailed demographic Information

Criminal history

Drug use

Supervision conditions

Compliance data

Scheduled hearing dates

Appearance and nonappearance at each hearing
All recorded rearrests

0. Dispositions and disposition dates.

0NN RWN

The Contractor should expect to routinely work on-site with PSA staff for periods during the 1-3 month planning
phase to gain better insight into the agency and its programs and construct suitable evaluation and validation
samples.

Cc.s Contractor Key Personnel

All contractor personnel provided in support of this contract shall be considered key personnel.
C9  Deliverables

a.  The Contractor shall provide the following deliverables:

g p = TR — e T X T R R T SR AT R e T
Defverable | FreaUencyolDalvery .1 | PSAPORIerConGE [T
Quarterly Status Reports By 5:00 pm on the last business day of | Contracting Officer's Representative

every third month (COR)
Research Design, including Evaluation | 120 days of Contract Award COR
Model and Data Collection Strategy
Final Evaluation Report: The Final End of Contract Period ? prior to final COR
Report will describe the analysis, invoice.

present tables of results, and finalized
drafts of risk assessment instruments.

Presentation of Evaluation Results to As scheduled by contractor and COR COR
PSA Management (deliverable requires
COR review and approval before
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submission to PSA Management)

Presentation of Evaluation Results to As scheduled by contractor and COR COR
Selected PSA Staff

Presentation of Evaluation Results to As scheduled by contractor and COR COR
Select External Partners

Final Report Within 12 months of contract start COR

b.  Deliverables shall be provided in a timely manner as listed above. Electronic copies of all deliverables will be
provided to the contracting officer and the COR.

c.10 Government Responsibilities

a.  PSA will provide the Contractor's personnel access to the Agency Information Technology System after completion of
appropriate security background checks.

b.  PSA will grant Contractor personnel security approvals (provided Contractor personnel meet specific Federal security
requirements) or escorts, as required, to access the site for service delivery and provide access to all areas where
equipment is installed.

c.1 ights of s and In s

During the life of this contract, the rights of ingress to and egress from any PSA facility for the Contractor shall be
made available, as required. During all operation on Government premises, the Contractor shall comply with the
rules and regulations governing the conduct of personnel and the operation of the facility.

c.12 Governm ontr elationships

a.  The Government and the Contractor understand and agree that the support services to be delivered under this contract
by the Contractor are non-personal services and the parties recognize and agree that no employer-employee
relationships exist or will exist under the contract between the Government and the Contractor and/or between the
Government and Contractor's employees. It is, therefore, in the best interest of the Government to afford the parties a
full and complete understanding of their respective obligations.

b.  Contractor personnel under this contract shall not:
i be placed in a position where they are appointed or employed by a Federal employee or are under the
supervision, direction or evaluation of a Federal employee;

2. be placed in a staff or policy making position; or

3. Be placed in a position of supervision, direction or evaluation over PSA personnel or personnel of
other contractors, or become part of a Government organization.

c.  The services to be performed under this contract do not require the Contractor or its employees to exercise personal
judgment and discretion on behalf of the Government. Rules, regulations, directions, and requirements, which are
issued by PSA Management under their responsibility for good order, administration, and security are applicable to all
personnel who enter a Government installation. This is not construed or interpreted to establish any degree of
Government control, which is inconsistent with a non-personal services contract.

d.  The Contractor will not be paid for performance of personal services.

CA13 Limitations an

The Contractor shall comply with the following limitation and constraints of the contract.
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a. The Contractor shall not disclose sensitive or proprietary information of, or in the possession of, PSA
contractors or business partners to unauthorized persons. The Contractor shall be the subject to any and all
penalties by law for unlawful disclosure of PSA information.

b.  The Contractor is required to abide by PSA's guidance for protecting sensitive information and proprietary
information. Any such information made available in any format shall be used only for the purpose of
carrying out the provisions of the agreement. Such information shall not be divulged or made known in any
manner to any unauthorized person. The Contractor shall not remove any sensitive material from Government
sites without Government approval. The Contractor shall immediately notify the COR upon discovery of any
inadvertent disclosures of information.
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Cc.14 |
a. Written requirements
The Offeror's proposal should address the following:

° Project understanding and approach. Describe your understanding of the project and your proposed
approach.

. Key Personnel. Identify any key personnel proposed for this project. Offeror should include resumes for
key personnel. Clearly identify the principle and secondary project staff, the university or entity for which
they work, and their capabilities for performing the identified work.

. Recommendations for potential data analyses and special reports.

. Methods for ensuring data integrity and security

. Firm Fixed Price for providing services identified in the Statement of Work

® Detailed description of project benchmarks, how achievement will be measured, and an approximate
timeline for achieving each benchmark.

Proposals must be detailed enough to permit realistic evaluation of the goals, scope, and technical content.
Proposals must be single-sided with at least a one inch margin in Times New Roman, 12 point font.
Proposal should include:
i Abstract
1. A one-page summary of purpose, objectives, actions taken and anticipated results.
ii. Program Narrative (not to exceed 25 double-spaced pages
1. The Program Narrative includes:
a. Abstract
b. Table of Contents
c.  Main body:
i. Purpose, goals and objectives.
ii. Review of relevant literature.
iii. Methodology
iv. Work development plan and organization.
V.
vi. Dissemination strategy

d.  Appendices (Not counted against the solicitation page limit):
i Bibliography and References.
i. List of key personnel.
i, Resumes of key personnel.
e. Letters of cooperation from organizations cooperating in the project (if
applicable).
f. Timeline and milestones.

b.  Delivery of final draft

The contractor must have a draft of the final report to PSA within one (1) year, or twelve (12) months of the contract
start.

c. Project Milestones (Estimated)

Table 1
Task Activity Due Date
1 Convene initial contract kick-off meeting
9/7/2017
2 Review of current risk assessment instrument findings and
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related documents 9/14/2017
4 Develop research design and plan and present to PSA
9/30/2017
b Hold meetings with PSA COR and leadership regarding
research plan 10/10/2017
<] Data acquisition and processing 10/24/2017
6 Part | (Analysis): Conduct research and present findings (i.e.
design risk models, model estimation and validation; add new 1/24/2018
risk factors- synthetic drugs and firearms)
7 Part Il (Analysis): Evaluate PSA's multi-dimensional release
condition recommendation matrix and provide 3/24/2018
recommendations on revising the schematic, as appropriate,
to align with results of the revalidation study.
8 Part Ill (Analysis): Examine implicit bias in instrument and
develop strategies to eliminate implicit bias in race, gender 6/24/2018
and other demographic factors in instrument
11 Write and submit final report with recommendations to PSA
7/24/2018
9 Review and present overall study findings to PSA leadership
8/10/2018
10 Implementation consultation with PSA leadership and key
staff (i.e. Operations, OIT) 9/1/2018
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Table 2
Deliverable | Performance . | Acceptable Quality | Monitoring Method .
AN DL RS { Standard -~ {devel o T 0 o s
Quarterly status reports by 5:00 pm| Brief progress | 95-100% of COR feedback
on the last business day of every report; meetings are held
third month; Meet with the COR quarterly consistently every
and relevant staff by telephone meetings held | third month
quarterly to check the status and
progress of the project
Research design, including Written report | 100%- COR review and feedback
evaluation model and data comprehensive
collection strategy 120 days of report addressing
contract award all areas is

submitted

Presentation of Evaluation Results | Verbal 100%- in-person, COR and PSA senior leadership feedback
to PSA management (deliverable | presentation verbal presentation
requires COR review and approval | and power and power point
before submission to PSA point slides slides presented
management) as scheduled by
contractor and COR
Presentation of evaluation results | Verbal 100%- in- person, COR and selected PSA staff feedback
to selected PSA staff as scheduled | presentation verbal presentation
by contractor and COR and meeting
Presentation of evaluation results | Verbal 100%- in-person COR feedback
to selected external partners as presentation presentation and
scheduled by contractor and COR meetings
Final report within 12 months of Written report | 100%- COR review and feedback
contract start. The final report will comprehensive
describe the analysis, present report

tables of results, and finalized
drafts of risk assessment
instruments. End of contract
period ? prior to final invoice.

Section D - Packaging and Marking

None

Section E - Inspection and Acceptance Terms

None

Clauses incorporated by reference

None

Clauses incorporated by full text

E.1 Inspection and Acceptance
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Unless otherwise stated in this Contract, the Contracting Officer's Representative (COR) will be responsible for inspection and
acceptance of the products/services furnished under this Contract.

E2 Quality Assurance

A Quality Assurance Surveillance Plan (QASP) will be incorporated into the contract. The Government will evaluate the
Contractor’'s performance under this contract using the method of surveillance deemed appropriate. If the Contracting Officer
and/or Contracting Officer's Representative reveals contract terms and/or conditions are not being met, the discrepancy will
be brought to the attention of the Contractor for correction.

If the Contractor fails to correct any deficiencies under the contract, the Government shall have the right to (1) require the
Contractor to immediately take all the necessary steps to ensure performance of the service in conformity with the
requirements of the contract, and (2) reduce the monthly fee payable under the contract by the amount to reflect the reduced
value at the services performed, or (3) have the necessary work accomplished by the Government forces or other means, and
reduce the Contractor's payment in the amount of the expenses incurred.

QUALITY ASSURANCE SURVEILLANCE PLAN (QASP)

Note: the following Quality Assurance Surveillance Plan (QASP) is PSA's codification of its method of implementing FAR
37.601, which requires that performance-based contracts or task orders-

a)  Describe the requirements in terms of results required rather than the methods of performance of the work;

b)  Use measurable performance standards (i.e., in terms of quality, timeliness, quantity, etc.) and quality assurance
surveillance plans;

c)  Specify procedures for reductions of fee or for reductions to the price of a fixed-price contract when services are not
performed or do not meet contract requirements; and

d)  Include performance incentives where appropriate.

Offeror's must complete the QASP as part of their proposal. A description of the columns and information to be entered
follows below.

We will use the information provided as part of our evaluation of your offer.
(1) Deliverable: One of the deliverables described in the "Deliverables” section above.

(2) Performance Standard: The level of performance which the Government considers acceptable. A good
performance standard in general should:

Measure important things;

Be simple, but not too simple;

Be auditable and capable of validation (quantifiable measures preferred, as they are less subjective);

Attainable and worth the cost;

Have a level of detail that corresponds to the intent of the stated measure and expectation;

Be consistently combined with other measures to reflect corporate priorities; and

Be controlled by the contractor.

LN WN U O LD UD LD

(3) Acceptable Quality Level: The range of deviation?if any?inwhich the Government will consider performance to be
acceptable. Each Offeror must propose an Acceptable Quality Level (AQL) for each performance standard for each
deliverable. If the selected Offeror fails to achieve stated AQLs, PSA will reduce the offeror's payment for the services
rendered in accordance with the disincentive formula. You must enter the AQLs for each deliverable in the Performance
Requirements Summary Template for each deliverable that has a performance standard.
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(4) Monitoring Method

(a) This is the method PSA will use to monitor performance and determine the extent to which performance has met the
standard. Offeror's are encouraged to propose a sound process for verifying the accuracy of performance data on a
continuing or recurring basis. Regardless of the method or degree of monitoring, we reserve the right to audit all performance
data to independently verify its accuracy.

(b) In general, we prefer monitoring methods that automatically capture measurements as part of the process and do not
place a burden on either the Offeror or PSA to collect and analyze data.

(5) Performance Incentive / Reduction

(a) For each AQL, your proposal must specify a maximum price reduction that will take effect if you fail to meet the AQL.
The proposal must also specify the formulas and decision criteria that we will use to calculate the actual amount of the price
reduction for the related CLIN. PSA is willing to consider proposals that include non-monetary disincentives, such as
unfavorable performance evaluation, or other form of consideration.

(b) PSA will consider non-monetary incentives for performance that exceeds the AQL. Examples of non-monetary
incentives may include:

. Revised schedule
. Reduced oversight
. Positive performance evaluation

(c) Your selection of AQLs, incentive formula and price reduction formula will be important to our evaluation. Your
response must specify the proposed method for measuring your performance against each performance standard, which we
will compare to relevant industry benchmarks.

Performance Requirement Summary Template

Deliverable Performance Standard | Acceptable Quality | Monitoring Performance
Level (AQL) Method Incentive/Reduction
Quarterly status reports by 5:00 | Brief progress report; 95-100% of meetings| COR feedback. Revised schedule or
pm on the last business day of | g arterly meetings held. | are held consistently positive/negative performance
every third 