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BACKGROUND

Every day in this country over 400,000 people are held in pretrial detention awaiting to
learn if they will be released on pretrial and what the terms of their release will be.! Despite
the decrease in jail populations during the height of the COVID pandemic, jail populations
across the country, primarily comprised of those held pretrial, are steadily increasing
again.2 Research on pretrial detention has demonstrated a fairly consistent pattern: many
individuals experience poor case disposition, sentencing, pretrial, and long-term recidivism
outcomes when detained, especially for extended periods.® In recent years, these findings
have prompted legislative reforms on pretrial release and detention, both of which have
become a primary focal point for policy advancement, modifications, and debate.

While efforts to evaluate, contest, and improve pretrial policies must continue, the reality of the pretrial system is
that courts make the release or detention decision quickly, and with limited information, while trying to balance
an individual’s rights with the goals of ensuring court appearance and community safety. Given these dynamics,
reliance on pretrial supervision and release conditions (e.g., electronic monitoring, drug testing) may seem like a
viable and effective approach to improving pretrial outcomes, yet the evidence-base about their use and impact is
limited. Much remains to be learned about the release decision and court-ordered conditions, as well as pretrial
supervision and supportive services.

The purpose of this RFP is to fund rigorous research that will inform and understand the impact of policy and
practice. We are directly asking the field to help us figure out what works to improve pretrial outcomes.

We are interested in understanding the processes and outcomes associated with pretrial decisions, as well as what
policies, practices, and responses have an impact on public safety and other outcomes, including:

e assignment to supervision with and without a pretrial assessment

« utilization, benefits, consequences, and costs of monitoring approaches and supportive services that target needs
and barriers to court appearance and remaining arrest-free

o the effectiveness of financial conditions
« responses to lower-level offenses and technical violations

¢ monitoring/supervision enhancements and reductions

Collectively, we aim to expand and elevate the field’s knowledge in these understudied topics and provide empirical

support for policies that promote public safety and prioritize an equitable and just system. The target audiences
for this RFP are jurisdictions and researchers. Jurisdictions may include courts, pretrial services entities,*

and criminal legal system offices (e.g., prosecution, public defense) that may have policies related to the release
decision and conditions. Since the RFP is intended to produce robust and rigorous evidence and data-informed
policy implications, jurisdictions and researchers will ultimately need to partner for projects. For jurisdictions who
are interested in this opportunity, but do not have a research partner, we strongly encourage a letter of interest
submission. The Arnold Ventures Pretrial Justice team will support jurisdictions by making connections and

facilitating introductions to potential research partners as needed. The process for jurisdiction and researcher team

letters of interest is described in detail below. Applicant teams comprised only of researchers with data available
that can be analyzed in response to the RFP goals are also welcome to apply. Details on this are described below in
the letter of interest section.

*  Pretrial services entities may include: community non-profit, local, county, state, and federal. Pretrial services entities may be
independent agencies with their own budget and authority, or they may be housed within the courts or probation departments.
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We are interested in funding proposals within three topic areas:

o Pretrial release decisions
o Release conditions

o DPretrial services - focusing on supervision and supportive service models and policies

The Three Pretrial Research Topics:

This section provides a brief overview of the three pretrial research topics. For each of the three topics listed below,
AV may select multiple proposals for funding. Proposals that examine more than one of the three topics within the
same jurisdiction or multiple sites are strongly encouraged. The potential research topics below are provided as
examples for an applicant team’s consideration, but teams are welcome to develop their own research questions
that are intended to identify data-driven solutions to improve pretrial outcomes. Research questions highlighted
below represent high priority topics that closely align with our research agenda and pretrial justice strategy.

Topic #1: Release Decisions

Pretrial release decisions hinge significantly on judicial concerns about court appearance and community safety.
Pretrial release policies, whether stemming from litigation or legislation, have revealed improved outcomes in
terms of safely reducing the jail population, maintaining or improving court appearance, and avoidance of future
pretrial arrests and long-term system contact.*

Priority Research Questions:

 What is the impact of new release decision policies that stem from litigation, legislation, and community on short-
and long-term outcomes and racial equity?

* How does pretrial detention length influence individual and system outcomes, including guilty plea rates, case
disposition and sentence, and long term criminal legal system involvement?

o What are the costs of the release decision relative to pretrial detention, court appearance, community safety, and
individual outcomes?

Potential Research Topics: Examine the passage, enactment, implementation, and impact of new policies;
evaluate how litigation, legislation, and community influence reforms and their effectiveness and sustainability.
Assess prosecutor, pretrial services, and court policies and practices intended to increase court appearance rates and
improve community safety; understand the costs associated with these policies and practices to promote or limit
pretrial release, test the impact of financial conditions, and study stakeholder roles in the pretrial release decision
making process, including practices such as sequential bail and jail population review policies to facilitate release.

Topic #2: Release Conditions

Standard release conditions have two overarching goals: returning to court and avoiding future arrest. Some of
these common conditions include assigning money bail, drug and alcohol testing/monitoring and treatment,
electronic and location monitoring, and no contact orders.® Release conditions may also include reporting to
pretrial services for supervision; however, not all conditions require reporting to pretrial services and not all
jurisdictions have pretrial services. As such, we have separated out these topics - release conditions and pretrial
services into two separate sections in this RFP. While the effectiveness of release conditions suffers from a limited
and relatively weak research base, both descriptive and a few rigorous studies suggest the majority of people

will be successful during the pretrial period.® Yet, recent research has produced mixed findings when examining
release conditions. While not sufficiently robust, the evidence produced to date on electronic monitoring is
mixed for pretrial populations’ Evidence demonstrates sobriety monitoring may not improve court appearance



rates and has mixed results leading to fewer re-arrests.® Preliminary research indicates that financial conditions
are not associated with improving court appearance or community safety rates. However, court reminders have
been consistently linked with increased court appearances.>'® Overall, the state of the research lacks a solid
understanding of how these decisions are made, such as assigning release conditions with the use of a pretrial
assessment) and their impact, the determination, application, and effect of least restrictive conditions, and who
may benefit from more intensive conditions and for what duration. For example, do the number and/or types of
conditions (e.g., drug/alcohol testing, drug treatment, electronic monitoring) produce positive or negative pretrial
outcomes? Research is also scant on the impact of policy and practice responses to missing court, violations

of court orders, the impact of warrants and subsequent bond revocation, new charges and additional pretrial
detention. Additionally, the costs associated with these conditions relative to their impact for the individual and
the system is not widely understood or known.

Priority Research Questions:

« What is the impact of different release conditions on the individual, community, and system?

* Which release conditions (e.g., least restrictive in comparison to more intensive) are most effective at increasing
court appearance, arrest avoidance, and racial equity?

o How does risk level and supervision intensity influence individual and system short- and long-term outcomes?
(Note: We recognize that higher rates of technical violations and illegal behavior may be more likely to be observed
with more intensive conditions and supervision, and that lower intensity supervision or conditions may not detect
these behaviors due to the reduced monitoring. Given this issue, study designs and outcomes examined should
aim to account for this - if possible.)

* Which system responses for failures to appear and pretrial rearrest lead to more positive outcomes (e.g., increasing
release conditions and supervision intensity, supervision revocation and subsequent detention, bench warrants,
supportive services)?

« Are some release conditions more cost effective than others relative to producing positive outcomes?

Potential Research Topics: Examine system policies and practices intended to increase court appearance and
community safety rates; study the impact of assignment to supervision with and without a pretrial assessment,
assess stakeholder roles in recommending and setting release conditions; evaluate the impact of individual release
conditions (e.g., supportive services and referrals to community providers, electronic monitoring, drug testing),
including least to more restrictive and their relative costs to the individual, community, and system; examine
system actor responses to addressing compliance and alternatives that limit system contact, such as examining
grace periods and delaying the issuance of a bench warrants, costs of various release conditions and the feasibility
of such practices across rural, urban, and suburban jurisdictions.

Topic #3: Pretrial Services

Pretrial release conditions may include directing an individual to a pretrial services entity. Pretrial services are
typically charged with select court-ordered functions to supervise and/or support a person during the pretrial
period. Some entities’ supervision policies may be more tailored to monitoring and others may be more focused

on supportive services, and there are models that have adopted a hybrid approach. For agencies that have a
monitoring component, this may include variation in the levels of supervision intensity (based on pretrial
assessment or other protocol), requirements on the frequency and nature of contacts, and these entities may be
responsible for tracking court ordered conditions, responding to technical and law violations, and reporting issues
with compliance to the court.!* A recent study that compared no supervision to least restrictive supervision and
moderate to intensive supervision found that lower intensity supervision in both comparisons is just as effective as
higher intensity supervision in helping clients attend court and avoid new arrests.’? Agencies that have a mentoring
or supportive approach may focus on case management, identifying and responding to an individual’s needs (e.g.
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pretrial assessment approach), making referrals to community-based programs and services, addressing barriers to
stability and success (e.g., housing, employment, education, financial, medical, mental health, substance abuse),
and engaging with family and community members who play a critical role as an informal reentry mechanism

for individuals transitioning back to the communities following pretrial detention. While pretrial services are
expanding nationally, there is scarce research on the implementation, costs, outcomes, and impact of monitoring
and supportive policies and practices.

Priority Research Questions:

o What are the varying models of pretrial services and the effectiveness of each?
¢ Are specific models more effective for certain populations?

* How do supervision intensity and different contact types impact individual and system outcomes, and racial equity?

Potential Research Topics: Assess models and approaches of pretrial services (including in rural, suburban, and
urban communities) and supervision intensity and contact types (e.g., in person, video conference, kiosks) who is
assigned to pretrial services, what services are applied to which individuals and their impact, how modifications

to supervision models are made and their effect, how pretrial services responds to technical and law violations and
the effectiveness of supervision enhancements and early discharges, and the costs associated with pretrial services
models to further understand feasibility of such practices and approaches relative to their impact.

RFP Application Instructions

Applicant teams should review the following sections closely, paying particular attention to letter of interest and
proposal submission requirements and RFP timeframes.

We will consider proposals that:

1. Assess the impact of pretrial policies and decision-making practices that aim to change outcomes within
one or more of these three primary research topics;

and/or

2. Evaluate the costs of existing pretrial policies and practices for the system, community, families, and
individuals relative to the outcomes produced;

and/or

3. Document how, why, and for which groups one or more of the three primary topics is implemented,
including assessing if the policies and practices are associated with racial disparities.

For these three research topics (release decisions, release conditions, and pretrial services), we will prioritize
funding research that evaluates specific policies and practices geared toward improving a variety of short- and
long-term outcomes. We also welcome innovative ideas aimed to improve short- and long-term pretrial outcomes
that can be rigorously tested. All funded projects must include an examination of both short and long-term
outcomes and produce deliverables related to each. Short-term outcomes may include pretrial detention,
detention length, bail amounts, bond type, pretrial supervision intensity, and public safety. Examples of long-
term outcomes are case disposition, pretrial supervision discharge status (e.g., revoked, successful completion),
sentencing, court appearance, pretrial and post-disposition arrest and offense types, and employment-housing-
family stability and costs. All projects should have a clear policy-focus, with the goal of identifying which policies
and practices are ineffective, costly, and harmful, and advancing policy that demonstrates positive impacts on case
outcomes, community safety, racial equity, and court appearance.



Research Approaches and Data

This RFP is guided by our pretrial justice research agenda as well as our values and principles of pretrial justice;
our research philosophy; and our mission of maximizing opportunity and minimizing injustice. We aim to

fund research that is both multi-faceted and inclusive and examines the effect, or estimated impact, of pretrial
decision making across any combination of four key levels of research outcomes: individual, family, community,
and system. Funded research should specifically analyze policies and practices in any (or a combination of) the
three research topics: release decisions, release conditions, and pretrial services. We strongly encourage the

use of rigorous approaches that will estimate causal impact (e.g., regression discontinuity, difference-in-
differences, interrupted time series, instrumental variables, etc.) and produce causal findings (randomized
controlled trials) but will consider other approaches especially for projects that are not well suited for more
rigorous methods. Applicants are encouraged to adopt the most rigorous research methodologies possible to
answer questions in their selected research topics. For studies that aim to estimate causal impact and RCTs, power
calculations are required - including for subgroup analysis.

In response to this RFP, applicant teams must specify policy relevant research questions and clearly indicate which

proposed outcomes will be studied.

We recognize that given the specified grant term (see below) and the scarcity of some data, applicant teams may
only be able to examine relevant administrative case data. However, we welcome proposals that leverage other
data sources, including qualitative data, and quantitative data relevant to quality of life; economic, residential, and
social stability; and educational outcomes and opportunities. Applicant teams should identify the primary data
sources and/or agencies to answer each of the proposed policy-relevant research questions and the need for data
sharing agreements with partner agencies to acquire data.

Commitment to Racial Equity and Diversity

Promoting diversity and equity in research practice is a key facet of AV’s mission of maximizing opportunity

and minimizing injustice. While racial disparities and bias persist at key decision-making points throughout

the criminal justice system, there are too few researchers of color leading studies that are intended to result in
successful policies and outcomes for children, adults, and communities of color. We are committed to funding work
conducted by teams that are diverse and not only represent affected communities, but actively include community
members in shaping and developing research. We believe that research should be conducted with, not for or to the
community.

We strongly encourage applicant teams (universities, researchers, courts, and pretrial services staff, etc.) to include
members of groups who are disproportionately impacted by the criminal justice system. The voices and expertise
of practitioners and researchers of color as well as those directly impacted by the criminal justice system are
fundamental to finding solutions that will be most beneficial for individuals most impacted and should therefore
be actively and meaningfully included in all proposed work.

Applicant teams are encouraged to integrate community and impacted voices into any and all phases of the
planning and research process: developing/defining the research questions, methods, outcomes of interest, and in
describing the policy implications of the research results.

In addition, AV’s commitment to building the field of scholarship means that applicants should propose teams that
include early-career researchers and scholars with meaningful and active roles in the work. AV also equally welcomes
new potential partners, both researchers and jurisdictions, and existing grantee partners to apply to this RFP.

Beyond elevating team diversity, we expect the research to also reflect a commitment to equity. Research projects
should strongly consider inclusive methodologies (e.g., engagement with individuals who have lived experience)
where appropriate. Assessments of racial disparities should be explored and analyzed wherever there is data to
support this. Evaluations of pretrial policy and practice must also consider how those mechanisms may impact
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equity. We expect all research teams to proactively identify all aspects of their proposed projects that demonstrate a
commitment to racial equity and diversity.

Grant Term and Deliverable Expectations

When submitting a Letter of Interest (LOI), applicant teams should develop their budget around a feasible timeline
that does not exceed 30 months in length and should thoughtfully consider what projects can realistically be
completed. There will likely be a need to assess data capacity, monitor data and technology improvements, and
develop a project plan related to what can be accomplished within this project term. During the proposal stage,
applicant teams will be required to develop a project timeline that allows for the evaluation of short-term outcomes
and a deliverable associated with these results and likewise, also includes the evaluation of long-term outcomes
and a related deliverable.

Initial Response to the RFP

As a first step, applicant teams should submit a letter of interest (LOI.) There are two LOI applications depending
on the composition of the applicant team. For applicant teams comprised of both research and practitioner/
jurisdiction partners, the full LOI application should be completed (labeled “Full LOI Application” below). The
due date for the Full LOI Application is June 30, 2023. For applicant teams comprised of the jurisdiction
partner(s) only (so no research partnership has been formed), please complete the LOI application below labeled,
“Jurisdiction LOI Application”. The due date for the Jurisdiction LOI Application is also June 30, 2023.

For researchers who have access to or can obtain existing data that can be analyzed to respond to the

RFP research objectives and/or to identify evidence-driven solutions to improve pretrial outcomes, are
encouraged to submit a Full LOI. This means that the research team need not have a jurisdiction partner.
Research teams with existing data should complete the Full LOI Application, and this will also be due on
June 30,2023.

Full LOI Application Submission

Applicant teams comprised of both research and practitioner/jurisdiction partners or for individual
researchers and research teams that are interested in responding to this RFP should first submit a Full LOI
Application by 11:59 p.m. EDT June 30, 2023. Please send the LOI to PretrialRFP@arnoldventures.org with the
subject line, “PRETRIAL RFP LOI.” All LOIs must adhere to the specifications. Failure to meet any of these criteria
within the specified timeframe may result in disqualification for further consideration of proposal submission. AV
may contact the project point of contact with questions following the LOI submission. Teams selected to submit full
proposals will be notified on or about July 14, 2023.

Full LOI Application Specifications

e Page length: LOIs are not to exceed 3 pages. Applicant teams are encouraged to only provide sufficient information
to be responsive to these items below and are welcome to use bullet point lists rather than detailed narrative that
would be better suited for a proposal.

¢ Cover page: All LOIs should include a cover page with names of primary researchers/investigators, organizational/
agency affiliation, contact information, anticipated and/or committed jurisdiction partners (if appropriate)**, and
title of proposed project. Cover page does not count toward total page length.

** Anticipated jurisdiction partners are defined as potential sites where the research may be conducted. Committed jurisdiction
partners have signed a letter of support to participate in the research. Letters of support by jurisdiction partners are not required
in the LOI stage. Rather, letters of support must accompany proposal applications in the proposal stage.



* Research objective(s): Clearly state the problem to be studied, identify the topic(s) (release decision, release
conditions, pretrial services) to be studied and specify the policy relevant research question(s); and how your
findings may contribute to policy change at the office, local, state, or legislative level.

¢ Study design and plan: Provide a summary of the study design or methodological approach, and describe data
necessary to conduct the study, specifying short and long term outcomes, follow-up timeframes, and an overview
of the analytical strategy.

« Written Deliverables: Provide a brief list of project deliverables within their corresponding timeframes. Arnold
Ventures encourages applicant teams to include at least two short, non-technical briefs for a general audience that
summarize policies and practices; findings; and policy implications. One brief should be centered on short-term
outcomes and the other should be based on long-term outcomes. Applicant teams are encouraged to explain what
additional deliverables will provide the greatest benefit for target audiences, including researchers, community
members, criminal justice agency stakeholders, policymakers, and practitioners. To understand if the research
influenced policy and practice, all final deliverables must include a description of any changes to policy and
practice in the jurisdiction. For example, if pretrial supervision levels are studied, and the findings indicate
that lower risk groups are being over-supervised, the final deliverable should address if the jurisdiction is making
changes to the supervision levels and what those changes are.

* Transparency: Provide a short statement on transparency. Please indicate whether or not partner agencies will
disclose their intent to be identified. If jurisdiction partners have not committed to the project yet, then applicant
teams should specify their goals related to transparency, including publishing findings, identifying partners (if
jurisdiction partners agree) in published materials, and publishing de-identified data and programming/code and
output if permitted through data sharing agreements. As a note, AV’s expectation is that research team members
and jurisdiction partners work together as findings and reports are being reviewed and finalized, so that results
and policy implications reflect the data as well as any next steps by jurisdiction partners. For applicant teams
comprised only of researchers, please specify if the data will be made publicly available at the completion of the
project.

* Team biographies: Provide a brief biography for all applicant team members, specifying their roles and
responsibilities for the project. Team biographies do not count toward the total page length.

o Budget: Specify the overall project cost, project timeline, and provide some detail on the anticipated drivers of this
cost. Some examples include personnel time, data acquisition, and travel and administrative costs. Offer a budget
that reflects the scope of the work proposed. The budget does not count toward the total page length. Please refer
to the “Budget” section for more detailed information on budget requirements and guidelines associated
with this RFP. If additional funding is anticipated, please provide a description and justification for these funds.

Jurisdiction LOI Application Submission

The Arnold Ventures Pretrial Justice team is eager to hear from jurisdictions about your interest in participating

in research to build a robust evidence base on pretrial policies and practices surrounding release decisions, release
conditions, and pretrial services. Importantly, we hope to understand where data and research can best inform
policies and practices in your jurisdiction. To do this, we have developed a LOI application that is uniquely tailored
for this purpose. This customized LOI for jurisdictions will assist us in identifying potential research partners for
your consideration. Additionally, we may seek to develop multi-jurisdiction projects to evaluate a specific policy
or practice that is a priority for more than one jurisdiction. While we are unable to guarantee that jurisdictions and
researchers can be successfully matched, we are committed to introducing jurisdictions and potential research
candidates to determine if there is alignment for a research project.

Jurisdiction applicant teams should complete the LOI application below. Jurisdiction LOI applications are due
by 11:59 p.m. EDT June 30, 2023. Please send the LOI to PretrialRFP@arnoldventures.org with the subject line,
“PRETRIAL RFP LOL.” All LOIs must adhere to the specifications below. Failure to meet any of these criteria within
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the specified timeframe may result in disqualification for further consideration of proposal submission. AV may
contact the project point of contact with questions following the LOI submission. Jurisdiction teams matched

with researchers to submit full proposals will be notified on or about July 14, 2023. Note: the proposal notification
date and the proposal submission due date may be moved to accommodate a longer timeframe for establishing
jurisdiction and research partnerships.

Jurisdiction LOI Application Specifications

o Jurisdiction teams have two options to complete their LOI application, through this Google Link, or in writing,. If

submitting in writing, please respond to the following questions in a brief memo. Please copy each question into
the memo along with providing a short response to each question. For questions that are not applicable, please
note this by indicating N/A as your response.

What policies and practices does your jurisdiction have in place regarding release decisions? (Note: examples
of this may include: bail schedule, pre-arraignment release, release on recognizance or mandatory release for
lower-level charges, use of a pretrial assessment etc.)

What policies and practices does your jurisdiction have in place regarding release conditions?

(Note: examples of this may include: assignment to electronic monitoring, drug testing, court

reminders, etc.)

What policies and practices does your jurisdiction have in place regarding pretrial services?

(Note: examples of this may include: varying levels of supervision intensity, use of a risk and/or needs
assessment, differing check-in procedures - telephone, video conference, in-person, supervision fees,
community-based/service provider referrals, voluntary treatment referrals, guidelines on responding to
technical and law violations, early release/discharge protocol, etc.)

What are the top three pretrial policies and practices that are most important to your jurisdiction to evaluate?
Please list these in a priority order, indicating which is most important to study for your jurisdiction and why.

What short- and long-term outcomes are most important to your jurisdiction? For each of these outcomes,
specify if the jurisdiction collects data on these outcomes. If unknown, please state this.
(Note: Please review the section above that provides examples of short- and long-term outcomes.)

What are the challenges with participating in research and what would be helpful to your jurisdiction to
address these challenges?

(Note: Examples of challenges with participating in research may be related to: data collection

and availability, limited resources and capacity to extract data and/or participate in research, time
commitment, urgency to complete study on a short timeframe, local support and buy-in from other
jurisdiction partners, etc.)

What jurisdiction agency/agencies and partner(s) are committed to participating in a research project?

Please indicate the main point of contact for your jurisdiction and provide an email address and telephone
number so that a member of the Arnold Ventures Pretrial Justice team may contact you directly to discuss
your LOL.

Budget

Applicant teams are encouraged to review this information during the LOI stage. If approved to move to the
proposal stage, applicant teams will be given a budget template to complete.

When creating a budget and budget justification narrative, applicants should keep in mind the following guidelines:

o Budgets should not exceed $350,000 for a single jurisdiction (e.g., pretrial services entity, court, locality,
municipality, city, county). If additional jurisdictions are added, applicant teams may increase the budget as
needed up to $25,000 per jurisdiction. For statewide projects, budgets should not exceed $500,000. For applicants
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comprised of researchers only and where administrative data is readily available or will be acquired, the budget
should not exceed $350,000.
e Inaddition,
- asubaward of up to $25,000 may be included in the budget to provide support, where needed, to courts/
pretrial services agencies to collect and extract data for the project;
- asubaward of up to $25,000 may be added to support a partnership with a community organization to
define research goals; collaborate in the research and/or data collection; and participate in analysis and
communication of the findings.

We recognize that there may be limitations in generalizing research findings when evaluations are completed
in just one site. In recognition of this, Arnold Ventures is interested in the examination of similar policies and
practices across a combination of multiple jurisdictions, courts and/or pretrial services entities.

Applicant teams are encouraged to send questions to Pretrial RFP@arnoldventures.org to discuss their
specific budget needs if they fall outside these guidelines.

Proposal Submission

Applicant teams selected to submit proposals will be contacted on or about July 14, 2023. Proposals are due by
11:59 p.m. EDT on September 1, 2023, and must be submitted via email to PretrialRFP@arnoldventures.org using
the subject line “PRETRIAL RESEARCH RFP PROPOSAL.” Proposal narrative, methods, and budget templates

will be provided to all applicant teams if selected to move to the proposal stage. AV may contact the project point

of contact with questions following the proposal submission. Letters of support from jurisdiction partners are
required and should accompany proposal materials.

Applicant Teams and Arnold Ventures Collaboration

o Ifagrantisawarded by AV, the institutions affiliated with the grant will be automatically enrolled as partners in
the National Partnership for Pretrial Justice (NPPJ), an AV grant-funded community of practitioners whose work
combines research, innovative policy development, and advocacy to reform our nation’s pretrial justice system.

o Ifselected for this award, as a stipulation of the grant agreement, AV expects all groups applying together (such as,
but not limited to researchers, sub-awardees, and sites) to work collaboratively with each other and in partnership
with our organization.

o Teams are expected to provide AV with regular updates, enlist us as necessary in solving problems and removing
obstacles that may interfere with research objectives, and communicate with us about research results as they
are obtained. The designated Primary Investigator(s) will be primarily responsible for organizing the agenda and
updates for each call or meeting with AV.

Project and Award Timeframe

Optional Conference Call

AV will answer questions related to this RFP during an optional Zoom call on June 1, 2023, at 1:00 EDT. Potential
applicant teams are encouraged to prepare for this conference call in advance by reviewing the research topics, and LOI
and proposal requirements. We encourage you to RSVP to the call (in case of technical difficulties) by emailing us at
PretrialRFP@arnoldventures.org. To join the call, please use the Zoom link sent to your inbox after you RSVP. Applicant
teams are welcome to submit questions in advance by emailing PretrialRFP@arnoldventures.org with “PRETRIAL
RFP CALL” in the subject line. Following the call, all questions and responses will be posted on AV’s website on or

about June 7, 2023. Applicant teams are encouraged to check the site and adhere to any changes made to the RFP.


mailto:PretrialRFP@arnoldventures.org
mailto:PretrialRFP@arnoldventures.org
mailto:PretrialRFP@arnoldventures.org
mailto:PretrialRFP@arnoldventures.org

Advisory Board

Our AV Pretrial Team works with a Pretrial Policy and Research Advisory Board. The Advisory Board is comprised
of researchers, practitioners, policymakers, and pretrial experts. The Advisory Board may be called upon to

assist us in the review of select proposals, and may make recommendations to AV on awards for proposals that
demonstrate quality and rigor based on the following criteria: (1) study design, (2) analytical strategy, (3) feasibility,
(4) research expertise, and (5) benefit to the field/advancement of research, policy, and practice.

Statement on Transparency and Research Integrity

AV is strongly committed to the principles of research transparency and integrity. To ensure the utmost in rigor, we
require all funded research projects to be pre- registered on the Open Science Framework website or an alternative,

such as Inter-university Consortium for Political and Social Research (ICPSR), and all non-confidential materials
be open and freely available. In the case of confidential data, proposals should address the feasibility of publicly
sharing a de-identified dataset for public use.
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