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Purchasing Division
2019 Washington Street East

Charleston, WV 25305-0130

State of West Virginia
Post Office Box 50130 Solicitation Response

Proc Folder : 152024

Proc Type : Central Master Agreement

Solicitation Description : |ntegrated Suitability Assessment System

Date issued Solicitation Closes Solicitation No Version
2016-07-05 SR 0612 ESR06211600000006215 1
13:30:00
VENDOR
000000214011
LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES INC
FOR INFORMATION CONTACT THE BUYER
Charles D Barnette
(304) 558-2566
charles.d.barnette@wv.gov
Signature X FEIN # DATE
All offers subject to all terms and conditions contained in this solicitation

Page :

FORM ID : WV-PRC-SR-001




Line Comm Ln Desc Qty Unit Issue  Unit Price Ln Total Or Contract Amount
1 Integrated Suitability assessment 250.00000 EA $160.000000 $40,000.00
System/Phase 1
Comm Code Manufacturer Specification Model #
80111718
Integrated Suitability Assessment System - Phase 1 Preliminary Screener Report - per candidate

Extended Description :

Line Comm Ln Desc Qty Unit Issue  Unit Price Ln Total Or Contract Amount
2 Integrated Suitability Assessment 150.00000  EA $200.000000 $30,000.00
System/Phase Il
Comm Code Manufacturer Specification Model #
80111718
Integrated Suitability Assessment System/Phase Il - Comprehensive Evaluation Reports - per candidate

Extended Description :

Line Comm Ln Desc Qty Unit Issue  Unit Price Ln Total Or Contract Amount
3 Integrated Suitability Assessment 20.00000 EA $100.000000 $2,000.00
System/Admin Fee
Comm Code Manufacturer Specification Model #
80111718
Extended Description :  [Integrated Suitability Assessment System/Administrative Fee for non-complete or fail to appear for interview - per
candidate
Line Comm Ln Desc Qty Unit Issue  Unit Price Ln Total Or Contract Amount
4 Integrated Suitability Assessment 1.00000 EA $125.000000 $125.00
System/Annual renewal fee
Comm Code Manufacturer Specification Model #
80111718
Integrated Suitability Assessment System/Annual renewal fee on on-line secuirty access

Extended Description :

Page: 2



® ;
Make The Right Choice

www.lesi.com

June 9, 2016

State of West Virginia
Department of Administration
Purchasing Division

2019 Washington Street, East
Charleston, WV 25305-0130

RE: Reply to RFQ# DPS 1600000008 Integrated Suitability Assessment System, West Virginia State Police

The attached proposal contains our detailed response to RFQ# DPS1600000008 (Integrated Suitability Assessment
System, West Virginia State Police). As noted in our response, we believe the LESI® Multi-domain Assessment
Process (including onlinePHQ®), meets or exceeds the requirements of the West Virginia State Police as described in
your specifications.

The following pricing information, which can also be found on page 12 of the signed RFQ (attached) will be valid
until August 31, 2016.

1. Multi-domain screening reports with onlinePHQ® $ 160.00 per applicant

(“Preliminary screener report” as described on RFQ, includes initial eligibility list as described in specifications)
2. Comprehensive Suitability Evaluation Report $ 200.00 per applicant

3. Administrative processing fee $ 100.00 per applicant

(Failure to initiate/complete onlinePHQ® after completing testing and/or failure to appear for scheduled interview)
4. Annual Renewal for online Security Access Fee: $ 125.00 per annual renewal

5. Training and consultation to Agency Personnel $ No charge

(Includes training in applicant administration, orientation of background investigators and unlimited telephone
consultation)

These prices are FOB South Charleston, WV and inclusive of all materials and regular administrative expenses as
well as travel, lodging, and food expense.

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to your proposal. If you are in need of any additional information, please
do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

”

JZ&;&,\_ m
Ellen B. Cuttler, President

EC:mw
Attachments

LESI®
Law Enforcement Services, Inc.
3409 West Wendover Avenue Suite A
Greensboro, North Carolina 27407
336.852.6902
www.lesi.com



Purchasing Dii{iison
2019 Washington Street East
Post Office Box 50130

Charleston, WV 25305-0130

State of West Virginia
Request for Quotation

31 — Public Safety

Proc Folder: 152024

Proc Type: Central Master Agreement

Doc Description: |Integrated Suitability Assessment System

Date Issued Solicitation Closes Solicitation No Version
2016-06-02 2016-07-05 CRFQ 0612 DPS1600000008 1
13:30:00

BID CLERK
DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION
PURCHASING DIVISION
2019 WASHINGTON ST E '
CHARLESTON = wv
us

25305

Vendor Name, Address and Teleﬂ:ﬂ!lone Number:
3409 - West Wendover
Greeus i)d/;!(;'l NC RT7407
Bzy) 3216702

Léw ‘E/t—ﬁil, rement Seviiee:

- -
9
o

e

|
FOR INFORMATION CONTACT THE BUYER

Charles D Barnette |
(304) 558-2566 ‘ 5

charles.d.barnette@wv.gov

y 2l
Signature X \/51/()/ W{" /f//t’ﬁ/dg#/{’ﬁ’)FElN# ﬁé“/dféé %5/

DATE é/@gﬁ ¢

All offers subject to all terms and conditions contained in this solicitation

Page: 1

FORM ID : WV-PRC-CRFQ-001



The West Virginia Purchasing Division is soliciting bids on behalf of WV State Police to establish an open-end contract for an integrated suitability

assessment system to support screening and selection of applicants to the West Virginia State Police Trooper position, per the attached
documentation.

WEST VIRGINIA STATE POL|CE WEST VIRGINIA STATE POLICE
4124 KANAWHA TURNPIKE 4124 KANAWHA TURNPIKE
SOUTH CHARLESTON WV25309 SOUTH CHARLESTON WV 25300
us us
Line Comm Ln Desc Qty Unit Issue Unit Price Total Price
1 Integrated Suitability assessment 250.00000 EA
System/Phase 1 |
Comm Code Manufacturer Specification Model #
80111718

Extended Description :
Integrated Suitability Assessment|System - Phase 1 Preliminary Screener Report - per candidate

WEST VIRGINIA STATE POLICE WEST VIRGINIA STATE POLICE

4124 KANAWHA TURNPIKE | 4124 KANAWHA TURNPIKE

SOUTH CHARLESTON WV 25309 SOUTH CHARLESTON WV 25300

us us

Line Comm Ln Desc Qty Unit Issue Unit Price Total Price
2 Integrated Suitabilityl Assessment 150.00000 EA

System/Phase |l

Comm Code Manufacturer Specification Model #
80111718

Extended Description :
Integrated Suitability Assessment System/Phase Il - Comprehensive Evaluation Reports - per candidate

WEST VIRGINIA STATE POLICE WEST VIRGINIA STATE POLICE

4124 KANAWHA TURNPIKE 4124 KANAWHA TURNPIKE

SOUTH CHARLESTON WV 25309 SOUTH CHARLESTON WV 25300
us us

Page: 2



Line Comm Ln Desc Qty Unit Issue Unit Price Total Price

3 Integrated Suitability Assessment 20.00000 EA
System/Admin Fee

Comm Code Manufacturer Specification Model #
80111718

Extended Description :
Integrated Suitability Assessment System/Administrative Fee for non-complete or fail to appear for interview - per candidate

WEST VIRGINIA STATE POLICE WEST VIRGINIA STATE POLICE

4124 KANAWHA TURNPIKE 4124 KANAWHA TURNPIKE

SOUTH CHARLESTON WV25309 SOUTH CHARLESTON WV 25309

us us

Line Comm Ln Desc Qty Unit Issue Unit Price Total Price
4 Integrated Suitability Assessment 1.00000 EA

System/Annual renewal fee

Comm Code Manufacturer Specification Model #
80111718

Extended Description : |
Integrated Suitability Assessment System/Annual renewal fee on on-line secuirty access

Line Event | Event Date

Technical Question Deadline 2016-06-17

Page: 3



Document Phase
DPS1600000008 Draft

Document Description

Integrated Suitability Assessment System

Page 4
of4

ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS

See attached document(s) for additional Terms and Conditions




INSTRUCTIONS TO VENDORS SUBMITTING BIDS

1. REVIEW DOCUMENTS THOROUGHLY:: The attached documents contain a solicitation
for bids. Please read these instructions and all documents attached in their entirety. These
instructions provide critical information about requirements that if overlooked could lead to
disqualification of a Vendor’s bid. All bids must be submitted in accordance with the provisions
contained in these instructions and the Solicitation. Failure to do so may result in disqualification

of Vendor’s bid.

2. MANDATORY TERMS: The Solicitation may contain mandatory provisions identified by
the use of the words “must,” “will,” and “shall.” Failure to comply with a mandatory term in the

Solicitation will result in bid disqualification.

3. PREBID MEETING: The item identified below shall apply to this Solicitation.

A pre-bid meeting will not be held prior to bid opening

[[] A NON-MANDATORY PRE-BID meeting will be held at the following place and time:

[[JA MANDATORY PRE-BID meeting will be held at the following place and time:

All Vendors submitting a bid must attend the mandatory pre-bid meeting. Failure to attend the
mandatory pre-bid meeting shall result in disqualification of the Vendor’s bid. No one person
attending the pre-bid meeting may represent more than one Vendor.

An attendance sheet provided at the pre-bid meeting shall serve as the official document
verifying attendance. The State will not accept any other form of proof or documentation to
verify attendance. Any person attending the pre-bid meeting on behalf of a Vendor must list on
the attendance sheet his or her name and the name of the Vendor he or she is representing.

Revised 05/04/2016 1



Additionally, the person attending the pre-bid meeting should include the Vendor’s E-Mail
address, phone number, and Fax number on the attendance sheet. It is the Vendor’s responsibility
to locate the attendance sheet and provide the required information. Failure to complete the
attendance sheet as required may result in disqualification of Vendor’s bid.

All Vendors should arrive prior to the starting time for the pre-bid. Vendors who arrive after the
starting time but prior to the end of the pre-bid will be permitted to sign in, but are charged with

knowing all matters discussed at the pre-bid.

Questions submitted at least five business days prior to a scheduled pre-bid will be discussed at
the pre-bid meeting if possible. Any discussions or answers 0 questions at the pre-bid meeting
are preliminary in nature and are non-binding. Official and binding answers to questions will be
published in a written addendum to the Solicitation prior to bid opening.

4. VENDOR QUESTION DEADLINE: Vendors may submit questions relating to this
Solicitation to the Purchasing Division. Questions must be submitted in writing. All questions
must be submitted on or before the date listed below and to the address listed below in order to
be considered. A written response will be published in a Solicitation addendum if a response is
possible and appropriate. Non-written discussions, conversations, or questions and answers
regarding this Solicitation are preliminary in nature and are nonbinding.

Submitted e-mails should have solicitation number in the subject line.

Question Submission Deadline: June 17, 2016 by 4:00 PM

Submit Ques‘[jons to: Charles Barnette

2019 Washington Street, East

Charleston, WV 25305

Fax: (304) 558-4115 (Vendors should not use this fax number for bid submission)

Email: Charles.D.Barnette@wv.gov

5. VERBAL COMMUNICATION: Any verbal communication between the Vendor and any
State personnel is not binding, including verbal communication at the mandatory pre-bid
conference. Only information issued in writing and added to the Solicitation by an official
written addendum by the Purchasing Division is binding.

6. BID SUBMISSION: All bids must be submitted electronically through wvOASIS or signed
and delivered by the Vendor to the Purchasing Division at the address listed below on or before
the date and time of the bid opening. Any bid received by the Purchasing Division staff is
considered to be in the possession of the Purchasing Division and will not be returned for any
reason. The Purchasing Division will not accept bids, modification of bids, or addendum
acknowledgment forms via e-mail. Acceptable delivery methods include electronic submission
via wvOASIS, hand delivery, delivery by courier, or facsimile.

Revised 05/04/2016 2



The bid delivery address is:

Department of Administration, Purchasing Division
2019 Washington Street East

Charleston, WV 25305-0130

A bid that is not submitted electronically through wvOASIS should contain the information
listed below on the face of the envelope or the bid may be rejected by the Purchasing Division.:

SEALED BID:
BUYER:
SOLICITATION NO.:
BID OPENING DATE:
BID OPENING TIME:
FAX NUMBER:

The Purchasing Division may prohibit the submission of bids electronically through wvOASIS at
its sole discretion. Such a prohibition will be contained and communicated in the wvOASIS
system resulting in the Vendor’s inability to submit bids through wvOASIS. Submission ofa
response to an Expression or Interest or Request for Proposal is not permitted in wvOASIS.

For Request For Proposal (“RFP”) Responses Only: In the event that Vendor is responding
to a request for proposal, the Vendor shall submit one original technical and one original cost
proposal plus NA convenience copies of each to the Purchasing Division at the
address shown above. Additionally, the Vendor should identify the bid type as either a technical
or cost proposal on the face of each bid envelope submitted in response to a request for proposal

as follows:

BID TYPE: (This only applies to CRFP)
[] Technical
[] Cost

7. BID OPENING: Bids submitted in response to this Solicitation will be opened at the location
identified below on the date and time listed below. Delivery of a bid after the bid opening date
and time will result in bid disqualification. For purposes of this Solicitation, a bid is considered
delivered when confirmation of delivery is provided by wvOASIS (in the case of electronic
submission) or when the bid is time stamped by the official Purchasing Division time clock (in

the case of hand delivery).

Bid Opening Date and Time: July 5, 2016 at 1:30 PM

Bid Opening Location: Department of Administration, Purchasing Division

2019 Washington Street East
Charleston, WV 25305-0130

Revised 05/04/2016



8. ADDENDUM ACKNOWLEDGEMENT: Changes or revisions to this Solicitation will be
made by an official written addendum issued by the Purchasing Division. Vendor should
acknowledge receipt of all addenda issued with this Solicitation by completing an Addendum
Acknowledgment Form, a copy of which is included herewith. Failure to acknowledge addenda
may result in bid disqualification. The addendum acknowledgement should be submitted with

the bid to expedite document processing.

9. BID FORMATTING: Vendor should type or electronically enter the information onto its bid
to prevent errors in the evaluation. Failure to type or electronically enter the information may

result in bid disqualification.

10. ALTERNATES: Any model, brand, or specification listed in this Solicitation establishes the
acceptable level of quality only and is not intended to reflect a preference for, or in any way
favor, a particular brand or vendor. Vendors may bid alternates to a listed model or brand
provided that the alternate is at least equal to the model or brand and complies with the required
specifications. The equality of any alternate being bid shall be determined by the State at its sole
discretion. Any Vendor bidding an alternate model or brand should clearly identify the alternate
items in its bid and should include manufacturer’s specifications, industry literature, and/or any
other relevant documentation demonstrating the equality of the alternate items. Failure to provide
information for alternate items may be grounds for rejection of a Vendor’s bid.

11. EXCEPTIONS AND CLARIFICATIONS: The Solicitation contains the specifications that
shall form the basis of a contractual agreement. Vendor shall clearly mark any exceptions,
clarifications, or other proposed modifications in its bid. Exceptions to, clarifications of, or
modifications of a requirement or term and condition of the Solicitation may result in bid

disqualification.

12. COMMUNICATION LIMITATIONS: In accordance with West Virginia Code of State
Rules §148-1-6.6, communication with the State of West Virginia or any of its employees
regarding this Solicitation during the solicitation, bid, evaluation or award periods, except
through the Purchasing Division, is strictly prohibited without prior Purchasing Division
approval. Purchasing Division approval for such communication is implied for all agency

delegated and exempt purchases.

13. REGISTRATION: Prior to Contract award, the apparent successful Vendor must be
properly registered with the West Virginia Purchasing Division and must have paid the $125 fee,

if applicable.

14. UNIT PRICE: Unit prices shall prevail in cases of a discrepancy in the Vendor’s bid.

15. PREFERENCE: Vendor Preference may only be granted upon written request and only in
accordance with the West Virginia Code § 5A-3-37 and the West Virginia Code of State Rules.
A Vendor Preference Certificate form has been attached hereto to allow Vendor to apply for the
preference. Vendor’s failure to submit the Vendor Preference Certificate form with its bid will
result in denial of Vendor Preference. Vendor Preference does not apply to construction projects.

Revised 05/04/2016



16. SMALL, WOMEN-OWNED, OR MINORITY-OWNED BUSINESSES: For any
solicitations publicly advertised for bid, in accordance with West Virginia Code §5A-3-
37(a)(7) and W. Va. CSR § 148-22-9, any non-resident vendor certified as a small, women-
owned, or minority-owned business under W. Va. CSR § 148-22-9 shall be provided the same
preference made available to any resident vendor. Any non-resident small, women-owned, or
minority-owned business must identify itself as such in writing, must submit that writing to the
Purchasing Division with its bid, and must be properly certified under W. Va. CSR § 148-22-9
prior to contract award to receive the preferences made available to resident vendors. Preference
for a non-resident small, women-owned, or minority owned business shall be applied in

accordance with W. Va. CSR § 148-22-9.

17. WAIVER OF MINOR IRREGULARITIES: The Director reserves the right to waive
minor irregularities in bids or specifications in accordance with West Virginia Code of State

Rules § 148-1-4.6.

18. ELECTRONIC FILE ACCESS RESTRICTIONS: Vendor must ensure that its
submission in wvOASIS can be accessed by the Purchasing Division staff immediately upon bid
opening. The Purchasing Division will consider any file that cannot be immediately opened
and/or viewed at the time of the bid opening (such as, encrypted files, password protected files,
or incompatible files) to be blank or incomplete as context requires, and are therefore
unacceptable. A vendor will not be permitted to unencrypt files, remove password protections, or
resubmit documents after bid opening if those documents are required with the bid.

19. NON-RESPONSIBLE: The Purchasing Division Director reserves the right to reject the
bid of any vendor as Non-Responsible in accordance with W. Va. Code of State Rules § 148-1-
5.3, when the Director determines that the vendor submitting the bid does not have the capability
to fully perform, or lacks the integrity and reliability to assure good-faith performance.”

20. ACCEPTANCE/REJECTION: The State may accept or reject any bid in whole, or in part
in accordance with W. Va. Code of State Rules § 148-1-4.5. and § 148-1-6.4.b.”

21. YOUR SUBMISSION IS A PUBLIC DOCUMENT: Vendor’s entire response to the
Solicitation and the resulting Contract are public documents. As public documents, they will be
disclosed to the public following the bid/proposal opening or award of the contract, as required
by the competitive bidding laws of West Virginia Code §§ 5A-3-1 et seq., 5-22-1 et seq., and
5G-1-1 et seq. and the Freedom of Information Act West Virginia Code §§ 29B-1-1 et seq.

DO NOT SUBMIT MATERIAL YOU CONSIDER TO BE CONFIDENTIAL, A TRADE
SECRET, OR OTHERWISE NOT SUBJECT TO PUBLIC DISCLOSURE.

Submission of any bid, proposal, or other document to the Purchasing Division constitutes your
explicit consent to the subsequent public disclosure of the bid, proposal, or document. The
Purchasing Division will disclose any document labeled “confidential,” “proprietary,” “trade
secret,” “private,” or labeled with any other claim against public disclosure of the documents, to
include any “trade secrets” as defined by West Virginia Code § 47-22-1 et seq. All submissions

are subject to public disclosure without notice.

Revised 05/04/2016



GENERAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS:

1. CONTRACTUAL AGREEMENT: Issuance of a Award Document signed by the
Purchasing Division Director, or his designee, and approved as to form by the Attorney
General’s office constitutes acceptance of this Contract made by and between the State of West
Virginia and the Vendor. Vendor’s signature on its bid signifies Vendor’s agreement to be bound

by and accept the terms and conditions contained in this Contract.

2. DEFINITIONS: As used in this Solicitation/Contract, the following terms shall have the
meanings attributed to them below. Additional definitions may be found in the specifications

included with this Solicitation/Contract.

2.1. “Agency” or “Agencies” means the agency, board, commission, or other entity of the State
of West Virginia that is identified on the first page of the Solicitation or any other public entity
seeking to procure goods or services under this Contract.

2.2. “Bid” or “Proposal” means the vendors submitted response to this solicitation.

2.3. “Contract” means the binding agreement that is entered into between the State and the
Vendor to provide the goods or services requested in the Solicitation.

2.4. “Director” means the Director of the West Virginia Department of Administration,
Purchasing Division.

2.5. “Purchasing Division” means the West Virginia Department of Administration, Purchasing
Division.

2.6. “Award Document” means the document signed by the Agency and the Purchasing
Division, and approved as to form by the Attorney General, that identifies the Vendor as the

contract holder.

2.7. “Solicitation” means the official notice of an opportunity to supply the State with goods or
services that is published by the Purchasing Division.

2.8. “State” means the State of West Virginia and/or any of its agencies, commissions, boards,
etc. as context requires.

2.9, “Vendor” or “Vendors” means any entity submitting a bid in response to the
Solicitation, the entity that has been selected as the lowest responsible bidder, or the entity that

has been awarded the Contract as context requires.

Revised 05/04/2016



3. CONTRACT TERM; RENEWAL; EXTENSION: The term of this Contract shall be
determined in accordance with the category that has been identified as applicable to this

Contract below:

Term Contract

Initial Contract Term: This Contract becomes effective on

Upon Award and extends for a period of ©ne (1) year(s).
Renewal Term: This Contract may be renewed upon the mutual written consent of the Agency,
and the Vendor, with approval of the Purchasing Division and the Attorney General’s office
(Attorney General approval is as to form only). Any request for renewal should be submitted to
the Purchasing Division thirty (30) days prior to the expiration date of the initial contract term or
appropriate renewal term. A Contract renewal shall be in accordance with the terms and
conditions of the original contract. Renewal of this Contract is limited to Three (%)

successive one (1) year periods or multiple renewal periods of less than one year, provided that
the multiple renewal periods do not exceed 36 months in total. Automatic renewal of
this Contract is prohibited. Notwithstanding the foregoing, Purchasing Division approval is not
required on agency delegated or exempt purchases. Attorney General approval may be required

for vendor terms and conditions.

Delivery Order Limitations: In the event that this contract permits delivery orders, a delivery
order may only be issued during the time this Contract is in effect. Any delivery order issued
within one year of the expiration of this Contract shall be effective for one year from the date the
delivery order is issued. No delivery order may be extended beyond one year after this Contract

has expired.

[] Fixed Period Contract: This Contract becomes effective upon Vendor’s receipt of the notice
to proceed and must be completed within days.

[] Fixed Period Contract with Renewals: This Contract becomes effective upon Vendor’s
receipt of the notice to proceed and part of the Contract more fully described in the attached

specifications must be completed within days.

Upon completion, the vendor agrees that maintenance, monitoring, or warranty services will be
provided for one year thereafter with an additional successive one year
renewal periods or multiple renewal periods of less than one year provided that the multiple
renewal periods do not exceed months in total. Automatic renewal of this

Contract is prohibited.

[] One Time Purchase: The term of this Contract shall run from the issuance of the Award
Document until all of the goods contracted for have been delivered, but in no event will this

Contract extend for more than one fiscal year.

[] Other: See attached.
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4. NOTICE TO PROCEED: Vendor shall begin performance of this Contract immediately
upon receiving notice to proceed unless otherwise instructed by the Agency. Unless otherwise
specified, the fully executed Award Document will be considered notice to proceed.

5. QUANTITIES: The quantities required under this Contract shall be determined in accordance
with the category that has been identified as applicable to this Contract below.

Open End Contract: Quantities listed in this Solicitation are approximations only, based on
estimates supplied by the Agency. It is understood and agreed that the Contract shall cover the
quantities actually ordered for delivery during the term of the Contract, whether more or less

than the quantities shown.

[] Service: The scope of the service to be provided will be more clearly defined in the
specifications included herewith.

[] Combined Service and Goods: The scope of the service and deliverable goods to be
provided will be more clearly defined in the specifications included herewith.

[] One Time Purchase: This Contract is for the purchase of a set quantity of goods that are
identified in the specifications included herewith. Once those items have been delivered, no
additional goods may be procured under this Contract without an appropriate change order
approved by the Vendor, Agency, Purchasing Division, and Attorney General’s office.

6. EMERGENCY PURCHASES: The Purchasing Division Director may authorize the
Agency to purchase goods or services in the open market that Vendor would otherwise provide
under this Contract if those goods or services are for immediate or expedited delivery in an
emergency. Emergencies shall include, but are not limited to, delays in transportation or an
unanticipated increase in the volume of work. An emergency purchase in the open market,
approved by the Purchasing Division Director, shall not constitute of breach of this Contract and
shall not entitle the Vendor to any form of compensation or damages. This provision does not
excuse the State from fulfilling its obligations under a One Time Purchase contract.

7. REQUIRED DOCUMENTS: All of the items checked below must be provided to the
Purchasing Division by the Vendor as specified below.

[] BID BOND (Construction Only): Pursuant to the requirements contained in W. Va. Code §
5-22-1(c), All Vendors submitting a bid on a construction project shall furnish a valid bid bond
in the amount of five percent (5%) of the total amount of the bid protecting the State of West
Virginia. The bid bond must be submitted with the bid.

[]PERFORMANCE BOND: The apparent successful Vendor shall provide a performance
bond in the amount of . The performance bond must be received by the

Purchasing Division prior to Contract award. On construction contracts, the performance bond
must be 100% of the Contract value.

Revised 05/04/2016



[] LABOR/MATERIAL PAYMENT BOND: The apparent successful Vendor shall provide a
labor/material payment bond in the amount of 100% of the Contract value. The labor/material
payment bond must be delivered to the Purchasing Division prior to Contract award.

In lieu of the Bid Bond, Performance Bond, and Labor/Material Payment Bond, the Vendor may
provide certified checks, cashier’s checks, or irrevocable letters of credit. Any certified check,
cashier’s check, or irrevocable letter of credit provided in lieu of a bond must be of the same
amount and delivered on the same schedule as the bond it replaces. A letter of credit submitted in
lieu of a performance and labor/material payment bond will only be allowed for projects under
$100,000. Personal or business checks are not acceptable.

[] MAINTENANCE BOND: The apparent successful Vendor shall provide a two (2) year
maintenance bond covering the roofing system. The maintenance bond must be issued and

delivered to the Purchasing Division prior to Contract award.

[] INSURANCE: The apparent successful Vendor shall furnish proof of the following insurance
prior to Contract award and shall list the state as a certificate holder:

[] Commercial General Liability Insurance: In the amount of
Or more.

[] Builders Risk Insurance: In an amount equal to 100% of the amount of the Contract.

a

The apparent successful Vendor shall also furnish proof of any additional insurance requirements
contained in the specifications prior to Contract award regardless of whether or not that

insurance requirement is listed above.
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[JLICENSE(S) / CERTIFICATIONS / PERMITS: In addition to anything required under the
Section entitled Licensing, of the General Terms and Conditions, the apparent successful Vendor
shall furnish proof of the following licenses, certifications, and/or permits prior to Contract
award, in a form acceptable to the Purchasing Division.

O

O

[

The apparent successful Vendor shall also furnish proof of any additional licenses or
certifications contained in the specifications prior to Contract award regardless of whether or not

that requirement is listed above.

8. WORKERS’ COMPENSATION INSURANCE: The apparent successful Vendor shall
comply with laws relating to workers compensation, shall maintain workers® compensation
insurance when required, and shall furnish proof of workers’ compensation insurance upon

request.

9. LITIGATION BOND: The Director reserves the right to require any Vendor that files a
protest of an award to submit a litigation bond in the amount equal to one percent of the lowest
bid submitted or $5,000, whichever is greater. The entire amount of the bond shall be forfeited if
the hearing officer determines that the protest was filed for frivolous or improper purpose,
including but not limited to, the purpose of harassing, causing unnecessary delay, or needless
expense for the Agency. All litigation bonds shall be made payable to the Purchasing Division.
In lieu of a bond, the protester may submit a cashier’s check or certified check payable to the
Purchasing Division. Cashier’s or certified checks will be deposited with and held by the State
Treasurer’s office. If it is determined that the protest has not been filed for frivolous or improper

purpose, the bond or deposit shall be returned in its entirety.

10. LIQUIDATED DAMAGES: Vendor shall pay liquidated damages in the amount of

for
This clause shall in no way be considered exclusive and shall not limit the State or Agency’s

right to pursue any other available remedy.
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11. ACCEPTANCE: Vendor’s signature on its bid, or on the certification and signature page.
constitutes an offer to the State that cannot be unilaterally withdrawn, signifies that the product
or service proposed by vendor meets the mandatory requirements contained in the Solicitation
for that product or service, unless otherwise indicated, and signifies acceptance of the terms and
conditions contained in the Solicitation unless otherwise indicated.

12. PRICING: The pricing set forth herein is firm for the life of the Contract, unless specified
elsewhere within this Solicitation/Contract by the State. A Vendor’s inclusion of price
adjustment provisions in its bid, without an express authorization from the State in the
Solicitation to do so, may result in bid disqualification.

13. PAYMENT: Payment in advance is prohibited under this Contract. Payment may only be
made after the delivery and acceptance of goods or services. The Vendor shall submit invoices,

in arrears.

14. PURCHASING CARD ACCEPTANCE: The State of West Virginia currently utilizes a
Purchasing Card program, administered under contract by a banking institution, to process

payment for goods and services. The Vendor must accept the State of West Virginia’s
Purchasing Card for payment of all orders under this Contract unless the box below is checked.

Vendor is not required to accept the State of West Virginia’s Purchasing Card as payment for
all goods and services.

15. TAXES: The Vendor shall pay any applicable sales, use, personal property or any other
taxes arising out of this Contract and the transactions contemplated thereby. The State of
West Virginia is exempt from federal and state taxes and will not pay or reimburse such taxes.

16. ADDITIONAL FEES: Vendor is not permitted to charge additional fees or assess
additional charges that were not either expressly provided for in the solicitation published by the
State of West Virginia or included in the unit price or lump sum bid amount that Vendor 1s
required by the solicitation to provide. Including such fees or charges as notes to the solicitation
may result in rejection of vendor’s bid. Requesting such fees or charges be paid after the
contract has been awarded may result in cancellation of the contract.

17. FUNDING: This Contract shall continue for the term stated herein, contingent upon funds
being appropriated by the Legislature or otherwise being made available. In the event funds are
not appropriated or otherwise made available, this Contract becomes void and of no effect
beginning on July 1 of the fiscal year for which funding has not been appropriated or otherwise

made available.

18. CANCELLATION: The Purchasing Division Director reserves the right to cancel this
Contract immediately upon written notice to the vendor if the materials or workmanship supplied
do not conform to the specifications contained in the Contract. The Purchasing Division Director
may also cancel any purchase or Contract upon 30 days written notice to the Vendor in
accordance with West Virginia Code of State Rules § 148-1-6.1.e.
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19. TIME: Time is of the essence with regard to all matters of time and performance in this
Contract.

20. APPLICABLE LAW: This Contract is governed by and interpreted under West Virginia
law without giving effect to its choice of law principles. Any information provided in

specification manuals, or any other source, verbal or written, which contradicts or violates the
West Virginia Constitution, West Virginia Code or West Virginia Code of State Rules is void

and of no effect.

21. COMPLIANCE: Vendor shall comply with all applicable federal, state, and local laws,
regulations and ordinances. By submitting a bid, Vendor acknowledges that it has reviewed,
understands, and will comply with all applicable laws, regulations, and ordinances.

22. ARBITRATION: Any references made to arbitration contained in this Contract, Vendor’s
bid, or in any American Institute of Architects documents pertaining to this Contract are hereby
deleted, void, and of no effect.

23. MODIFICATIONS: This writing is the parties” final expression of intent. Notwithstanding
anything contained in this Contract to the contrary no modification of this Contract shall be
binding without mutual written consent of the Agency, and the Vendor, with approval of the
Purchasing Division and the Attorney General’s office (Attorney General approval is as to form
only). Any change to existing contracts that adds work or changes contract cost, and were not
included in the original contract, must be approved by the Purchasing Division and the Attorney
General’s Office (as to form) prior to the implementation of the change or commencement of

work affected by the change.

24. WAIVER: The failure of either party to insist upon a strict performance of any of the terms
or provision of this Contract, or to exercise any option, right, or remedy herein contained, shall
not be construed as a waiver or a relinquishment for the future of such term, provision, option,
right, or remedy, but the same shall continue in full force and effect. Any waiver must be
expressly stated in writing and signed by the waiving party.

25. SUBSEQUENT FORMS: The terms and conditions contained in this Contract shall
supersede any and all subsequent terms and conditions which may appear on any form
documents submitted by Vendor to the Agency or Purchasing Division such as price lists, order
forms, invoices, sales agreements, or maintenance agreements, and includes internet websites or
other electronic documents. Acceptance or use of Vendor’s forms does not constitute acceptance

of the terms and conditions contained thereon.

26. ASSIGNMENT: Neither this Contract nor any monies due, or to become due hereunder,
may be assigned by the Vendor without the express written consent of the Agency, the
Purchasing Division, the Attorney General’s office (as to form only), and any other government
agency or office that may be required to approve such assignments. Notwithstanding the
foregoing, Purchasing Division approval may or may not be required on certain agency delegated

or exempt purchases.
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27. WARRANTY:: The Vendor expressly warrants that the goods and/or services covered by
this Contract will: (a) conform to the specifications, drawings, samples, or other description
furnished or specified by the Agency; (b) be merchantable and fit for the purpose intended; and
(¢) be free from defect in material and workmanship.

28. STATE EMPLOYEES: State employees are not permitted to utilize this Contract for
personal use and the Vendor is prohibited from permitting or facilitating the same.

29. BANKRUPTCY: In the event the Vendor files for bankruptcy protection, the State of West
Virginia may deem this Contract null and void, and terminate this Contract without notice.

30. PRIVACY, SECURITY, AND CONFIDENTIALITY: The Vendor agrees that it will not
disclose to anyone, directly or indirectly, any such personally identifiable information or other
confidential information gained from the Agency, unless the individual who is the subject of the
information consents to the disclosure in writing or the disclosure is made pursuant to the
Agency’s policies, procedures, and rules. Vendor further agrees to comply with the
Confidentiality Policies and Information Security Accountability Requirements, set forth in

http.//www state.wv.us/admin/purchase/privacy/default.html.

31. YOUR SUBMISSION IS A PUBLIC DOCUMENT: Vendor’s entire response to the
Solicitation and the resulting Contract are public documents. As public documents, they will be
disclosed to the public following the bid/proposal opening or award of the contract, as required
by the competitive bidding laws of West Virginia Code §§ 5A-3-1 et seq., 5-22-1 et seq., and
5G-1-1 et seq. and the Freedom of Information Act West Virginia Code §§ 29B-1-1 et seq.

DO NOT SUBMIT MATERIAL YOU CONSIDER TO BE CONFIDENTIAL, A TRADE
SECRET, OR OTHERWISE NOT SUBJECT TO PUBLIC DISCLOSURE.

Submission of any bid, proposal, or other document to the Purchasing Division constitutes your
explicit consent to the subsequent public disclosure of the bid, proposal, or document. The
Purchasing Division will disclose any document labeled “confidential,” “proprietary,” “trade
secret,” “private,” or labeled with any other claim against public disclosure of the documents, to
include any “trade secrets” as defined by West Virginia Code § 47-22-1 et seq. All submissions

are subject to public disclosure without notice.

32. LICENSING: In accordance with West Virginia Code of State Rules § 148-1-6.1.e, Vendor
must be licensed and in good standing in accordance with any and all state and local laws and
requirements by any state or local agency of West Virginia, including, but not limited to, the
West Virginia Secretary of State’s Office, the West Virginia Tax Department, West Virginia
Insurance Commission, or any other state agency or political subdivision. Upon request, the
Vendor must provide all necessary releases to obtain information to enable the Purchasing
Division Director or the Agency to verify that the Vendor is licensed and in good standing with

the above entities.
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33. ANTITRUST: In submitting a bid to, signing a contract with, or accepting a Award
Document from any agency of the State of West Virginia, the Vendor agrees to convey, sell,
assign, or transfer to the State of West Virginia all rights, title, and interest in and to all causes of
action it may now or hereafter acquire under the antitrust laws of the United States and the State
of West Virginia for price fixing and/or unreasonable restraints of trade relating to the particular
commodities or services purchased or acquired by the State of West Virginia. Such assignment
shall be made and become effective at the time the purchasing agency tenders the initial payment

to Vendor.

34. VENDOR CERTIFICATIONS: By signing its bid or entering into this Contract, Vendor
certifies (1) that its bid or offer was made without prior understanding, agreement, or connection
with any corporation, firm, limited liability company, partnership, person or entity submitting a
bid or offer for the same material, supplies, equipment or services; (2) that its bid or offer is in all
respects fair and without collusion or fraud; (3) that this Contract is accepted or entered into
without any prior understanding, agreement, or connection to any other entity that could be
considered a violation of law; and (4) that it has reviewed this Solicitation in its entirety;
understands the requirements, terms and conditions, and other information contained herein.

Vendor’s signature on its bid or offer also affirms that neither it nor its representatives have any
interest, nor shall acquire any interest, direct or indirect, which would compromise the
performance of its services hereunder. Any such interests shall be promptly presented in detail to
the Agency. The individual signing this bid or offer on behalf of Vendor certifies that he or she is
authorized by the Vendor to execute this bid or offer or any documents related thereto on
Vendor’s behalf; that he or she is authorized to bind the Vendor in a contractual relationship; and
that, to the best of his or her knowledge, the Vendor has properly registered with any State

agency that may require registration.

35. VENDOR RELATIONSHIP: The relationship of the Vendor to the State shall be that of an
independent contractor and no principal-agent relationship or employer-employee relationship is
contemplated or created by this Contract. The Vendor as an independent contractor is solely
liable for the acts and omissions of its employees and agents. Vendor shall be responsible for
selecting, supervising, and compensating any and all individuals employed pursuant to the terms
of this Solicitation and resulting contract. Neither the Vendor, nor any employees or
subcontractors of the Vendor, shall be deemed to be employees of the State for any purpose
whatsoever. Vendor shall be exclusively responsible for payment of employees and contractors
for all wages and salaries, taxes, withholding payments, penalties, fees, fringe benefits,
professional liability insurance premiums, contributions to insurance and pension, or other
deferred compensation plans, including but not limited to, Workers” Compensation and Social
Security obligations, licensing fees, etc. and the filing of all necessary documents, forms, and

returns pertinent to all of the foregoing.

Vendor shall hold harmless the State, and shall provide the State and Agency with a defense
against any and all claims including, but not limited to, the foregoing payments, withholdings,
contributions, taxes, Social Security taxes, and employer income tax returns.
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36. INDEMNIFICATION: The Vendor agrees to indemnify, defend, and hold harmless the
State and the Agency, their officers, and employees from and against: (1) Any claims or losses
for services rendered by any subcontractor, person, or firm performing or supplying services,
materials, or supplies in connection with the performance of the Contract; (2) Any claims or
losses resulting to any person or entity injured or damaged by the Vendor, its officers,
employees, or subcontractors by the publication, translation, reproduction, delivery,
performance, use, or disposition of any data used under the Contract in a manner not authorized
by the Contract, or by Federal or State statutes or regulations; and (3) Any failure of the Vendor,
its officers, employees, or subcontractors to observe State and Federal laws including, but not

limited to, labor and wage and hour laws.

37. PURCHASING AFFIDAVIT: In accordance with West Virginia Code § 5A-3-10a, all
Vendors are required to sign, notarize, and submit the Purchasing Affidavit stating that neither
the Vendor nor a related party owe a debt to the State in excess of $1,000. The affidavit must be
submitted prior to award, but should be submitted with the Vendor’s bid. A copy of the

Purchasing Affidavit is included herewith.

38. ADDITIONAL AGENCY AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT USE: This Contract may be
utilized by other agencies, spending units, and political subdivisions of the State of West
Virginia; county, municipal, and other local government bodies; and school districts (“Other
Government Entities™). Any extension of this Contract to the aforementioned Other Government
Entities must be on the same prices, terms, and conditions as those offered and agreed to in this
Contract, provided that such extension is in compliance with the applicable laws, rules, and
ordinances of the Other Government Entity. If the Vendor does not wish to extend the prices,
terms, and conditions of its bid and subsequent contract to the Other Government Entities, the
Vendor must clearly indicate such refusal in its bid. A refusal to extend this Contract to the Other
Government Entities shall not impact or influence the award of this Contract in any manner.

39. CONFLICT OF INTEREST: Vendor, its officers or members or employees, shall not
presently have or acquire an interest, direct or indirect, which would conflict with or compromise
the performance of its obligations hereunder. Vendor shall periodically inquire of its officers,
members and employees to ensure that a conflict of interest does not arise. Any conflict of

interest discovered shall be promptly presented in detail to the Agency.

40. REPORTS: Vendor shall provide the Agency and/or the Purchasing Division with the
following reports identified by a checked box below:

Such reports as the Agency and/or the Purchasing Division may request. Requested reports
may include, but are not limited to, quantities purchased, agencies utilizing the contract, total

contract expenditures by agency, etc.

[[] Quarterly reports detailing the total quantity of purchases in units and dollars, along with a
listing of purchases by agency. Quarterly reports should be delivered to the Purchasing Division

via email at purchasing.requisitions@wv.gov.
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41. BACKGROUND CHECK: In accordance with W. Va. Code § 15-2D-3, the Director of the
Division of Protective Services shall require any service provider whose employees are regularly
employed on the grounds or in the buildings of the Capitol complex or who have access to
sensitive or critical information to submit to a fingerprint-based state and federal background
inquiry through the state repository. The service provider is responsible for any costs associated
with the fingerprint-based state and federal background inquiry.

After the contract for such services has been approved, but before any such employees are
permitted to be on the grounds or in the buildings of the Capitol complex or have access to
sensitive or critical information, the service provider shall submit a list of all persons who will be
physically present and working at the Capitol complex to the Director of the Division of
Protective Services for purposes of verifying compliance with this provision. The State reserves
the right to prohibit a service provider’s employees from accessing sensitive or critical
information or to be present at the Capitol complex based upon results addressed from a criminal

background check.

Service providers should contact the West Virginia Division of Protective Services by phone at
(304) 558-9911 for more information.

42. PREFERENCE FOR USE OF DOMESTIC STEEL PRODUCTS: Except when
authorized by the Director of the Purchasing Division pursuant to W. Va. Code § 5A-3-56, no
contractor may use or supply steel products for a State Contract Project other than those steel
products made in the United States. A contractor who uses steel products in violation of this
section may be subject to civil penalties pursuant to W. Va. Code § 5A-3-56. As used in this

section:

a. “State Contract Project” means any erection or construction of, or any addition to, alteration of
or other improvement to any building or structure, including, but not limited to, roads or
highways, or the installation of any heating or cooling or ventilating plants or other equipment,
or the supply of and materials for such projects, pursuant to a contract with the State of West

Virginia for which bids were solicited on or after June 6, 2001.
b. “Steel Products™ means products rolled, formed, shaped, drawn, extruded, forged, cast,

fabricated or otherwise similarly processed, or processed by a combination of two or more or
such operations, from steel made by the open heath, basic oxygen, electric furnace, Bessemer or
other steel making process. The Purchasing Division Director may, in writing, authorize the use
of foreign steel products if’

c. The cost for each contract item used does not exceed one tenth of one percent (.1%) of the
total contract cost or two thousand five hundred dollars ($2,500.00), whichever is greater. For the
purposes of this section, the cost is the value of the steel product as delivered to the project; or

d. The Director of the Purchasing Division determines that specified steel materials are not
produced in the United States in sufficient quantity or otherwise are not reasonably available to

meet contract requirements.
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43. PREFERENCE FOR USE OF DOMESTIC ALUMINUM, GLASS, AND STEEL: In
Accordance with W. Va. Code § 5-19-1 et seq., and W. Va. CSR § 148-10-1 et seq., for every
contract or subcontract, subject to the limitations contained herein, for the construction,
reconstruction, alteration, repair, improvement or maintenance of public works or for the
purchase of any item of machinery or equipment to be used at sites of public works, only
domestic aluminum, glass or steel products shall be supplied unless the spending officer
determines, in writing, after the receipt of offers or bids, (1) that the cost of domestic aluminum,
glass or steel products is unreasonable or inconsistent with the public interest of the State of
West Virginia, (2) that domestic aluminum, glass or steel products are not produced in sufficient
quantities to meet the contract requirements, or (3) the available domestic aluminum, glass, or
steel do not meet the contract specifications. This provision only applies to public works
contracts awarded in an amount more than fifty thousand dollars ($50,000) or public works
contracts that require more than ten thousand pounds of steel products.

The cost of domestic aluminum, glass, or steel products may be unreasonable if the cost is more
than twenty percent (20%) of the bid or offered price for foreign made aluminum, glass, or steel
products. If the domestic aluminum, glass or steel products to be supplied or produced in a
“substantial labor surplus area”, as defined by the United States Department of Labor, the cost of
domestic aluminum, glass, or steel products may be unreasonable if the cost is more than thirty
percent (30%) of the bid or offered price for foreign made aluminum, glass, or steel products.
This preference shall be applied to an item of machinery or equipment, as indicated above, when
the item is a single unit of equipment or machinery manufactured primarily of aluminum, glass
or steel, is part of a public works contract and has the sole purpose or of being a permanent part
of a single public works project. This provision does not apply to equipment or machinery
purchased by a spending unit for use by that spending unit and not as part of a single public

works project.

All bids and offers including domestic aluminum, glass or steel products that exceed bid or offer
prices including foreign aluminum, glass or steel products after application of the preferences
provided in this provision may be reduced to a price equal to or lower than the lowest bid or
offer price for foreign aluminum, glass or steel products plus the applicable preference. If the
reduced bid or offer prices are made in writing and supersede the prior bid or offer prices, all
bids or offers, including the reduced bid or offer prices, will be reevaluated in accordance with

this rule.

Revised 05/04/2016 17



DESIGNATED CONTACT: Vendor appoints the individual identified in this Section as the
Contract Administrator and the initial point of contact for matters relating to this Contract.

M Cpt fesitut

(Name, Title) - i
Flen_Cuttler  Lrsdat
(Printed Name and Title) _ ‘
309 A West Wendgver Aenue Cieensboro, M 27407
(Address) : d / ’
(324) §52-6902_(phone) b3) 295-0110 Chy)

(Phone Number) / (Fax Number)

Ccutilere (€51 con
(email address)

CERTIFICATION AND SIGNATURE: By signing below, or submitting documentation
through wvOASIS, 1 certify that I have reviewed this Solicitation in its entirety; that I understand
the requirements, terms and conditions, and other information contained herein; that this bid,
offer or proposal constitutes an offer to the State that cannot be unilaterally withdrawn; that the
product or service proposed meets the mandatory requirements contained in the Solicitation for
that product or service, unless otherwise stated herein; that the Vendor accepts the terms and
conditions contained in the Solicitation, unless otherwise stated herein; that I am submitting this
bid, offer or proposal for review and consideration; that I am authorized by the vendor to execute
and submit this bid, offer, or proposal, or any documents related thereto on vendor’s behalf; that
I am authorized to bind the vendor in a contractual relationship; and that to the best of my
knowledge, the vendor has properly registered with any State agency that may require

registration.

Law ffz’@éfz(ﬂmé%f Services, Tnc .
(Company) ’

s (ot Posdad"

(Authorized Signature) (Representative Name, Title)

g//tﬂf’l Céc#ff’r’, ./;jf’fjfiﬁ/f;t'f'
(Printed Name and Title of Authorized Representative)

Ture 10, 4014

(Date)
(336) F52-£503 (phone) (3%}5/9’%57/////7&0

(Phone Number) (Fax Number) ’
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REQUEST FOR QUOTATION
CRFQ DPS1600000008

SPECIFICATIONS

1. PURPOSE AND SCOPE: The West Virginia Purchasing Division is soliciting bids on
behalf of the West Virginia State Police to establish an open-end contract for an
integrated suitability assessment system to support screening and selection of applicants
to the West Virginia State Police Trooper position.

2. DEFINITIONS: The terms listed below shall have the meanings assigned to them
below. Additional definitions can be found in section 2 of the General Terms and

Conditions.

2.1 “Contract Item” or “Contract Items” means the list of items identified in Section
3.1 below and on the Pricing Pages.

2.2 “Pricing Pages” means the schedule of prices, estimated order quantity, and totals
contained in wvOASIS or attached hereto as Exhibit A, and used to evaluate the

Solicitation responses.

2.3 “Solicitation” means the official notice of an opportunity to supply the State with
goods or services that is published by the Purchasing Division.

3. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS:

3.1 Contract Items and Mandatory Requirements: Vendor shall provide
Agency with the Contract Items listed below on an open-end and continuing
basis. Contract Items must meet or exceed the mandatory requirements as

shown below.

3.1.1 Contract Item #1 - Suitability Assessment System

Specifications:

This system must have direct usefulness to our existing selection processes including background
and personal history investigation, as well as assessment of the relevant cognitive, educational
and inter-personal abilities necessary to perform critical job components and duties of this
position. The system must assess suitability to complete training and subsequently, perform the
duties of a West Virginia-State Trooper as well as gather, organize and evaluate applicant
background and personal history information for use in our background investigation and review

process.

Phase #1
Report #1 — Comprehensive Compilation -The vendor will use a pre-conditional offer of

employment personal history/background questionnaire. This questionnaire provides for the
collection of detailed personal history/background information on law enforcement
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applicants. The questionnaire must be able to be completed on-line, over the Internet and
administered through a secure site under the control of the vendor. Vendor must have a fully
developed production on-line questionnaire with a history of significant utilization in support
of law enforcement employment selection processes. Newly developed and/or “beta”
versions without a history of sustained viability may not be considered. Evidence of vendor
experience and the use of the on-line questionnaire should be provided with bid, however it
will be required before award. This is to be within the Agency’s required timeframe which
would be upon notification to the vendor of an expected screening and selection process of
applicants for WV State Trooper. The following scores and reports are necessary to support

our selection process:

A. For each applicant, a set of detailed reports derived from personal history must be

provided to include:
1. Background Investigators report of a comprehensive compilation of the applicant’s

personal life history. The data must be organized into sections as follows:
SECTION 1 — Identifying information: Contains name and SSN.

SECTION 2 — Detailed information regarding residences, parents and siblings and
drivers license information.

SECTION 3 — Educational history

SECTION 4 — Detailed employment history for the past 10 years. This section must

include:
Basic descriptive information (name, address, telephone number of employer, dates

of employment, description of duties, supervisor name, reason for leaving place(s) of
employment.

Performance and/or disciplinary incidents.

SECTION 5 — Military History — Dates of service, rank progression, disciplinary
history, discharge status.

SECTION 6 — Marital Status, Family Information, Information regarding marriage,
children.

SECTION 7 — Legal. This section must contain a history of infractions, arrests,
integrity violations and civil actions as well as dispositions.

SECTION 8 — Substance Abuse — History of use of illegal substances and description
of current use of legal substances.

SECTION 9 — Applications to other agencies (include dates of application and
disposition).
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SECTION 10 — Other legal incidents; includes incidents of domestic violence.

Phase #1
Report #2 Life Events Report - This must include a summarization of the information

described above to be used by background investigators and reviewers to identify
pertinent issues prior to conducting their interview. The report must organize pertinent
data into “life events” identified by background investigators as germane to evaluating
applicant personal history. The life event report must include a “begin and end date” for
each event(s) in question and as well as the frequency of these events (if applicable).

Phase #1
Report #3 Critical Items Report - This report analyzes life event data and identifies

critical items and negative indicators used to focus background investigation review as
well as to generate specific risk scores used to assess applicant suitability. Critical items
and negative indicators are further defined below:

o Critical Ttems: Are items, which have been directly linked, through published
researched, to specific job outcomes in law enforcement.

« Negative Indicators: Are items, which although linked to negative outcome by
subject matter have not been completely empirically validated and, as such are
identified as items for investigator follow up.

Phase #1
Report #4 Bio Data Summary - This report must contain a listing of the various bio

data indices as well as an overall risk rating for each applicant’s background.

Phase #1
Report #5 Discrepancy Report - This report must contain discrepancies that are

identified when the applicant’s responses are compared to previous applications to the
West Virginia State Police and/or other law enforcement agencies in the vendor’s

proprietary data base.

Phase #1

Report #6 Initial Eligibility List - An initial eligibility list, rank ordering applicants in
terms of overall suitability for initial referral subsequent selection stages in terms of both
suitability and selection efficiency, must be available within 1 week of test

administration.

Phase #1
Report #7 Screening Reports - Screening reports documenting and detailing life

history, cognitive ability/educational achievement and interpersonal ability scores into a
single suitability prediction. The report must also include specific findings in each of

these areas for use by interviewers and background reviewers.
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Similar to 1 above, documentation of selection ratios with reference to specific
groups must be congruent with the characteristics of the West Virginia State Police
applicants screened in the past 10 years in terms of size (of applicant pool),
demographics, and initial qualifications. The critical performance attributes of the
target job must also be congruent with the duties of a West Virginia State Trooper as
defined by occupational analysis. The results must include no less than 500
applicants and no more than 10 years of past history. The results cited must also
relate only to the specific instruments/process proposed.

3. Necessary documentation, training and supervision to the West Virginia State Police
Personnel Director for administration of assessment instruments must be provided.
This should be ongoing training and supervision as needed. Similarly, a program for
follow up consultation and decision making support must be provided. Finally, the
proposal must include an ongoing program for validation of suitability predictions as
well as evaluations of the effectiveness of the screening program as compared to
previous academy training yields and initial job performance of graduates.

B. Sample reports (life history reports, screening reports, comprehensive suitability report)
and description of scoring scheme.

C. Cost of ancillary and/or support services (ongoing validation and effectiveness
evaluation: training and decision making support)

D. Qualifications of Vendor and/or Vendor’s Staff or other individuals who would perform
the professional and artistic services. These are to be submitted with the bid.

1. Description of Company and Services

ii. Qualifications of principal service providers. Include education and
professional license information for all proposed service providers.
Indicate if these providers are full time employees or subcontractors.

iil. List of contracts and references including the number of similar
assessments performed for and each referenced client and the dates that

these services were provided.
1v. Description of published, peer reviewed, research based on the data and/or

processes to be utilized in this project

Screening Report Specification

A report documenting and detailing life history, cognitive ability/educational achievement and
interpersonal scores into a single suitability prediction.
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« The report must also include specific findings in each of these areas for use by
interviewers and background reviewers.

« These reports must be available within 3 working days of completion of
assessment process.

« Must be able to be transmitted in secure electronic format.

« This report must combine life history and bio-data information collected by the
pre-conditional offer of employment, personal history/background questionnaire
with results of psychometric test (cognitive, educational and
personality/interactive abilities) into a single document.

« This comprehensive report must integrate data from not less than three
domains.

1. Cognitive Ability/Educational Potential
2. Background/Life History
3. Interactive/Interpersonal Abilities

This report must place applicants into a suitable category:
Category 1: Minimum standards are met. While a minor negative indication may exist,

testing shows that the candidate should satisfactorily complete the application process and should

have satisfactory job performance.
Category 2: Numerous minor negative factors are indicated in testing. While the

candidate may be suitable, performance is likely to be marginal.
Category 3: Major contra-indication is suggested by the testing. There is a significant
likelihood that the candidate will not successfully complete the application process, training

and/or will perform unsatisfactorily.

« Within each category, this report must identify indicators within specific areas,

Background
Intelligence
Education

Work History
Personality
Honesty & Integrity

« This report must also contain specific “on the job: performance predictions.
These predictions must be based on published research and compare each
applicant’s bio-data and psychometric test scores to the vendor’s research
database. Based on this information, this report must predict the probability of

the following outcomes:
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« Selection Process Success-passing all stages of the typical law
enforcement employment process (aptitude, oral board, background,
suitability and being placed on an eligibility list).

« Completion of Training and/or Probation-selected from eligibility list,
employed successfully completing academy and field training, remaining
employed 12 months (subsequent to training) without significant
performance problems.

« Disciplinary Action/Job Dysfunction-experienced disciplinary action
(multiple reprimands, brief suspensions, terminations) for specific job
related infractions such as lateness, attendance, conduct, integrity, use of

force.

4. CONTRACT AWARD:

4.1 Contract Award: The Contract is intended to provide Agencies with a
purchase price on all Contract Items. The Contract shall be awarded to the
Vendor that provides the Contract Items meeting the required specifications
for the lowest overall total cost as shown on the Pricing Pages.

4.2 Pricing Pages: Vendor should complete the Pricing Pages by filling in Unit
Price, Extended Price, the Total and the vendor information. Vendor should
complete the Pricing Pages in their entirety as failure to do so may result in
Vendor’s bids being disqualified.

The Pricing Pages contain a list of the Contract Items and estimated
purchase volume. The estimated purchase volume for each item represents
the approximate volume of anticipated purchases only. No future use of the
Contract or any individual item is guaranteed or implied.

Vendor should electronically enter the information into the Pricing Pages
through wvOASIS, if available, or as an electronic document.

5. ORDERING AND PAYMENT:

5.1 Ordering: Vendor shall accept orders through wvOASIS, regular mail, facsimile,

e-mail, or any other written form of communication. Vendor may, but is not

required to, accept on-line orders through a secure internet ordering portal/website.

If Vendor has the ability to accept on-line orders, it should include in its response a
brief description of how Agencies may utilize the on-line ordering system. Vendor
shall ensure that its on-line ordering system is properly secured prior to processing

Agency orders on-line.

Revised 10/27/2014



REQUEST FOR QUOTATION
CRFQ DPS1600000008

5.2 Payment: Vendor shall accept payment in accordance with the payment
procedures of the State of West Virginia.

6. DELIVERY AND RETURN:

6.1 Delivery Time: Vendor shall deliver standard orders on a schedule to be worked
out with the WV State Police. Vendor shall deliver emergency orders on a schedule
to be worked out with the WV State Police. Vendor shall ship all orders in
accordance with the above schedule and shall not hold orders until a minimum

delivery quantity is met.

6.2 Late Delivery: The Agency placing the order under this Contract must be notified
in writing if orders will be delayed for any reason. Any delay in delivery that could
cause harm to an Agency will be grounds for cancellation of the delayed order,
and/or obtaining the items ordered from a third party.

Any Agency seeking to obtain items from a third party under this provision must
first obtain approval of the Purchasing Division.

6.3 Delivery Payment/Risk of Loss: Standard order delivery shall be F.O.B.
destination to the Agency’s location. Vendor shall include the cost of standard
order delivery charges in its bid pricing/discount and is not permitted to charge the
Agency separately for such delivery. The Agency will pay delivery charges on all
emergency orders provided that Vendor invoices those delivery costs as a separate
charge with the original freight bill attached to the invoice.

6.4 Return of Unacceptable Items: If the Agency deems the Contract Items to be
unacceptable, the Contract Items shall be returned to Vendor at Vendor’s expense
and with no restocking charge. Vendor shall either make arrangements for the
return within five (5) days of being notified that items are unacceptable, or permit
the Agency to arrange for the return and reimburse Agency for delivery expenses.
If the original packaging cannot be utilized for the return, Vendor will supply the
Agency with appropriate return packaging upon request.  All returns of
unacceptable items shall be F.O.B. the Agency’s location. The returned product
shall either be replaced, or the Agency shall receive a full credit or refund for the

purchase price, at the Agency’s discretion.
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6.5 Return Due to Agency Error: Items ordered in error by the Agency will be
returned for credit within 30 days of receipt, F.O.B. Vendor’s location. Vendor
shall not charge a restocking fee if returned products are in a resalable condition.
Ttems shall be deemed to be in a resalable condition if they are unused and in the
original packaging. Any restocking fee for items not in a resalable condition shall
be the lower of the Vendor’s customary restocking fee or 5% of the total invoiced

value of the returned items.

7. VENDOR DEFAULT:

7.1 The following shall be considered a vendor default under this Contract.

7.1.1 Failure to provide Contract Items in accordance with the requirements
contained herein.

7.1.2 TFailure to comply with other specifications and requirements contained
herein.

7.1.3 Failure to comply with any laws, rules, and ordinances applicable to
the Contract Services provided under this Contract.

7.1.4 Failure to remedy deficient performance upon request.

7.2 The following remedies shall be available to Agency upon default.
7.2.1 Immediate cancellation of the Contract.

7.2.2 Immediate cancellation of one or more release orders issued under this
Contract.

7.2.3 Any other remedies available in law or equity.

8. MISCELLANEOUS:

8.1 No Substitutions: Vendor shall supply only Contract Items submitted in response
to the Solicitation unless a contract modification is approved in accordance with the

provisions contained in this Contract.
8.2 Vendor Supply: Vendor must carry sufficient inventory of the Contract Items

being offered to fulfill its obligations under this Contract. By signing its bid,
Vendor certifies that it can supply the Contract Items contained in its bid response.
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8.3 Reports: Vendor shall provide quarterly reports and annual summaries to the
Agency showing the Agency’s items purchased, quantities of items purchased, and
total dollar value of the items purchased. Vendor shall also provide reports, upon
request, showing the items purchased during the term of this Contract, the quantity
purchased for each of those items, and the total value of purchases for each of those
items. Failure to supply such reports may be grounds for cancellation of this

Contract.

8.4 Contract Manager: During its performance of this Contract, Vendor must
designate and maintain a primary contract manager responsible for overseeing
Vendor’s responsibilities under this Contract. The Contract manager must be
available during normal business hours to address any customer service or other
issues related to this Contract. Vendor should list its Contract manager and his or

her contact information below.

Contract Manager: £ /Jen (l wttler
Telephone Number: (234) §51-t50.2
Fax Number: (33¢) 299-01/0
Email Address: ccutf+ier@ fes). com

Revised 10/27/2014



weo State of West Virginia
whers ' VENDOR PREFERENCE CERTIFICATE

Certification and application is hereby made for Preference in accordance with West Virginia Code, §5A-3-37. (Does not apply to
construction contracts). West Virginia Code, §5A-3-37, provides an opporiunity for qualifying vendors to request (at the time of bid)
preference for their residency status. Such preference is an evaluation method only and will be applied only to the cost bid in
accordance with the West Virginia Code. This certificate for application is to be used to request such preference. The Purchasing
Division will make the determination of the Vendor Preference, if applicable.

1 Application is made for 2.5% vendor preference for the reason checked:

Bidder is an individual resident vendor and has resided continuously in West Virginia for four (4) years immediately preced-
ing the date of this certification; or,

Bidder is a partnership, association or corporation resident vendor and has maintained its headguarters or principal place of
business continuously in West Virginia for four (4) years immediately preceding the date of this certification;

Bidder is a resident vendor partnership, association, or corporation with at least eighty percent of ownership interest
of bidder held by another entity that meets the applicable four year residency requirement; or,

Bidder is a nonresident vendor which has an affiliate or subsidiary which employs a minimum of one hundred state residents
and which has maintained its headquarters or principal place of business within West Virginia continuously for the four (4)
years immediately preceding the date of this certification; or,

Application is made for 2.5% vendor preference for the reason checked:
Bidder is a resident vendor who certifies that, during the life of the contract, on average at least 75% of the employees
working on the project being bid are residents of West Virginia who have resided in the state continuously for the two years

immediately preceding submission of this bid; or,

Application is made for 2.5% vendor preference for the reason checked:

Bidder is a nonresident vendor that employs a minimum of one hundred state residents, or a nonresident vendor which
has an affiliate or subsidiary which maintains its headquarters or principal place of business within West Virginia and
employs a minimum of one hundred state residents, and for purposes of producing or distributing the commodities or
completing the project which is the subject of the bidder's bid and continuously over the entire term of the project, on
average at least seventy-five percent of the bidder's employees or the bidder's affiliate’s or subsidiary’s employees are
residents of West Virginia who have resided in the state continuously for the two immediately preceding years and the

vendor’s bid; or,
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4. Application is made for 5% vendor preference for the reason checked:

[ ] Bidder meets either the requirement of both subdivisions (1) and (2) or subdivision (1) and (3) as stated above; or,

5. Application is made for 3.5% vendor preference who is a veteran for the reason checked:

[] Bidderis anindividual resident vendor who is a veteran of the United States armed forces, the reserves or the National Guard
and has resided in West Virginia continuously for the four years immediately preceding the date on which the bid is
submitted; or,

6. Application is made for 3.5% vendor preference who is a veteran for the reason checked:

[ ] Bidderis a resident vendor who is a veteran of the United States armed forces, the reserves or the National Guard, if, for
purposes of producing or distributing the commodities or completing the project which is the subject of the vendor's bid and
continuously over the entire term of the project, on average at least seventy-five percent of the vendor's employees are
residents of West Virginia who have resided in the state continuously for the two immediately preceding years.

T Application is made for preference as a non-resident small, women- and minority-owned business, in accor-
dance with West Virginia Code §5A-3-59 and West Virginia Code of State Rules.

(] Bidderhas been or expects to be approved prior to contract award by the Purchasing Division as a certified small, women-

and minority-owned-business.

Bidder understands if the Secretary of Revenue determines that a Bidder receiving preference has failed to continue to meet the
requirements for such preference, the Secretary may order the Director of Purchasing to: (a) rescind the contract or purchase order;
or (b) assess a penalty against such Bidder in an amount not to exceed 5% of the bid amount and that such penalty will be paid to
the contracting agency or deducted from any unpaid balance on the contract or purchase order.

By submission of this certificate, Bidder agrees to disclose any reasonably requested information to the Purchasing Division and
authorizes the Department of Revenue to disclose to the Director of Purchasing appropriate information verifying that Bidder has paid
the required business taxes, provided that such information does not contain the amounts of taxes paid nor any other information
deemed by the Tax Commissioner to be confidential.

Bidder hereby certifies that this certificate is true and accurate in all respects; and that if a contract is issued to Bidder
and if anything contained within this certificate changes during the term of the contract, Bidder will notify the Purchas-
ing Division in writing immediately.

Bidder: Signed:

Date: Title:

“Check any combination of preference consideration(s) indicated above, which you are entitled to receive.




12/16/15 VENDOR PREFERENCE CERTIFICATE

Certification and application is hereby made for Preference in accordance with West Virginia Code, §5A-3-37. (Does not apply to
construction contracts). West Virginia Code, §5A-3-37, provides an opportunity for qualifying vendors to request (at the time of bid)
preference for their residency status. Such preference is an evaluation method only and will be applied only to the cost bid in
accordance with the West Virginia Code. This certificate for application is to be used to request such preference. The Purchasing
Division will make the determination of the Vendor Preference, if applicable.

1. Application is made for 2.5% vendor preference for the reason checked:
Bidder is an individual resident vendor and has resided continuously in West Virginia for four (4) years immediately preced-

ing the date of this certification; or,
Bidder is a partnership, association or corporation resident vendor and has maintained its headquarters or principal place of

business continuously in West Virginia for four (4) years immediately preceding the date of this certification;

Bidder is a resident vendor partnership, association, or corporation with at least eighty percent of ownership interest
of bidder held by another entity that meets the applicable four year residency requirement; or,

Bidder is a nonresident vendor which has an affiliate or subsidiary which employs a minimum of one hundred state residents
and which has maintained its headquarters or principal place of business within West Virginia continuously for the four (4)
years immediately preceding the date of this certification: or,

Application is made for 2.5% vendor preference for the reason checked:

Bidder is a resident vendor who certifies that, during the life of the contract, on average at least 75% of the employees
working on the project being bid are residents of West Virginia who have resided in the state continuously for the two years
immediately preceding submission of this bid; or,

Application is made for 2.5% vendor preference for the reason checked:

Bidder is a nonresident vendor that employs a minimum of one hundred state residents, or a nonresident vendor which
has an affiliate or subsidiary which maintains its headquarters or principal place of business within West Virginia and
employs a minimum of one hundred state residents, and for purposes of producing or distributing the commaodities or
completing the project which is the subject of the bidder’s bid and continuously over the entire term of the project, on
average atleast seventy-five percent of the bidder's employees or the bidder’s affiliate’s or subsidiary’s employees are
residents of West Virginia who have resided in the state continuously for the two immediately preceding years and the

vendor’s bid; or,

Application is made for 5% vendor preference for the reason checked:
Bidder meets either the requirement of both subdivisions (1) and (2) or subdivision (1) and (3) as stated above: or,
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5. Application is made for 3.5% vendor preference who is a veteran for the reason checked:

Bidder is an individual resident vendor who is a veteran of the United States armed forces, the reserves or the National Guard
and has resided in West Virginia continuously for the four years immediately preceding the date on which the bid is

submitted; or,

6. Application is made for 3.5% vendor preference who is a veteran for the reason checked:

[ 1 Bidderisa resident vendor who is a veteran of the United States armed forces, the reserves or the National Guard, if, for
purposes of producing or distributing the commaodities or completing the project which is the subject of the vendor’s bid and
continuously over the entire term of the project, on average at least seventy-five percent of the vendor's employees are
residents of West Virginia who have resided in the state continuously for the two immediately preceding years.

Application is made for preference as a non-resident small, women- and minority-owned business, in accor-

7.
dance with West Virginia Code §5A-3-59 and West Virginia Code of State Rules.
Bidder has been or expects to be approved prior to contract award by the Purchasing Division as a certified small, women-

and minority-owned-business.
Bidder understands if the Secretary of Revenue determines that a Bidder receiving preference has failed to continue to meet the
requirements for such preference, the Secretary may order the Director of Purchasing to: (a) rescind the contract or purchase order;
or (b) assess a penalty against such Bidder in an amount not to exceed 5% of the bid amount and that such penalty will be paid to
the contracting agency or deducted from any unpaid balance on the contract or purchase order.
By submission of this certificate, Bidder agrees to disclose any reasonably requested information to the Purchasing Division and

authorizes the Department of Revenue to disclose to the Director of Purchasing appropriate information verifying that Bidder has paid
the required business taxes, provided that such information does not contain the amounts of taxes paid nor any other information

deemed by the Tax Commissioner to be confidential,

Bidder hereby certifies that this certificate is true and accurate in all respects; and that if a contract is issued to Bidder
and if anything contained within this certificate changes during the term of the contract, Bidder will notify the Purchas-
ing Division in writing immediately.

. % / _Z___,._—
Bidder: Lduw ﬁaéf’{'ﬁm autSevvices ek . Signed: %M @éé\_
Date: J/Qf«u& (0 ,_‘fé, J0/¢ Title: //g@d’ﬁf

*Check any combination of preference consideration(s) indicated above, which you are entitled to receive.

WV-10 State of West Virginia U'
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Exhibit 1

These exhibits contain proprietary confidential information which should not be photocopied,
distributed, nor included in any public release or for any purpose other than the evaluation of
this quote (DPS1600000008).

In this regard, please note that public disclosure of this information would violate the ethical
principles and professional conduct guidelines published by the American Psychological Association
as well as the Code of Fair Testing Practices and the Standards for Educational and Psychological
Testing published by the Joint Committee on Testing Practices of the American Educational
Research Association.

LESI®
Law Enforcement Services, Inc.
Greensboro, NC

This information is Confidential and Proprietary and not intended for public release.

West Virginia State Police
RFQ#DPS1600000008



MULTI-DOMAIN
ASSESSMENT PROCESS

US Patent #7,346,541

LESI®
Law Enforcement Services, Inc.
Greensboro, NC

This information is Confidential and Proprietary and not intended for public release.

West Virginia State Police
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SUMMARY OF INSTRUMENTS
LESI® Multi-domain PRE-EMPLOYMENT ASSESSMENT *

TEST MEASURES REPORT ADDRESSES
onlinePHQ® Background and Personal e Indications of work related problems
History and/or negative background indicators
e Compare current data with historical data
(if applicable)
WONDERLIC General Intellectual Ability e Ability to complete training
& and e Ability to complete written reports

ESI Educational Achievement e Ability to concentrate under stress and
time pressure

CPI Interactive/Interpersonal e Probability of effectiveness in a criminal

Abilities justice position

e Specific job performance predictors:
lateness; absenteeism; disciplinary action;
termination within first year

onlinePHQ® Personal History Questionnaire

Wonderlic Wonderlic Personnel Test
ESI Education Skills Inventory
CPI California Psychological Inventory

*Data from all i nstruments is extracted and combined to calculate the LESI Mu lti-domain prediction
equations; a series of independent actuarial predictions of specific negative job outcomes.

LESI®
Law Enforcement Services, Inc.
Greensboro, NC

This information is Confidential and Proprietary and not intended for public release.

West Virginia State Police
RFQ#DPS1600000008



MULTI-DOMAIN PRELIMINARY SCREENER

The Multi-domain Preliminary Screener was developed to be used in the very earliest stages of the
hiring process and in conjunction with other assessment tools, i.e., polygraph, basic agility test, etc. The
Multi-domain P reliminary S creener briefly a ddresses findings i n t hree performance r ating a reas,
assigns the general level of suitability and identifies negative indicators.

PERFORMANCE RATING AREAS:

Three (3) rating areas are briefly addressed in the Multi-domain Preliminary Screener. They are:

Intellectual Ability/Educational achievement (Domain 1)

o How does the candidate compare to applicants and incumbents in other agencies?

e What is the likelihood of successful c ompletion of training and (if p reviously c ertified)
his/her ability to accurately complete written reports, etc.?

e Isthe performance on ¢ ognitive t ests ¢ onsistent w ith t he r eported 1 evel of e ducational
achievement?

Background (Domain 2)

o What positive and negative indicators can be identified in the applicant's background and
personal history?

Interactive Abilities and Interpersonal Skills Abilities (Domain 3)

o Is the applicant able to function responsibly within the parameters of his/her authority?

e Do the applicant's personality characteristics compare favorably with effective officers?

LESI®
Law Enforcement Services, Inc.
Greensboro, NC

This information is Confidential and Proprietary and not intended for public release.

West Virginia State Police
RFQ#DPS1600000008



MULTI-DOMAIN PRELIMINARY SCREENER (continued)

GENERAL LEVELS OF SUITABILITY:

The Multi-domain Preliminary Screener identifies the candidate's general level of suitability within the
applicant pool. Based on their backgrounds and test responses, candidates are classified into one of the
following three (3) categories:

Category 3 — Essentially Suitable

Minimum standards are met. A lthough a minor negative indication may exist, testing indicates
that this candidate has a reasonable p robability of s atisfactory c ompletion of the e mployment
process as well as satisfactory on the job performance. Proceed with background investigation,
initial interview, etc.

Category 2- Borderline Suitability

A number of minor negative factors are suggested in the testing. Although this candidate may
be s uitable, pe rformance i s 1 ikely t o b e m arginal, a t be st. C aution is i ndicated w hen
considering this candidate. Further investigation is likely to identify disqualifying factors.

Category 1- Likely to be Unsuitable

A m ajor ¢ ontra-indication is s uggested b y th e te sting ( eg. s evere e ducational d eficit,
emotional di sorder, e tc.). T hereisa s ubstantial | ikelihood t hat t his candidate w ill not
successfully complete the employment process, fail to complete training, and/or will perform
unsatisfactorily.

Past experience indicates that the Multi-domain Preliminary Screener will identify approximately 12%
of t he a pplicants a s un suitable ( Category 1), a pproximately 33% a s h aving s everal m inor ¢ ontra-
indications (Category 2), and approximately 55% as meeting minimum standards (Category 3, including
negative indicators.)

LESI®
Law Enforcement Services, Inc.
Greensboro, NC

This information is Confidential and Proprietary and not intended for public release.

West Virginia State Police
RFQ#DPS1600000008



MULTI-DOMAIN PRELIMINARY SCREENER (continued)

NEGATIVE INDICATORS:

In addition to the category of suitability, ne gative indicators are identified. T o specify the type of
negative indicator the following codes are used

A = Background
B = Intellectual

E = Personality

X = Invalid profile

These codes are listed in order of importance on the report.

The M ulti-domain P reliminary S creener can be used by background investigators to "focus" their
investigation. In this regard, material may be quickly developed that would allow the "abbreviation"
of an applicant's candidacy, thus maximizing A gency resources to pursue more suitable candidates
and capitalize on the cost effectiveness of the process. Eliminating even 10% of the applicant pool
prior t o c ommitting A gency f unds f or ba ckground i nvestigations, m edical a nd ¢ omprehensive
psychological e xaminations t ranslates i1 nto s ubstantial f inancial s avings. In a ddition, t he m ore
suitable applicants can be quickly identified and hastened along in the hiring process.

Adverse impact has been continually monitored. The minority "selection ratio" has ranged from .70
to .94 since 1989. ( The "selection ratio" is the ratio of successful minorities to successful whites).
These findings h ave be en e xamined b y a num ber of i ndependent e valuators, m ost not ably t he
Commission on Accreditation of Law Enforcement Agencies (CALEA).

It is important to remember that the Multi-domain Preliminary Screener does not certify fitness for
duty or allow the candidates to be compared against each other within categories (i.e. all "'3's" are
equal, all ""3e's" are equal, etc.)

LESI®
Law Enforcement Services, Inc.
Greensboro, NC

This information is Confidential and Proprietary and not intended for public release.

West Virginia State Police
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Description/Organization

0nlinePHQ® Reports

LESI®
Law Enforcement Services, Inc.
Greensboro, NC

This information is Confidential and Proprietary and not intended for public release.
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onlinePHQ® Reports

The following five (5) reports are generated by LESI® (Law Enforcement Services, Inc.) for each
applicant w ho has c ompleted onlinePHQ. T hese reports are based upon t he i nformation that the
applicant has provided when completing onlinePHQ®. They include:

Bio data Summary

Critical Items Report

Life Events Report

Background Investigator’s Report
Discrepancy Report (if applicable)

kL=

1. The Bio-data Summary contains a listing of the bio-data indices as well as the overall risk rating
for each applicant. T hese indices are derived from the life events reported by the applicant. T he
bio-data summary is a negative i ndex: higher s cores i ndicate mo re n egative critical ite ms, lo wer
scores less critical items.

2. The Critical Items Report specifically targets negative areas of the applicant’s background, once
again, based on the information provided by the applicant. The report includes the following:

a. Critical [ tems: Items t hat ha ve be en di rectly | inked, t hrough r esearch, t o s pecific
negative job outcomes in law enforcement.

b. Negative indicators: Items that, although linked to negative outcomes, have not as yet
been empirically v alidated (they are not used to cal culate the bio-data indices t hat
make the predictions). Nonetheless, they are identified as items for follow up.

3. The Life Events Report is a highly organized, compilation of applicant information. The data is
organized into “life events”. (life events and their weights are used to calculate the bio-data indices.)
The LER s erves asa “ snapshot” of t he applicant’s ba ckground, q uickly i dentifying c ritical
information for use during the applicant interview as well during the investigation itself.

4. The Background Investigator’s Report contains the entire set of questions and answers provided
by the applicant. This is the same information found in the Verification Report. Once the applicant
completes onlinePHQ, the applicant prints a copy of all the information submitted, as well as signs
and attests to the truthfulness of the data. This report, the Verification Report, is sent to LESI® and
held as a source document.

It is important to note that when completing the questionnaire, the applicant cannot scroll through the form to
see what questions are coming next. Q uestions must be answered in the order that they appear, section by
section. In addition, when completing the onlinePHQ®, the applicant must fill out required information in a
specified w ay t hat does n ot a llow the applicant to c hange or refer to qu estions pr eviously a nswered.
OnlinePHO® has been developed to make it difficult for the applicant to provide vague or deceptive answers
while entering their information, thus enhancing the accuracy and truthfulness of the data.

LESI®
Law Enforcement Services, Inc.
Greensboro, NC

This information is Confidential and Proprietary and not intended for public release.

West Virginia State Police
RFQ#DPS1600000008



onlinePHQ® Reports (con’t)

Organization of the Background Investigator’s Report

The following is a description of the organization of the Background Investigator’s Report (BIR).
The “BIR” is the comprehensive compilation of the applicant’s responses to all relevant questions in
the PHQ. This is the primary do cument to which investigators s hould refer to obtain detail about
items noted on all the other reports. The data is organized into sections as follows:

Section 1 — Identifying information
Contains name, SSN, etc.

Section 2 — Additional identifying information
Contains detailed information regarding residences, parents and siblings, driver’s license
information, etc.

Section 3 — Education
Contains all educational information provided by the applicant. Subsections are numbered
accordingly (3.1 “overview”; 3.2 Associates, etc.).

Note: irrelevant sections will not appear on the report. Therefore, if a person does not
have a p articular d egree, the s ection num bers might progress from 3.2 ( Associates
Degree) to 3.6 (Police training) without printing 3.3, 3.4, 3.5, etc.

Section 4 — Employment history for the past 10 years

Each position is followed by a sub number (position 1 = 4.1, pos ition 2 = 4.2, e tc.) Basic
descriptive information is listed under 4.x.1; Performance and/or disciplinary incidents are
listed under 4.x.2; for criminal justice positions, specific disciplinary detail is listed under
4.x.3.

Note: O ccasionally, applicants fail to provide 1 0 years of e mployment history a s
required. In the case of younger applicants, this may be appropriate. However, this is
considered a ne gative indicator if the applicant is over age 25 (and so listed on t he
critical ite ms report). B ackground in vestigators should b e aw are that all ap plicants
who fail to provide 10 years of employment are so warned and required to confirm
this fact prior to continuing with the que stionnaire. E xplanations such as “I wasn’t
aware of that” and/or “I forgot”, etc.; should be very carefully investigated.

Section 5 — Military History
Only applicants who indicate a history of service will complete these questions.

Section 6 — Marital status, Family information
Contains information regarding marriage, children, etc.

LESI®
Law Enforcement Services, Inc.
Greensboro, NC

This information is Confidential and Proprietary and not intended for public release.

West Virginia State Police
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onlinePHQ® Reports (con’t)

Organization of the Background Investigator’s Report (con’t)

Section 7 — Legal
This section is broken into sub-sections as follows:
7.1 Traffic
7.2 Integrity etc. (employee integrity plus civil litigation)
7.3 Criminal Offenses
7.3.1 dispositions, probations, incarcerations, etc.
7.3.2 All criminal incidents, regardless of disposition

Section 8 — Substance use
8.1 Tobacco and Alcohol
8.2. 1 Drug overview
8.2.2 Marijuana
8.2.3 Cocaine
8.2.4 Speed
8.2.5 PCP
8.2.6 Crack and “hard drugs”
8.2.7 Hallucinogens
8.2.8 other drugs not listed

NOTE: Section 8.2.1 (drug overview) simply asks the applicant to name those drugs
with w hich he /she ha s had c ontact. O nce t his section is r eviewed, ¢ onfirmed a nd
submitted b y t he applicant, the d etailed s ections ar e p resented. T hese ( detailed)
sections do not allow the applicant to indicate no use. Investigators should consider
denial of contact, particularly with explanation such as “this section was presented in
error, I never had contact with this substance” with caution.

Section 9 — Applications to other agencies.
Section 10 — Other legal; includes incidents of domestic violence.

Section 11 — Additional comments, explanations, and clarifications; This section contains
comments an d co rrections made by the applicant a fter r eviewing th eir verification report.
Background investigators should make note of these comments prior to interviewing and/or
evaluating this data. In order to preserve data integrity, the corrections listed by the applicant
will not be a pplied to our pe rmanent da tabase unt il the ¢ onclusion o f't he ba ckground
investigation.

5. The Discrepancy R eport contains d iscrepancies t hat ar e i dentified w hen h istorical d ata i s
compared t o ¢ urrent da ta us ing t he LESI® national d atabase o f 1 aw e nforcement/public s afety
applicants.
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Exhibit 2

These exhibits contain proprietary confidential information which should not be photocopied,
distributed, nor included in any public release or for any purpose other than the evaluation of
this quote (DPS1600000008).

In this regard, please note that public disclosure of this information would violate the ethical
principles and professional conduct guidelines published by the American Psychological Association
as well as the Code of Fair Testing Practices and the Standards for Educational and Psychological
Testing published by the Joint Committee on Testing Practices of the American Educational
Research Association.
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Comprehensive Suitability Evaluation by LESI®
Description of Psychological Test Instruments and Processes*

The following tests comprise the LESI® assessment battery:

The LESI® Online PHQ® is a standardized history questionnaire presented in electronic format. It
isus ed t o de rive 1 nvestigative h ypotheses and bi odata ( life hi story) va lues upon w hich o ur
performance pr edictions a re ba sed. T his pe rsonal hi story qu estionnaire ut ilizes a uni que da ta
structure (patent pending) to store, organize and analyze complex life history information, allowing
LESI® to produce very detailed, well organized and accurate reports for performance prediction.

The as sessment t est b attery contains t wo ( 2) i ndependent m easures o f'i ntelligence an d ac ademic
achievement. One of these tests is a timed exercise (Wonderlic Personnel Test) and the other is not
timed (Educational Skills Inventory Test). The combination of these scores is used to predict the
likelihood of t he a pplicant s uccessfully completing hi s/her a cademy t raining, t he ability t o
concentrate under stress and time pressure, as well as to accurately complete written reports.

The California Psychological Inventory (CPI) is a frequently used and well-researched personality
inventory that is incorporated within our assessment battery. In addition, our research has found that
the CPI scores can be particularly useful in predicting future disciplinary action in law enforcement
officers. T he C PI's cores al so g enerate a “Police E ffectiveness Index” w hichisan ationally
researched predictor of future effectiveness in police officers.

The Inwald Personality Inventory-2 is a 202 question inventory designed for assessing reliability,
integrity, work ethic and other specific job related attitudes. T his instrument has been specifically
designed t o ¢ onform t o f ederal e mployment |1 aw i n r egard t o p re-employment a ssessment. Its
normative base includes a substantial number of LESI® applicant assessments.

Semi S tructured C linical I nterview : Clinical in terview c onducted by a clinical p sychologist
experienced i n pol ice psychology police ps ychologist. T his i nterview r eviews a nd ¢ onfirms
onlinePHQ® and m ulti-domain s creening r esults. T he i nterview a Iso  addresses p sychological
suitability, presence of psychological conditions that would impede performance as a police officer,
history of treatment for psychological issues, etc.

*Data from the test i nstruments is ex tracted to calculate the L ESI® Discriminant F unction
Analysis which is a series of actuarial equations linked to the following specific outcomes:

1. background discrepancies; pre-polygraph admission(s)
2. failure to complete training
3. disciplinary action
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REPORT FORMAT - Comprehensive Suitability Evaluation

The LESI® comprehensive suitability evaluation process generates a psychological assessment report
based on a battery of tests, social history and individual interview. Topics covered in the assessment
report include:

- Background data

- Personal impression and presence

- Intellectual characteristics

- Emotional characteristics

- Specific areas of concern

- Overall probability of success in law enforcement

The psychological assessment report includes a narrative, making reference to the above topic areas.
In addition, it provides rating scores on each of three performance areas. The sum of the ratings of
the three performance areas generates an overall recommendation rating by the psychologist. T his
allows agencies to better identify specific strengths and weaknesses of individual candidates.

Ratings in the t hree pe rformance areas r epresent t he ps ychologist's judgment of the applicant in
regard to:

1. Intellectual ability and educational achievement: (0-5)

a. What is the likelihood of the applicant successfully completing the academic portions
of his training?
Will the applicant be able to accurately complete written reports?

c. Can the applicant concentrate adequately under conditions of stress and/or time pres-
sure?

2. Background: (0-5)

a. Does t he ap plicant's b ackground a nd hi story contain f actors t hat a re positive or
negative predictors of success in criminal justice?

3. Personality and psychological adjustment: (0-5)

a. Is the applicant well adjusted psychologically and able to function responsibly within
the parameters of his/her authority?

b. Doest he ap plicant's p ersonality ch aracteristics co mpare favorably with e ffective
officers?

c. Ist herean yi ndication of e motional di sorder, s ubstance a buse, s omatization
(proneness to physical illness), etc.?
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Each of the three performance areas are rated on a 0-5 basis. The Overall Rating is the sum of the

three performance area ratings. The final Overall Recommendation Rating based on a 0-15 scale, is
defined below:

0-5

10-12

13+

RATINGS FOR OVERALL RECOMMENDATIONS

Employment definitely not recommended.

A m ajor contra-indication iss uggested (e.g. severe ed ucational d eficit,

emotional disorder, etc.), potential liability and/or negligence if hired.

Employment not recommended.

A s ignificant num ber of ne gative factors are s uggested. A Ithough t his
candidate may be suitable, future performance is likely to be marginal, at
best.

Recommendation withheld.

A borderline candidate and although there is not sufficient psychological
evidence to disqualify this candidate, his/her rating in at least one perfor-
mance area is quite poor. Predicted effectiveness is marginal.

Employment recommended.

Minimum s tandards are met and a Ilthough a m inor ne gative i ndication
may exist in one or more performance areas, this candidate has a reason-
able probability of satisfactory performance, given adequate training and
supervision.

Employment strongly recommended.

Minimum s tandards are exceeded and test results i ndicate a num ber of
positive predictors for success in regard to a car eer in law en forcement.
May have leadership ability.

Employment definitely recommended.

Exceptional can didate exhibiting a s ignificant number of pos itive i n-
dicators. T his can didate p robably h as 1 eadership ab ility as well as the
potential to make a substantial contribution to the Department.
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TO THE RECEIVING AGENCY: This is a confidential document. The contents of this document are not intended for public release and/or
used for any purpose other than that described herein. This document is proprietary to LESI®. This document should not be photocopied or
distributed to any other individual or agency. The physical security of this document is the responsibility of the receiving agency.

Exhibit 3

These exhibits contain proprietary confidential information which should not be photocopied, distributed, nor included in any
public release or for any purpose other than the evaluation of this quote (DPS1600000008).

In this regard, please note that public disclosure of this information would violate the ethical principles and professional conduct guidelines
published by the American Psychological Association as well as the Code of Fair Testing Practices and the Standards for Educational and
Psychological Testing published by the Joint Committee on Testing Practices of the American Educational Research Association.
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Multi-Domain Preliminary

Screener Report
MDS Report with onlinePHQ®

These exhibits contain proprietary confidential information which should not be photocopied, distributed,
nor included in any public release or for any purpose other than the evaluation of this quote (DPS 0904).

In this regard, please note that public disclosure of this information would violate the ethical principals and
professional conduct guidelines published by the American Psychological Association as well as the Code of Fair
Testing Practices and the Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing published by the Joint Committee on
Testing Practices of the American Educational Research Association.
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L L (] L]
Multi-Domain Report - Preliminary Screener
The following information has been derived from the LESI® Personal History Questionnaire and results of psychometric testing. Detailed
information regarding the negative background indicators may be found in the Background Investigator's Report.

Identifying Information

John C. Smith

Agency Elm City Police Department .

Position: Police Officer OnlinePHQ Case ID: 12345

SSN: 123-45-6789 OnlinePHQ Submitted: 01/27/2012
Gender: M .

Date of Birth:  05/05/1972 Psychometric Case ID: 6789

Report Date: 02/01/2012 Psychometric Submitted: 01/25/2012

Performance Predictions (based on comparison with LESI Database)

D.iscriminant Fllncﬁ0¥l C_lassiﬁcation Tree ; Discriminan.t Function Probability
Bio-Data/Psychometric|Bio-Data/Psychometric(Psychometric Only
Discipline Y N N Average
Fail Training N/A N N Low

Prediction
Probability of experiencing disciplinary action (suspensions and/or terminations) within 5 years is average
Probability of failing to complete training and/or probationary employment is low

Notes
* Interpersonal effectiveness within normal limits for suitability (see page 4)

Category
3 AE
Essentially suitable

Essentially suitable, however, follow up is recommended in the following areas:
A - Background (see Domain #2 on page 3)(also see onlinePHQ Background Investigators Report)

E - Interactive ability/interpersonal style (see Domain #3 on page 4)

Similar indications and/or corroborations from background review and/or oral review boards should be very seriously
considered in this case.

Levels of Suitability Negative Indicator Codes
Category 3 = Essentially Suitable A = Background

Category 2 = Borderline suitability B = Cognitive ability/educational potential
Category 1 = Likely to be unsuitable E = Interactive ability/interpersonal style

X = Invalid profile

No employment decision should be made on the basis of this report alone. Although this report may identify those
candidates who are poor risks for employment, it does not certify fitness, recommend specific duty assignments, or predict
future success in law enforcement.
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Background Information

Employment

'01- Position 1 - United Parcel Service
'99-'01 Position 2 - United Parcel Service
'98-'99 Position 3 — Elm City Furniture

'94-'98 Position 4 - United States Marine Corps
'92-'94 Position 5 — Sunset Cafe

'90-'92 Position 6 — Acropolis Restaurant

Education

-'01 Bachelor of Arts

-'97 Training for United States Marine Corps Infantry
Squad Leader

Military
'94-'98 US Marines

Background Risk Summary

Name Index
Employment Index 3
Criminal Index 1
Substance Index 1
Other Index 0
Total 5
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Domain 1: Cognitive/Educational Potential

Scores Educational Deficits

Wonderlic Personnel Test: « None found

LESI Vocabulary:
LESI Mathematical Reasoning:

Overall Cognitive/Educational Potential
« Above average educational potential

Notes
e NONC

Domain 2: Background Indicators

* indicates a critical item validated through research; to be verified by the background investigator

o indicates a negative item to be investigated by background investigator

Employment/Military Indicators Substance Indicators
Risk score 3 (Moderate) Risk score 1 (Low)
* Currently unemployed or not full-time employed * Any Marijuana use

(while not a student)

* Disciplinary Incidents

o Safety violations, vehicle accidents, damage to
company property

o [ was verbally counseled:

 Lateness, attendance, policy, or work rules

violations
Criminal Indicators Other Indicators
Risk score 1 (Low) Risk score 0 (Low)
* Above average number of moving traffic * none

violations

Total Risk score for all categories is: 5
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Domain 3: Interactive Abilities and Interpersonal Style

The following negative indicators were identified through responses on psychometric personality inventories

CPI (California Psychological Inventory)

o Unusually strong needs for status and recognition
« Strong needs to function independently, may resist direction
e May be sensitive to criticism and/or display unusually strong needs for status and recognition

IS5 (Inwald Survey 5)

o Applicant may not be aware of or concerned with how behavior is being judged by others.
e May fail to meet deadlines and/or complete assignments

Notes
» Negative personality findings listed above are within normal limits for suitability
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onlinePHQ® Reports

Bio Data Summary

Critical Items Reports

Life Events Report

Background Investigator’s Report

Discrepancy Report
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Bio Data Summary for John C. Smith

Life history data derived from OnlinePHQ® is analyzed, organized, reported and scored in terms of critical life events. These critical life
events have been found to predict negative employment outcomes in law enforcement and criminal justice applicants (i.e. failure to
complete training, serious disciplinary action, disciplinary job termination). Each of these critical life events is assigned a relative weight
based on our research. The scores are then grouped according life history area (employment, criminal, substance, other*) and the sum of
these scores is reported below.

Name Index
Employment Index 3
Criminal Index 1
Substance Index 1
Other Index* 0
Total 5

* “Other Index” reflects discrepancies, inconsistencies, omissions, and failure to follow explicit directions and system prompts which
have been linked, through research, to negative employment outcome.

The Total index reported herein represents a measure of overall risk of negative employment outcome as predicted by with this
applicant’s life history to date. This score may be used to prioritize groups of applicants for subsequent background investigation and/or
other employment selection procedures. However, it is recommended that all data submitted by applicants be verified thru background
investigation and that final employment decisions should not be based solely on this information prior to investigative verification
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Crttical Items for John C. Smith

The following items have been directly linked through research to disciplinary action in law enforcement officers.

Begin End

Name (Age) (Age)

Freq Detail

Currently unemployed or not full-time employed (while
not a student)

Position 3 — Elm City Furniture,

Disciplinary Incidents 2 times Position 1 - United Parcel Service
6/1995
Above average number of moving traffic violations (Age 4 time(s) Moving violation(s)
24)
6/1988 2/1991
Any Marijuana use (Age (Age 1-5time(s) Marijuana
17) 20)

Other Negative Indicators for John C. Smith

The items below are negative background indicators recommended for follow up by investigators.

Begin End

Freq Detail

(Age) (Age)

Safety violations, vehicle accidents, damage to company Position 3 — Elm City Furniture

property
I was verbally counseled: (7//3;2 Oe01 2 times el &) = 1S Clyy 1 PIiis,
y ’ 3 O)g Position 1 - United Parcel Service
Lateness, attendance, policy, or work rules violations Position 1 - United Parcel Service
LESI®
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Life Events for John C. Smith

For details of the life events listed below see the appropriate section of the background investigator's report.

# Name Begin End Freq

Education Events (section 3)
1 Bachelor of Arts (received degree or certificate) 8/2001
2) Training for United States Marine Corps Infantry Squad Leader (received degree or certificate) 2/1997

Employment History Events (section 4)

3) First decided to pursue a job in law enforcement, criminal justice or public safety 10/2001  10/2001
4) First applied to any law enforcement, criminal justice or public safety agency 10/2001  10/2001
5) Position 1 - United Parcel Service 1/2001
Lateness, attendance, policy, or work rules violations
I was verbally counseled: 7/2001 7/2001 1 times
6) Position 2 - United Parcel Service 6/1999  1/2001
7 Position 3 — Elm City Furniture 8/1998  6/1999
Safety violations, vehicle accidents, damage to company property
I was verbally counseled: 1/1999 1/1999 1 times
8) Position 4 - United States Marine Corps 5/1994  7/1998
9 Position 5 — Sunset Cafe 3/1992  5/1994
10)  Position 6 — Acropolis Restaurant 5/1990  3/1992

Military History Events (section 5)
11 US Marines 5/1994  6/1998

Traffic Violation Events (section 7.1)

12)  Moving violation(s) 6/1995 4 time(s)
13)  Accident(s) with property damage only 10/2000 2 time(s)

Substance Use Events (section 8)

14)  Alcohol 4 per week
15)  Marijuana 6/1988  2/1991  1-5 time(s)

Applications To Other Agencies Events (section 9)

16)  Applied to Oak City Police Department 10/2001  10/2001
17 Applied to Pine City Police Department 10/2001  10/2001
LESI®
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Background Investigator's Report for: John C. Smith

Name: John C. Smith
Social Security #: 123-45-6789

Phone Number: 111 222-3456
Email: bubba7@aol.com
Case ID: 1234

Case Date: 01/27/2002
Report Date: 02/01/2002

Section Question Response

1) Identifying Information
Last Name Smith
First Name John
Middle Initial C.
Social Security Number 123-45-6789
Retype Social Security Number to confirm 123-45-6789
Date of Birth 05/05/1972
Please select your Race/Ethnicity W
Sex M

2) Additional Identifying Information
Citizenship acquired by: Birth
Height: 6" 4"
Weight: 252
List all other names you have gone by, including Big Guy, Bubba
nicknames. If female, furnish maiden name:
Have you ever legally changed your name? No
Number of Dependents: 0

Have you ever been issued a drivers license by a state ~ YES
other than North Carolina?

List state(s) and license number(s): Florida- I no longer have the license (or the number) due to the

fact that I turned it in when I moved from Florida

Father's name: Robert B. Smith
Father's address: 414 Smithfield Drive, Washington, NC
Father's date of birth: 02/25/1946
Is your father still living? YES
Mother's name: Roberta Smith
Mother's address: 414 Smithfield Drive, Washington, NC
Mother's date of birth: 05/27/49
Is your mother still living? YES
LESI®
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Do you have any brothers? YES

Brother's name: Patrick Smith

Brother's address: 75 Harbor Lane, Sarasota, FL
Brother's date of birth: 12/3/1974

Is this brother still living? YES

Do you have any other brothers? YES

Brother's name: Darrel Smith

Brother's address: N/A Deceased

Brother's date of birth: 08/10/76

Is this brother still living? no

Do you have any other brothers? no

Do you have any sisters? YES

Sister's name: Carol Butler

Sister's address: 16 Canterbury Drive, Washington, NC
Sister's date of birth: 08/10/76

Is this sister still living? YES

Do you have any other sisters? YES

Sister's name:
Sister's address:

Deidre Smith
1414 Primrose Ave., Queens, NY

Sister's date of birth: 02/27/1978
Is this sister still living? YES

Do you have any other sisters? no

Are you currently married? no

Have you been previously married? no

Is there any other person not listed above with whom you no
currently reside who is currently 16 years of age or

older?

Date began residing there:
Complete address:

Do you rent?

Landlord's name:

Landlord's complete address:
Landlord's telephone number:
Began residence:

Ended residence:

Complete address:

Did you rent?

Name of first reference:
Complete address:
Telephone number:

Name of second reference:
Complete address:
Telephone number:

Name of third reference:

Complete address:

08/01/98

3 Laredo Court, Elm City, NC

YES

Mr. Joseph Craft

745 Walker Drive, Elm City, NC
336 222-1234

08/01/1998

Still living there

Same as above, 3 Laredo Court, Elm City, NC
YES

Mr. Todd Carpenter

52 Old County Road, Elm City, NC
336 333-9876

Mrs. Beverly Carpenter

52 0Old County Road, Elm City, NC
336 333-9876

Dr. Horace Winter

63 Anthony Avenue, Elm City, NC
LESI®
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Telephone number: 336 454-6262
Alternate Contact Name: Carol Butler
Complete address: 16 Canterbury Drive, Washington,
Telephone number: 910 675-9876
LESI®
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Have you previously submitted an application for no
employment to the agency to which you are applying
today?

3) Education

3.1) Overview
High School graduate or GED with no further education YES

Education beyond high school/GED YES
Specialized Military Training YES
Academic, i.e. College YES
Bachelor Degree(s) YES

3.3) Academic Bachelor Degrees

Bachelor of Arts YES

Please select your major field of study: Humanities ,

What was the name of the Institution? The University Of North Carolina
Did You Receive your Degree? YES

Date of Graduation: 8/2001

3.7) Vocational Other

Other YES

Indicate job title for which training was intended: United States Marine Corps Infantry Squad Leader

Did you receive a certificate? YES

Date completed: 2/1997

Use this space to describe training and other information Other Marine Corps specialized training received: Marksmanship
that you may feel is relevant: Instructor School(Range Coach Course) / Assault Climber’s

Course / Monitor Survey Course(Nuclear/Biological/Chemical
Warfare Training)

4) Employment History
When did you first decide to pursue a job in law 10/2001
enforcement, criminal justice or public safety?
What is the date of your first application to any law 10/2001
enforcement, criminal justice, or public safety agency?
Are you currently employed on a full time basis? no

If other than full time employed, what are your primary Part-time employment , money saved
sources of support?

Have you ever been unemployed for more than 30 days? no

4.1) Position 1 - United Parcel Service

4.1.1) General Information

Employer: United Parcel Service

Job Title: Part-Time Supervisor

Duties: Lead, supervise, and oversee fourteen hourly employees in the
LESI®
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Is/was this job:

Is/was this position in law enforcement, criminal justice,
or public safety?

Indicate average number of hours per week:

Starting Salary/Wage/Average Commission:

Per:

Ending (or Current) Salary/Wage/Average Commission:
Per:

Employer address:

Telephone number:

Supervisor's name:

Date Hired:

Still employed?

4.1.2) Performance/Disciplinary Incidents
Lateness, attendance, policy, or work rules violations
I was verbally counseled:
Number of times:
Date of last incident:
Please explain:

4.2) Position 2 - United Parcel Service

4.2.1) General Information
Employer:
Job Title:
Duties:
Is/was this job:

Is/was this position in law enforcement, criminal justice,
or public safety?

Indicate average number of hours per week:

Starting Salary/Wage/Average Commission:

Per:

Ending (or Current) Salary/Wage/Average Commission:
Per:

Employer address:

Telephone number:

Supervisor's name:

Date Hired:

outbound(loading)operations sector of the , NC hub.
Other duties include: updating and maintaining employee records,
instructing employees in proper work techniques, and representing
management to hourly employees.

Part-time
no

33

$1300.00

Month

$1375.00

Month

1412 Saunders Street, Elm City, NC
336 111-2222

Mr. Michael Garrison

1/2001

YES

YES
YES

1
7/2001

My immediate full-time supervisor verbally counseled me on the
importance of being on time for work and lateness was never again
an issue ---- at least no one ever told me it was!

United Parcel Service

Loader

Loading tractor-trailer trucks in the outbound (loading)sector
Part-time

No

25

$8.50

Hour

$10.00

Hour

1412 Saunders Street, Elm City, NC
336 111-2222

Mr. Peter Craft

6/1999
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Still employed?
If not still employed, when did you leave?

Which of the following best describes the circumstances
under which you left employment at this position?

Please describe the details of all the circumstances you
have marked above

4.2.2) Performance/Disciplinary Incidents
No incidents reported

4.3) Position 3 —Elm City Furniture

4.3.1) General Information
Employer:
Job Title:
Duties:

Is/was this job:

Is/was this position in law enforcement, criminal justice,
or public safety?

Indicate average number of hours per week:
Starting Salary/Wage/Average Commission:
Per:

Ending (or Current) Salary/Wage/Average Commission:
Per:

Employer address:

Telephone number:

Supervisor's name:

Date Hired:

Still employed?

If not still employed, when did you leave?

Which of the following best describes the circumstances
under which you left employment at this position?

Please describe the details of all the circumstances you
have marked above

4.3.2) Performance/Disciplinary Incidents
Safety violations, vehicle accidents, damage to company
property
I was verbally counseled:
Number of times:
Date of last incident:
Please explain:

no
1/2001
Career advancement,

I was promoted to part-time management (part-time supervision)
with same company (U.P.S.) I guess they liked the way I got the
job done

Elm City Furniture
Furniture Assembly/Delivery

Responsible for the assembly and delivery of furniture for
customers

Part-time
no

20

$8.00

Hour

$8.50

Hour

East Gate Shopping Center, Elm City, NC
336 343-6778

Mr. Bob Simmons
8/1998

no

6/1999

Career advancement

I left for more hours and better benefits (insurance plan, college
tuition reimbursement) at U.P.S.

YES

YES
1
1/1999

There was one incident in which delivery truck was slightly
damaged in the course of a delivery (accidentally backed into brick
mailbox backing out of a driveway on a tight street.) The fellow I
was with distracted me and I didn’t see the mailbox until it was too
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4.4) Position 4 - United States Marine Corps

4.4.1) General Information
Employer:
Job Title:
Duties:

Is/was this job:

Is/was this position in law enforcement, criminal justice,
or public safety?

Starting Salary/Wage/Average Commission:

Per:

Ending (or Current) Salary/Wage/Average Commission:
Per:

Employer address:

Telephone number:

Supervisor's name:

Date Hired:

Still employed?

If not still employed, when did you leave?

Which of the following best describes the circumstances
under which you left employment at this position?

Please describe the details of all the circumstances you
have marked above

4.4.2) Performance/Disciplinary Incidents
No incidents reported

4.5) Position 5 — Sunset Cafe

4.5.1) General Information
Employer:

Job Title:

Duties:

Is/was this job:

late.

United States Marine Corps
Rifleman (M.O.S. 0311)

Various duties and skills pertaining to Infantry specialty: radio
communications training(encryption/decryption and codes),
patrolling, extensive weapons training, land-navigation(map
reading), survival training in various environments, hand-to-hand
combat training, physical conditioning, close-order drill, combat
operations in the offensive/defensive, extensive experience in
M.O.U.T.(Military Operations in Urban Terrain)and close-quarters
battle techniques, experience in operating in
N.B.C.(Nuclear/Biological/Chemical)warfare environments,
extensive experience in heli-borne assault operations. Participated
with Marine Expeditionary Unit in the performance of
S.0.C.(Special Operations Capability) training, Leadership billets
held: Team Leader and Squad Leader.

Full-time
no

$1000.00
Month
$1700.00
Month

MP Company Headquarters Marine Corp Base, US Marines, Fox
Co. Camp LeJeune, NC

910 789-1234

Capt. Forrest (Company C.O.)

5/1994

no

7/1998

Resigned for personal reasons will discuss in person

Left the Marine corps after term of enlistment was
complete(Honorable Discharge)to finish college education.

Sunset Café
Server
Waiting on customers
Part-time
LESI®
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Is/was this position in law enforcement, criminal justice, or public
safety?

Indicate average number of hours per week:

Starting Salary/Wage/Average Commission:

Per:

Ending (or Current) Salary/Wage/Average Commission:
Per:

Employer address:

Telephone number:

Supervisor's name:

Date Hired:

Still employed?

If not still employed, when did you leave?

Which of the following best describes the circumstances under which

you left employment at this position?

Please describe the details of all the circumstances you have marked

above

4.5.2) Performance/Disciplinary Incidents
No incidents reported

4.6) Position 6 — Acropolis Restaurant

4.6.1) General Information
Employer:

Job Title:

Duties:

Is/was this job:

Is/was this position in law enforcement, criminal justice, or public
safety?

Indicate average number of hours per week:
Starting Salary/Wage/Average Commission:
Per:

Ending (or Current) Salary/Wage/Average Commission:
Per:

Employer address:

Telephone number:

Supervisor's name:

Date Hired:

Still employed?

If not still employed, when did you leave?

Which of the following best describes the circumstances under which

you left employment at this position?

Please describe the details of all the circumstances you have marked

LESI®

no

30

$2.25

Hour

$2.25

Hour

3767 Garden Avenue, Sarasota, FLL
941 238-7721

Mr. Craven (Owner)

3/1992

no

5/1994
Career advancement,

Left the restaurant to join the Marine Corps.

Acropolis Restaurant
Server

Waiting on customers
Part-time

no

25
$2.25
Hour

$2.25

Hour

7234 15™ Street, Bradenton, FL
941 238-4456

Mr. Poloukis

5/1990

no

3/1992

Career advancement ,

left the restaurant to take better pay and better hours at

Law Enforcement Services, Inc.
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above

4.6.2) Performance/Disciplinary Incidents

5) Military History
Have you EVER served in the military on active duty OR reserve
duty?

5.1) 1st Service

5.1.1) General Information

Branch of Service:

Duty Status:

Primary job or MOS:

Enlisted

E:

Date Initially Enlisted or Commissioned:
Discharge Status:

Date Discharged, Retired, or Assigned to Reserves:

Did your discharge occur prior to full expiration of original or
anticipated term of enlistment?

5.1.2) Disciplinary History
No incidents reported

6) Marital Status/Family Information
Current Marital Status:
Number of Previous Marriages:
With whom are you currently living?

Are you currently financially responsible for dependent children
who do NOT live with you?

7) Legal

7.1) Traffic Violations
Moving violation(s)
Number of violations:
Date of last incident:

Describe and/or provide additional information regarding this/these
violation(s):

Accident(s) with property damage only
Number of accidents:
Date of last incident:
Describe and/or provide additional information regarding this/these
violation(s):
LESI®

Sunset Cafe.

No incidents reported

YES

US Marines

Inactive Reserve

0311

YES

5

5/1994

Honorable without Qualification
6/1998

no

Single

Alone
no

YES
4
06/1995

3/13/90:Speeding (60 in a 45) 2/25/95:Speeding (Exceeding
safe speed) 4/23/95:Speeding (80 in a 65) 6/16/95:Speeding
(76 in a 65)

YES
2
10/2000

9/10/93:Drove into ditch to avoid collision with deer at night
in fog. 10/08/00: Low-speed rear-end collision on narrow

Law Enforcement Services, Inc.
Greensboro, NC
Copyright 2016 LESI® US Patent #7,.346,541 West Virginia State Police
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two-lane road in the rain.

7.2) Integrity, etc.
Have you ever been a defendant, plaintiff, respondent in a civil court no
action(s)?
Have you ever taken ANY money or property from an employer? no

Have you ever taken, bought, sold, received or held stolen property  no
for someone else?

7.3) Criminal Offenses
7.3.1) Criminal Dispositions, Sentences, and/or Outcomes

Have you ever been arrested, detained, pled guilty or no contest toa no
charge involving assault or domestic violence?

Have you ever been incarcerated? no
Have you ever been on probation or parole? no
Have you ever been sentenced to community service? no
Have you ever been ordered to make restitution? no
Have you ever been mandated to counseling or education? no

7.3.2) Reported Criminal Offenses
No incidents reported

8) Substance Use

8.1) Tobacco and Alcohol
Do you smoke now? no
Do you currently drink alcohol? YES
How many times have you consumed 6 or more drinks at a time?
How often have you driven after 4 or more drinks?

How many times have you driven with an open container?
What is the average number of drinks consumed per week?
How many times have you consumed alcohol on the job?

S O A O O O

How many times have you been warned by an employer about
drinking?

You may use this space to provide additional information about your social drinker(moderate intake only)
use of tobacco and/or alcohol.

8.2) Illegal Drug Use

8.2.1) Overview

Have you ever used or experimented with marijuana? YES
Have you ever used or experimented with cocaine? no
Have you ever used or experimented with amphetamines, no
methedrine, dexedrine, "speed"?

Have you ever used or experimented with PCP (angel dust)? no
Have you ever used or experimented with crack cocaine, opiates, no

morphine, heroin?

LESI®
Law Enforcement Services, Inc.
Greensboro, NC
Copyright 2016 LESI® US Patent #7,346,541 West Virginia State Police
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Have you ever used or experimented with hallucinogens? no
Have you used or experimented with any illegal drug not listed no
above?

Have you illegally used or experimented with any other drugs? no
8.2.2) Marijuana

Number of times you have smoked/used or experimented with 1-5

marijuana in your entire life:

Number of times that you have smoked/used or experimented with 0
marijuana in the last 12 months:

Have you ever driven after smoking/using marijuana? no
Have you ever provided marijuana in exchange for money or goods? no
Have you ever grown, cultivated, or been involved in the no

manufacture of marijuana?

Have you ever been refused employment or military service because no
of use of marijuana?

Have you ever been disciplined or discharged from employment or  no
military service because of use of marijuana?

Age FIRST used or experimented with Marijuana: 17
Date last used or experimented with Marijuana: 2/1991

You may use this space to provide additional information about your minimal experimentation
marijuana use.

9) Applications to Other Agencies
Have you previously applied to any law enforcement agency? YES

9.1) Agency 1

Agency name: Oak City Police Department
City: Oak City

State: NC

Date applied: 10/2001

Were you employed by this agency? Not yet

Were you offered employment with this agency? Not yet

Have you applied to any other law enforcement agencies? YES

9.2) Agency 2

Agency name: Pine City Police Department
City: Pine City
State: NC
Date applied: 10/2001
Were you employed by this agency? Not yet
Were you offered employment with this agency? Not yet
Have you applied to any other law enforcement agencies? No
10) Other Legal

Have you ever intentionally or unintentionally slapped, punched or otherwise injured a spouse or ~ No
domestic partner?

Have you ever been served with or been the subject of a domestic restraining order No

LESI®
Law Enforcement Services, Inc.
Greensboro, NC
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Have you ever cheated, lied, or misrepresented facts during an application or employment No
evaluation process?

11) Additional Comments, Explanations and Clarifications
I am not employed with either of the police departments I have applied with because i am currently going through the
application/hiring process.
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Discrepancies for John C. Smith

Current Case: 1234 taken on 01/27/2002 for Elm City Police Department

The table below represents discrepancies identified when comparing the current case with previous case(s) on file. Background
investigators should pay particular attention to reconciling these discrepancies in the course of investigation of this applicant.

CI = Critical Items - items that have been directly linked through research to disciplinary action in law enforcement officers.
NI = Negative Indicators - are negative background indicators recommended for follow up by investigators.

This Begin End .
Agency? Type Name (Age) (Age) Freq Detail
10/04/2001 N CI  More than one resignation for 2times  Position 5 — Sunset Café,
personal reasons Position 3 — Elm City Furniture
LESI®
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Sample Comprehensive Reports

Exhibit 4

These exhibits contain proprietary confidential information which should not be photocopied,
distributed, nor included in any public release or for any purpose other than the evaluation of this
quote (DPS1600000008).

In this regard, please note that public disclosure of this information would violate the ethical principles
and professional conduct guidelines published by the American Psychological Association as well as the
Code of Fair Testing Practices and the Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing published
by the Joint Committee on Testing Practices of the American Educational Research Association.

LESI®
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Sample Comprehensive Reports

Psychological Evaluation, Applicant "A"
CANDIDATE: XXXX
INTERVIEW DATE: July 13, 200X

The following evaluation represents the opinion of the psychologist concerning the individual named.
The j udgments a re ba sed upon a ps ychological i nterview a nd ps ychological t est r esults. These
judgments are germane only to the position indicated and are considered valid for no longer than
6 months from the date shown above. This evaluation should not be shared with any other agency or
used for any purpose other than that indicated herein. This document should not be photocopied. The
physical security of this document is the responsibility of the Agency named herein.

BACKGROUND:

XXXXX is a 34 year old male evaluated in conjunction with his application for employment as a Cadet
Trooper, XXXXX State Police. Mr. XXXXX is currently employed as a Police Officer at the X XXXX
Police Department and has been so employed for approximately 4/ years.

Mr. XXXXX holds a Bachelors Degree in Criminal Justice from the State University of XXXXX. He
served 6 years in the US Army and was discharged with the rank of E-4. He is married and has 1 child.

PRESENTING DATA:

Mr. XXXXX presents in a generally appropriate manner. He was open, honest and friendly during the
interview, maintained good eye contact and expressed himself adequately.

TESTS ADMINISTERED:

California P sychological Inventory, E ducational S kills I nventory T est, Inwald S urvey 5, P ersonal
History Questionnaire, Wonderlic Personnel Test.

RESULTS OF PSYCHOLOGICAL TESTING AND PERSONAL INTERVIEW:

Mr. XXXXX's score on the Wonderlic Personnel Test was at the 76.6 percentile which is above average
for cadet trooper applicants. His score on the Brief Intelligence Test was at the 90.2 percentile which is
above average as well, when compared to our database of cadet trooper applicants.

Analysis o fth e e rror p atterns in th e in tellectual te sting is consistent w ith th e imp ression o f above
average general intellectual ability. There is no indication of educational deficits nor is there a noted
tendency for his performance to deteriorate with stress and time pressure.

Exhibit 4, page 1
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Sample Comprehensive Suitability Reports

Psychological Evaluation, Applicant "A"
July 13, 200X

These s cores i ndicate t hat M r. X XXXX w ould not e xperience di fficulty ¢ ompleting t he a cademic
portions of his training. In addition, his performance if called upon to complete written reports and/or
routine administrative tasks is likely to be adequate.

Mr. X XXXX's performance on t he California P sychological Inventory indicates that he is a cautious,
well-controlled i ndividual w ho w ill t ypically t hink be fore a cting on impulse. H e i s also hi ghly
conventional and conforming and will seek the acceptance of others. He will be quite concerned with
pleasing others and avoiding criticism.

Mr. XXXXX is an interpersonally assertive individual who prefers to be in charge of a group or activity
rather than merely a participant. He has definite opinions and views, a strong sense of purpose in life
and will characteristically exercise leadership when attempting to influence others. In addition, he is a
moderately ambitious person who will be hard working and willing to make personal sacrifices in order
to achieve his long term goals.

Mr. XXXXX is socially outgoing and comfortable in a variety of interpersonal situations, whether with
strangers or with friends. He will be poised, spontaneous and flexible when dealing with others. He is
aware of human idiosyncrasies and differences, but not upset by them. He will integrate his activities
well with others and will be able to deal with those whose lifestyles and points of view differ from his
own.

Mr. XXXXX is a self-confident individual who is comfortable with himself at this time. He will rely on
his own opinions and views and will trust his own views more than the views of others. In spite of this,
however, he will faithfully follow the directions of others, even on issues of personal importance that
may significantly affect his own life. As such, he will rarely, if ever, question those in authority.

Mr. X XXXX is a conscientious 1 ndividual w ho 1s c oncerned a bout t he w elfare of others. H e will
display a sense of civic responsibility and has an appreciation for social orderliness. In addition, he will
be a chievement or iented, r esourceful a nd a ble t o function w ell i n bot h s tructured a nd uns tructured
situations as well as in situations calling for independent judgment.

Exhibit 4, page 2
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Sample Comprehensive Suitability Reports

Psychological Evaluation, Applicant "A"
July 13, 200X

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS:

Mr. XXXXX's score on the Police Effectiveness Index of the California Psychological Inventory is 54
which is significantly above average. The Inwald Survey 5 indicates that his profile suggests a low risk
for pe rformance di fficulties. T he LESI Discriminant F unction Analysis doe s not indicate an above
average probability of disciplinary action and/or performance difficulties. In total, I find Mr. XXXXX
to be an acceptable candidate for employment as a Cadet Trooper, XXXXX State Police.

In this regard, the testing indicates that Mr. XXXXX is an individual of above average intelligence. He
has de monstrated hi s i1 nterest i n 1 aw e nforcement through hi s e ducational a ctivities a nd ¢ urrent
employment. H e i s al so r easonably w ell-adjusted an d h as m any o f't he p ersonality ch aracteristics
associated with success in 1aw en forcement. A s such, [ believe he has ar easonable p robability for
success as a Cadet Trooper, XXXXX State Police.

Performance Area Ratings (0-5)

Intellectual ability and academic achievement 3
Background 3
Psychological adjustment 3

OVERALL RATING 9
Employment recommended

Michael J. Cuttler, Ph.D.
Consulting Psychologist

MIC:grt

Exhibit 4, page 3
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Sample Comprehensive Suitability Reports

Psychological Evaluation, Applicant "B"
CANDIDATE: XXXX
INTERVIEW DATE: May 1, 200X

The following evaluation represents the opinion of the psychologist concerning the individual named.
The j udgments a re ba sed upon a ps ychological i nterview a nd ps ychological t est r esults. These
judgments are germane only to the position indicated and are considered valid for no longer than
6 months from the date shown above. This evaluation should not be shared with any other agency or
used for any purpose other than that indicated herein. This document should not be photocopied. The
physical security of this document is the responsibility of the Agency named herein.

BACKGROUND:

XXXXXis a28 year old female evaluated in conjunction with her application for employment as a
Cadet Trooper, XXXXX State Police. Ms. XXXXX is currently employed at a retail store and has been
so employed for approximately 2" years.

Ms. X XXXX hol ds a Bachelors D egree i n J ustice A dministration from X XXXX C ollege. S he is
married and has 1 child. She has no history of military service.

PRESENTING DATA:

Ms. XXXXX presents in a generally appropriate manner. She was open, honest and friendly during the
interview, maintained good eye contact and expressed herself adequately.

TESTS ADMINISTERED:

California P sychological Inventory, E ducational S kills I nventory T est, Inwald S urvey 5, P ersonal
History Questionnaire, Wonderlic Personnel Test.

RESULTS OF PSYCHOLOGICAL TESTING AND PERSONAL INTERVIEW:

Ms. XXXXX's score on the Wonderlic Personnel Test was at the 98.8 percentile which is above average
for cadet trooper applicants. Her score on the Brief Intelligence Test was at the 90.2 percentile which is
above average as well, when compared to our database of cadet trooper applicants.

Analysis o fth e e rror p atterns in th e in tellectual te sting is consistent w ith th e imp ression o f above
average general intellectual ability. There is no indication of educational deficits nor is there a noted
tendency for her performance to deteriorate with stress and time pressure.

Exhibit 4, page 4
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Sample Comprehensive Suitability Reports

Psychological Evaluation, Applicant "B"
May 1, 200X

These s cores i ndicate t hat M s. X XXXX w ould n ot ex perience d ifficulty completing t he academic
portions of her training. In addition, her performance if called upon to complete written reports and/or
routine administrative tasks is likely to be good.

Ms. XXXXX's performance on t he California P sychological Inventory indicates that she is a cautious,
well-controlled i ndividual w ho w ill t ypically t hink be fore a cting on impulse. S he i s a Iso hi ghly
conventional and conforming and will seek the acceptance of others. She will be quite concerned with
pleasing others and avoiding criticism.

Ms. XXXXX is a reasonably assertive i ndividual w ho usually pr efers to be in c harge of a group or
activity r ather t han merely a participant. S he has a good s ense of purpose in life and will us ually
exercise | eadership w hen a ttempting to influence others. In addition, she is a moderately a mbitious
person who will be hard working and willing to make personal sacrifices in order to achieve her long
term goals.

Ms. XXXXX is somewhat shy and retiring interpersonally and not very outgoing socially. In addition,
behavior patterns that differ from her own cause her some discomfort. She will have a restricted view of
what behaviors are “proper” and will be quite critical of those whose lifestyles and points of view differ
from her own.

Ms. XXXXX is a reasonably self-confident individual who is reasonably comfortable with herself at this
time. She will rely on her own opinions and views and will trust her own views more than the views of
others. In spite of this, however, she will faithfully follow the directions of others, even on issues of
personal importance that may significantly affect her own life. As such, she will rarely, if ever, question
those in authority.

Ms.XXXXX is a conscientious i ndividual w ho is ¢ oncerned about t he w elfare of others. S he will
display a sense of civic responsibility and has an appreciation for social orderliness. In addition, she
will be reasonably resourceful and able to function reasonably well in both structured and unstructured
situations.

Exhibit 4, page 5
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Sample Comprehensive Suitability Reports

Psychological Evaluation, Applicant "B"
May 1, 200X

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS:

Ms. XXXXX's score on t he Police Effectiveness Index of the California Psychological Inventory is 48
which is average. T he Inwald Survey 5 indicates that her profile suggests a low risk for performance
difficulties. The LESI Discriminant Function Analysis does not indicate an above average probability of
disciplinary a ction a nd/or pe rformance di fficulties. I ntotal, I find M s.XXXXX to be an acceptable
candidate for employment as a Cadet Trooper, XXXXX State Police.

In this regard, the testing indicates that Ms. XXXXX is an individual of above average intelligence. She
is also reasonably well-adjusted and her profile is within normal limits.

The primary n egative in M s. X XXXX’s profile involves the personality te sting. Inthisregard, the
testing 1 ndicates | ack of interpersonal flexibility. A s such, she may, attimes, be unc omfortable in
situations calling for interpersonal subtlety and finesse.

As noted above, Ms. XXXXX’s profile is within normal limits and, based on the information available,

she 1 s a cceptable f or e mployment. G iven pr oper t raining a nd s upervision, s he ha s a r easonable
probability of success as a Cadet Trooper, XXXXX State Police.

Performance Area Ratings (0-5)

Intellectual ability and academic achievement 4
Background 3
Psychological adjustment 2

OVERALL RATING 9
Employment recommended

Michael J. Cuttler, Ph.D.
Consulting Psychologist

MIC:grt
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Sample Comprehensive Suitability Reports

Psychological Evaluation, Applicant "C"
CANDIDATE: XXXX
INTERVIEW DATE: April 16, 200X

The following evaluation represents the opinion of the psychologist concerning the individual named.
The j udgments a re ba sed upon a ps ychological i nterview a nd ps ychological t est r esults. These
judgments are germane only to the position indicated and are considered valid for no longer than
6 months from the date shown above. This evaluation should not be shared with any other agency or
used for any purpose other than that indicated herein. This document should not be photocopied. The
physical security of this document is the responsibility of the Agency named herein.

BACKGROUND:

Mr. X XXX is a 25 year old male evaluated in c onjunction with his application for employment as a
Cadet Trooper, XXXX State Patrol. Mr. XXXX is currently unemployed and has been unemployed for
approximately 3 months. Prior to that, he was employed as a laborer for approximately 7 months. Prior
to that, he was unemployed for approximately 10 months.

Mr. XXXXisa high school g raduate who ha s ¢ ompleted voc ational c ertification i n E lectronics
Technology and has no further education. He served approximately 4 years in the US Marine Corps and
was discharged with the rank of E-3. He is single and lives with his parents.

PRESENTING DATA:

Mr. XXXX presents in a generally appropriate manner. H e was open, honest and friendly during the
interview, maintained good eye contact and expressed himself adequately.

TEST ADMINISTERED:

California P sychological Inventory, E ducational S kills I nventory T est, Inwald S urvey 5, P ersonal
History Questionnaire, Wonderlic Personnel Test.

RESULTS OF PSYCHOLOGICAL TESTING AND PERSONAL INTERVIEW:

Mr. XXXX's s core on the W onderlic P ersonnel T est was at the 42.1 p ercentile which is av erage for
cadet trooper applicants. His score on the Brief Intelligence Test was at the 19.5 percentile which is low
average, when compared to our database of cadet trooper applicants.

Analysis of the error patterns in the intellectual testing is consistent with the impression of low average
to average general intellectual ability. In addition, there is indication of significant educational deficits
in the areas of mathematical reasoning ability.
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Sample Comprehensive Suitability Reports

Psychological Evaluation, Applicant "C"
April 16, 200X

These scores indicate that Mr. XXXX would not experience undue difficulty completing the academic
portions of his training. In addition, his performance if called upon to complete written reports and/or
routine administrative tasks is likely to be adequate.

Mr. XXXX's p erformance on t he C alifornia P sychological Inventory indicates that he is a cautious,
well-controlled i ndividual w ho w ill t ypically t hink be fore a cting on i mpulse. H e i s al so r easonably
conforming an d w ill u sually s eek t he ac ceptance o f o thers. H e will b e r easonably co ncerned w ith
pleasing others and avoiding criticism.

Mr. XXXX is an interpersonally assertive individual who prefers to be in charge of'a group or activity
rather than merely a participant. He has definite opinions and views and will usually exercise leadership
when attempting to influence others. H owever, he also indicates that he is relatively disinterested in
achievement. He is likely to be unwilling or unable to make personal sacrifices in order to achieve his
goals.

Mr. XXXX 1s socially outgoing and comfortable in a variety of interpersonal situations, whether with
strangers or with friends. He will be reasonably poised when dealing with others. He is aware of human
idiosyncrasies and differences, but not unduly upset by them. He will integrate his activities reasonably
well with others and will be able to deal reasonably well with those whose lifestyles and points of view
differ from his own.

Mr. XXXX is a self-confident individual who is comfortable with himself at this time. He will rely on
his own opinions and views and will trust his own views more than the views of others. However, he
will usually follow the directions of others. As such, he will rarely question those in authority.

Mr. XXXX indicates that he is reluctant to make personal sacrifices for the good of others. This is an
unusual finding in law enforcement officers and has been found to predict disciplinary action.

Mr. XXX X w ill be r easonably r esourceful a nd a ble t o f unction r easonably w ell i n s tructured a nd
unstructured situations.
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Sample Comprehensive Suitability Reports

Psychological Evaluation, Applicant "C"
April 16, 200X

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS:

Mr. XXXX's score on the Police Effectiveness Index of the California P sychological Inventory is 50
which is average. The Inwald Survey 5 indicates that his profile suggests a high risk for performance
difficulties, primarily due to indications of work ethic and reliability concerns. The LESI Discriminant
Function A nalysis doe s not 1 ndicate a na bove a verage pr obability of di sciplinary a ction a nd/or
performance difficulties. In total, I find Mr. XXXX to be a borderline candidate for employment as a
Cadet Trooper, XXXX State Patrol.

In this regard, the testing indicates that Mr. XXXX is a reasonably intelligent individual. H e is also
reasonably well-adjusted and his profile is within normal limits. As such, sufficient data does not exist
to justify completely disqualifying him from consideration for employment at this time. However, there
are s everal ne gative i ndicators i n hi s pr ofile w hich s hould be very carefully considered dur ing t he
employment process.

One set of negatives in Mr. X XXX’s profile involves his background. In this regard, this applicant’s
employment history since his discharge from the US Martine Corps has been quite poor and includes
multiple protracted periods of unemployment as well as a protracted period of part-time employment. In
addition, during the personal interview, Mr. XXXX indicated that he received a Page 11 entry in the US
Marine C orps f or “ non-recommendation for C orporal.” H e indicated t hat he ha d not a ccumulated
enough points for C orporal due to “switching units s everal times.” Itis strongly recommended t hat
background i nvestigators pay close a ttention t o t his a pplicant’s e mployment hi storyaswell as his
military history.

It is also noted that Mr. XXXX has applied to multiple law enforcement agencies recently. However, he
failed to indicate this information on Q uestion #10 of the LESI Personal History Questionnaire or on
Question #25 of the XXXXX employment application. In addition, this applicant’s background includes
2 a lcohol-related ar rests as w ell as m arijuana u sage ap proximately 1’2 years a go. B ackground
investigators should pay close attention to this applicant’s substance usage as well as the thoroughness
and completeness of application materials.

Another set of ne gatives in Mr. X XXX’s profile involves the personality testing. In this regard, the
testing in dicates la ck o fin itiative a nd r eluctance to ma ke p ersonal sacrifices f or o thers. Law
enforcement of ficers in our database w ith p rofiles s uch as t his m ay b e unc omfortable in s ituations
calling for independent judgment.
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Sample Comprehensive Suitability Reports

Psychological Evaluation, Applicant "C"
April 16, 200X

As noted above, Mr. XXXX’s profile is within normal limits and, as such, sufficient data does not exist
to justify completely disqualifying him from consideration for employment at this time. However, due
to the above noted n egative indicators, [ am unable to recommend him without reservations. If Mr.
XXXX’s b ackground i s acc eptable t o t he X XXXX S tate P atrol, t hen h e w ould b e a cceptable f or
employment. However, if hired, it is strongly recommended that training officers and supervisors pay
close attention to the above noted negative indicators. W ithout proper training and supervision, he will
have an above average tendency to develop “bad habits” in the field.

Performance Area Ratings (0-5)

Intellectual ability and academic achievement 3
Background 2
Psychological adjustment 2

OVERALL RATING 7
Borderline candidate
Recommendation withheld

Michael J. Cuttler, Ph.D.
Consulting Psychologist

MJC:mst
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Sample Comprehensive Suitability Reports

Psychological Evaluation, Applicant "D"
CANDIDATE: XXXX
INTERVIEW DATE: September 2, 200X

The following evaluation represents the opinion of the psychologist concerning the individual named.
The j udgments a re ba sed upon a ps ychological i nterview a nd ps ychological t est r esults. These
judgments are germane only to the position indicated and are considered valid for no longer than
6 months from the date shown above. This evaluation should not be shared with any other agency or
used for any purpose other than that indicated herein. This document should not be photocopied. The
physical security of this document is the responsibility of the Agency named herein.

BACKGROUND:

Mr. XXXX isa 21 year old male evaluated in conjunction with his application for employment as a
Cadet Trooper, XXXX State Police. Mr. XXXX is currently unemployed and has been unemployed for
approximately 3 m onths. P rior to this, he was employed as a produce associate at a grocery store for
approximately 5 years on a part-time basis. However, he was asked to resign from that position.

Mr. XXXX is a high school graduate with no further education. He is single and lives alone. He has no
history of military service.

PRESENTING DATA:

Mr. XXXX presents in a generally appropriate manner. H e was open, honest and friendly during the
interview, maintained good eye contact and expressed himself adequately.

TESTS ADMINISTERED:

California P sychological Inventory, E ducational S kills [ nventory T est, Inwald S urvey 5, P ersonal
History Questionnaire, Wonderlic Personnel Test.

RESULTS OF PSYCHOLOGICAL TESTING AND PERSONAL INTERVIEW:

Mr. XXXX's score on the Wonderlic Personnel Test was at the 24.0 percentile which is low average for
cadet trooper applicants. H is score on the Brief Intelligence Test was atthe 9.9 percentile which is
below average when compared to our database of cadet trooper applicants.

Analysis of the error patterns in the intellectual testing is consistent with the impression of below to low
average general intellectual ability. In addition, there is indication of substantial educational deficits in
the areas of reading comprehension, mathematical reasoning ability and written expression.
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Sample Comprehensive Suitability Reports

Psychological Evaluation, Applicant "D"
September 2, 200X

These scores indicate that although Mr. XXXX possesses adequate general intelligence to perform the
duties of a cadet trooper, he may experience difficulty completing the academic portions of his training.
In addition, his p erformance if called upon to complete written reports and/or r outine a dministrative
tasks is likely to be poor.

Mr. XXXX's performance on t he California Psychological Inventory indicates that he is an unusually
impatient individual. Although he can move quickly from idea to action, he may, on occasion, do so too
quickly. Individuals with profiles such as this often fail to think through the long range implications of
their actions. In addition, he indicates that he is not particularly c oncerned with the i mpression his
behavior creates in others and does not particularly care what others think of him. Individuals with
profiles such as this are often characterized as “thick-skinned” people who are insensitive to others.

Mr. XXXX is a reasonably assertive individual who prefers to be in charge of a group. He has definite
opinions and views and will usually exercise leadership when attempting to influence others. However,
he also indicates that he is relatively disinterested in achievement. He is likely to be unwilling or unable
to make personal sacrifices in order to achieve his goals.

Mr. XXXX is somewhat shy and retiring interpersonally and not very outgoing socially. In addition,
behavioral patterns that differ from his own cause him some discomfort. He will have a restricted view
of what behaviors are “proper” and will be quite critical of those whose points of view and lifestyles
differ from his own.

Mr. XXXX is a reasonably self-confident individual who is reasonably comfortable with himself at this
time. He will rely on his own opinions and views and will trust his own views more than the views of
others. H owever, he will f aithfully follow t he di rections of ot hers, e ven oni ssues of pe rsonal
importance that may significantly affect his own life. As such, he will rarely, if ever, question those in
authority.

Mr. XXXX indicates that he is reluctant to make personal sacrifices for the good of others. This is an
unusual finding in law enforcement applicants and has been found to predict disciplinary action.

Mr. XXXX in structured situations. Structure and organization are appealing to him and he values them
in mo st e ndeavors. H e will be ¢ onsiderably | ess ¢ omfortable i n unus ual s ituations or in s ituations
calling for independent judgment.
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Sample Comprehensive Suitability Reports

Psychological Evaluation, Applicant "D"
September 2, 200X

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS:

Mr. XXXX's score on the Police E ffectiveness Index of the California P sychological Inventory is 39
which is substantially below average. The Inwald Survey 5 indicates that his profile suggests a high risk
for pe rformance di fficulties and a high risk for job termination, primarily due to indications of work
ethic and reliability concerns. The LESI Discriminant Function A nalysis indicates an above av erage
probability of di sciplinary a ction a nd/or p erformance di fficulties, pr imarily due t o i ndications of
impatience, lack of initiative, lack of interpersonal sensitivity and discomfort in situations calling for
independent judgment. In total, I find Mr. XXXX to be a questionable candidate for employment as a
Cadet Trooper, XXXXX State Police.

In this regard, although Mr. XXXX possesses adequate general intelligence to perform the duties of a
police officer, the results of the cognitive/educational testing indicate substantial educational deficits in
the ar eas o f r eading co mprehension, m athematical r easoning ability an d w ritten ex pression. T hese
scores 1 ndicate t hat h e m ay h ave d ifficulty completely additional ac ademic t raining as w ell as
administrative tasks and that he is likely to benefit from remedial educational attention.

The s econd s et of ne gatives i n M r. XXXX's p rofile i nvolves hi s b ackground. In this r egard, this
applicant’s ba ckground i ncludes a n i nvoluntary resignation f rom e mploymenta ta gr ocery s tore
subsequent to an integrity violation. In addition, during the personal interview, this applicant indicated
that he used marijuana approximately 1'% years ago. T hisis a significant ne gative indicator since it
occurred while he was a volunteer firefighter and is in direct contradiction to the information supplied
on Q uestion #44 of the s igned a nd not arized X XXXX a pplication form. B ackground i nvestigators
should pa y ¢ lose a ttention t ot his a pplicant’s e mployment hi story, i ncluding t he ¢ ircumstances
surrounding hi s j ob t ermination. B ackground investigators s hould a lIso pa y ¢ lose attention t o hi s
substance usage.

The third set of negatives in Mr. X XXX’s profile involves the personality testing. In this regard, the
testing indicates impatience, lack of interpersonal sensitivity and lack of initiative. As such, he may fail
to think through the long range implication of his actions and may be uncomfortable in situations calling
for i nterpersonal s ubtlety and finesse. T here are a Iso i ndications t hat he m ay be un comfortable in
situations calling for independent judgment.

Due to the above noted negative indicators, I am unable to recommend Mr. X XXX for employment at
this time.
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Sample Comprehensive Suitability Reports

Psychological Evaluation, Applicant "D"
September 2, 200X

Performance Area Ratings (0-5)

Intellectual ability and academic achievement 2
Background 2
Psychological adjustment 2

OVERALL RATING 6
Employment not recommended

Michael J. Cuttler, Ph.D.
Consulting Psychologist

MJC:mst

LAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES, INC.
Greensboro, North Carolina 27408
(336) 852-6902
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These exhibits contain proprietary confidential information which should not be
photocopied, distributed, nor included in any public release or for any purpose other than
the evaluation of this quote (DPS1600000008).

In this regard, please note that public disclosure of this information would violate the ethical
principles and professional conduct guidelines published by the American Psychological
Association as well as the Code of Fair Testing Practices and the Standards for Educational and
Psychological Testing published by the Joint Committee on Testing Practices of the American
Educational Research Association.
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LESI® Multi-domain Assessment Battery — Validation

The following is a dditional in formation r egarding th e v alidation research s upporting our pre-
employment assessment battery. Toward that end, I am including it with the West Virginia State
Police RFQ.

The LESI pre-employment a ssessment battery is de signed to assure both c ontent validity and
predictive validity. We have documented content validity of our assessment battery through the
administration of a job analysis questionnaire w hich was completed by 431 representatives o f
157 municipal law enforcement agencies.

We have developed content based weights and linkages between these ( performance at tribute)
areas and various scores derived from our assessment battery. These scores (i.e., background and
history) and s cales (i.e., t est s cores) a re t he p rimary co mponents o f't he D ecision t ree an d
discriminant function e quations w hich form t he c ornerstone o f our out come pr edictions. T he
Discriminant function equations predict the following four outcomes:

e Selection Process Success - passing all stages of the typical police employment
process (aptitude, oral board, background, psychological) and being placed on an
eligibility list.

e Successful Employment - selected from list, employed, successfully completing
academy and field training, remaining employed for 12 months (subsequent to
training) without significant performance problems.

e Disciplinary Action - referred for fitness for duty evaluation in conjunction with
disciplinary action.

¢ Job Dysfunction — experienced disciplinary action (above squad level) for specific job
related infractions.

I have attached the classification matrices upon which these predictions are based. W e feel the
predictive validity of these equations are substantial.

Michael J. Cuttler, Ph.D.
Director

LESI®
Law Enforcement Services, Inc.
Greensboro, NC
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CLASSIFICATION MATRIX FOR SELECTION FAILURES

N =608 APPLICANTS “ PREDICTED

CATEGORY % CORRECT Q NQ T
Q 77.79 217 55 272
OBSERVED
NQ* 85.71 48 | 288 | 336
TOTAL 83.10 265 | 343 | 608
Q = QUALIFIED FOR EMPLOYMENT
(passed all stages; made eligibility list)
NQ = SELECTION PROCESS FAILURES
(dropped from eligibility list)
*Includes 52 psych failures
LESI®

Law Enforcement Services, Inc.
Greensboro, NC

This information is Confidential and Proprietary and not intended for public release.

West Virginia State Police
RFQ#DPS160000008



CLASSIFICATION MATRIX FOR SUCCESSFUL HIRES

OBSERVED

*All hired candidates received acceptable or borderline psych evaluations

CAT3

N =329 HIRES*

PREDICTED “

CATEGORY % CORRECT | 1/2 3 TOTALS
1/2 69.57 64 28 92
3 95.36 11 | 226 237
TOTAL 88.10 75 | 254 329

LESI®

Law Enforcement Services, Inc.

Greensboro, NC

This information is Confidential and Proprietary and not intended for public release.

= HIRED, COMPLETED TRAINING & TENURE

CAT 1/2 = HIRED, BUT FAILED TO COMPLETE TRAINING & TENURE

West Virginia State Police
RFQ#DPS160000008



CLASSIFICATION MATRIX FOR DISCIPLINARY EVALUATION

N=118 ‘ PREDICTED “

% CLASSIFIED | FFD | CONTROL | TOTALS
FFD 69.5 41 18 59
OBSERVED CONTROL 86.4 8 51 59
TOTAL 77.97 49 69 118

FFD - REFERRED FOR DISCIPLINARY FFD

CON - NOT REFERRED

LESI®
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Exhibit 6

These exhibits contain proprietary confidential information which should not be
photocopied, distributed, nor included in any public release or for any purpose
other than the evaluation of this quote (DPS1600000008).

In this regard, please note that public disclosure of this information would violate the
ethical principles and professional conduct guidelines published by the American
Psychological Association as well as the Code of Fair Testing Practices and the Standards
for Educational and Psychological Testing published by the Joint Committee on Testing
Practices of the American Educational Research Association.
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7 Pre-Employment Screening
of Police Officers

Integrating Actuarial Prediction
Models With Practice

Michael J. Cuttler

INTRODUCTION

Psychological assessment of candidates for employment as police officers has become a widespread
practice in the United States and most, if not all, police psychologists are either familiar with or
directly invelved in this practice. In a recent national snrvey, Cochrane, Tett, and Vandecreek (2003)
surveyed a cross-section of small, medium, and large police agencies and found that as many as
90% of the departments surveyed currently use psychological testing in their pre-employment
selection. Bartol (1996) surveyed police psychologists in regard to their activities and reported that
pre-employment assessment accounts for the highest percentage of time expended (34.3%) among
this group of practitioners. Scrivner and Kurke (1996) surveyed police psychologists employed
by the 50 largest U.S. police agencies and found that 71% of this sample reported performing
pre-employment psychological evaluations as part of their regular activities, Based on employment
figures published by the U.S. Department of Justice (2007), it’s been estimated that as many as
100,000 pre-employment assessments of police officers are performed each year by as many as
4,500 psychologists (Corey, Cuttler, & Moss, 2009).

The earliest research in pre-employment assessment/selection of police officers developed
within the disciplines of /O and clinieal psychology, albeit without evidence of significant inter-
disciplinary interaction. After 1980, a number of professional presentations and publications
also appeared in conjunction with the emergence of forensic psychology as a distinct specialty
(Monahan, 1981; Shapiro, 1983; Ziskin, 1981). Subsequently, societal, legal and technological devel-
opments (e.g., the Americans With Disabilities Act, 1990; the Civil Rights Act, 1991; and the Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission’s Uniform Guidelines on Employee Selection, 1978, as cited
in Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, 1995) encouraged convergence of research, prac-
tice, and perspectives within these disciplines. Convergence of research in this regard is reflected
in the literature, particularly through a number of retrospective validity studies and meta-analyses,
while convergence in practice is seen through development of specialized test instruments, scales,
and other techniques. However, although instrumeut design and supporting research have converged
across clinical, industrial, and forensic disciplines, there has been considerably less diseussion in the
literature regarding interpretive strategy from the practitioner perspective. From this perspective,
consideration of the research in repard to actuarial prediction vs. clinical judgment is particularly
apropos.” The actnarial assessment literature can also serve as a conceptual bridge between these
disciplines. Such is the purpose, focus, and organization of this chapter.

* Clinical prediction refers to the use of an individnal {an expert, a elinician) to predict an event. Actuarial prediction refers
to the use of an actuarial formula to predict the same event (Westen & Weinberger, 2004).
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HISTORY*

Dawes (2005), in her article “The Ethical Implications of Paul Meehl’s Work on Comparing Clinical
Versus Actuarial Prediction Methods,” describes a lake in Massachusetts (Webster) that histori-
cally had a long Native American name (Chargoggaggoggmanchargagoggcharbunagungamaug)
which, according to Dawes, translates to “I fish on my side, you fish on your side, and no one
fishes in the middle” (p. 1245). Assessment of police officer candidates has historical roots in
both the clinical and the 1/0O literature, but until the early 1980s, few (if any) fished in the middle
of the lake.

Drees, Ones, Cullen, Spilberg, and Viswesvaran (2003) suggest the practice of screening police
officers for critical traits may be traced back to 1829 London (see also Chenoweth, 1961; Matarazzo,
Allen, Saslow, & Wiens, 1964). Cochrane et al. (2003) and cite the President’s Commission on
Law Enforcement and the Administration of Justice (1967) which recommended screening of all
potential officers at that time, Suhsequently, the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice
Standards and Goals Task Force on Police (1973) recommended a standard screening procedure
to include (a) a written test of mental ability or aptitude, (b) an oral interview, (c) a psychological
examination, and (d) a background iuvestigation,

These reports are identified in the 1/0 literature as the primary anfecedents of a number of
studies published during that time frame which focused on operational definition of job success
police work as well as linkages to skill and ability measures (Cohen & Chaiken, 1973; Dunnette &
Motowidlo, 1976; Gordon & Kleiman, 1976; Kent & Fisenberg, 1972; Landy, 1976; Smith &
Stotland, 1973).

In contrast to activity in the /O area, examination of the climical literature during the 1960s and
1970s supports the impression that the early state of the art in regard to clinical psychological test-
ing and assessment of police officer candidates was characterized by not only a preponderance of
descriptive information regarding the psychological characteristics of officers but also a dearth of
objective data and/or testable hypotheses regarding personality and psychological findings.

Lefkowitz (1977), in his review of police selection procednres titled “Industrial organizational
psychology and the police,” cited evidence that the use of psychological/psychiatric inquiry began
to emerge as early as 1938 and had been adopted by a number of large municipalities by the
mid-1950s (see also Matarazzo et al., 1964). However, Lefkowitz further noted that although psy-
chological tests and interviews were increasingly included in published investigations of police
selection during the 1960s and 1970s, substantive findings in the clinical literature were sparse.
Contrasting the clinical literature of the time to the /O studies noted above, he asserts that the
results of psychological tests and clinical interviews were rarely, if ever, directly linked to job
performance or designed in such a way as to facilitate cross validation and/or other forms of
scientific inquiry.

The published reports of clinical evaluations of police candidates’ emotional fitness usually contain
rich descriptive accounts of typical personality and mental functioning, However, they are often devoid
of data other than the clinician’s personal impressions.... This is often a function of the fact that the
clinicians are assessing qualities for which few objective or standardized measuring instruments exist.
(Lefkowitz, 1977, p. 354)

Similarly, Cuttler and Muchinsky (2006} note that interest in pre-employment festing of
_police officers was limited primarily to physical ability, mental ability, and aptitude predictors
(i.e., 1/O psychology} until the work of Ogelsby (1957), who suggested that screening of police
applicants would be enhanced by evaluation of personality factors. Matarazzo et al. (1964) pub-
lished one of the few early attempts at clinical evaluation of police applicants that contained

* Robin Inwald, PhD, provided substantive input to this section in regard to historical context, cvents, unpublished studies,
and other professional activities.
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objective empirical data (10 cliuical instruments including the WAIS, MMPI, Edwards Personal
Preference Inventory, Rorschach, Taylor Manifest Anxiety Inventory, and five other tests, as
well as a clinical interview), derived from 243 police and fire applicants evaluated within a
3-year period. The study reported descriptive statistics obtained from this applicant pool and
concluded that the police and fire departments in Portland, Oregon, were recruiting “superior
young men” defined as those with above average intelligence and excellent social adjustinent.
Although the authors included the finding that these (test) scores did not differ significantly from
scores developed from incumbent officers, the study also did not include longitudinal, compara-
tive, or criterion outcome measures. Similarly, no attempls to cross validate or replicate these
findings were attempted or appeared in the early literature. As such, the authors were limited
in their conclusions in regard to the broader applicability of these findings, beyond noting that
the attrition rate of those hired was similar to that reported in another earlier study in St. Louis
(Dubois & Watson, 1950), that is, inasmuch as different measnres were used in these studies, not
much else could be said.

In their review of the history of personality assessment in police psychology, Weiss and Inwald
(2010) report increased interest and practice of pre-employment assessment by both police agencies
and psychologists during the 1970s and cite a few empirical stodies nsing personality tests in the
time period between 1964 and 1979. However, in this regard, the few 1970s studies cited by Weiss
and Inwald {Azen, 1974; Azen, Saccuzo, Higgins, & Lewandowski, 1974; Saxe & Reiser, 1976;
Snibbe & Montgomery, 1973) were primarily based on the MMPL, and their results were descriptive
rather than predictive,

The first cross-validation studies for public safety officers, using the MMPI and the Inwald
Personality Inventory (IPI) to predict police job performance, were presented at the 1983 American
Psychological Association convention and subsequently published (Inwald, 1983; Inwald, 1988;
Shusman, Tnwald, & Knatz, 1987; Shusman, Tnwald, & ELanda, 1984). In addition, from 1979
throngh 1984, Inwald, with several of her colleagues, reports making over three dozen presentations
at state and national conferences that included data from longitudinal prediction research (personal
communication, May 14, 2010). In addition to these early efforts, Inwald’s subsequent work has
advocated for and supported clear validation guidelines and actuarial prediction techniques as well
as increased accountability of police psychologists for their pre-employment evaluations (Inwald,
1980, 1982a, 1984a; Inwald & Sakales, 1982, Sakales & Inwald, 1982).

Cochrane-et al. (2003) and Varela et al. (2004) cite two large meta-analytic studies that appeared
in the early 1990s (Barick & Mount, 1991; Tett, Jackson, & Rothstein, 1991), demonstrating mod-
est relationships between personality test scores and police officer performance which included
a number of outcome studies published in the late 1980s (Bartol, 1991; Hiatt & Ilargrove, 1988;
Inwald & Knatz, 1988; Scogin, Schumacher, Howland, & McGee, 1989; Shusman, Inwald, &
Knatz, 1987).

TIn their review, Weiss and Inwald (2010) suggest that research results in the 1970s were a func-
tion of the design, focus, and standardization of the instruments available at the time that were
primarily designed for clinical diagnostic use (e.g., the MMPI and clinical diagnosis based on psy-
chiatric patient norms). The authors further attribute this limitation of existing mstruments as the
impetus for subsequent development of instruments specifically designed and standardized for use
in law enforcement populations (IPI, Inwald, 1982b) as well as normative studies, specialized scales
(Inwald, 2008), and adaptations of other tests commonly used for this purpose {(CPIL, Roberts &
Johnson, 2001).

While Weiss and Tnwald (2010) attributed the lack of empirical findings during the earlier time
period to limitations of the instruments, Lefkowitz (1977), in the 1/0 literature of that time, attrib-
uted the absence of empirical work in personality assessment of police officers to a conceptual
distinction between screening and prediciion, the former characterizing clinical inquiry and the
latter attributed to I/O research. According to Lefkowitz (1977), clinical inquiry of the time was
focused on '
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elimination of those judged to be emotionally unfit... [while making] few attempts to ascertain either
the validity of those assessments or the degree to which specific clinical attributes may or may not be
related to the job performance of those who pass the screening. (p. 354)

Fishing on the I/O side of the lake, Lefkowitz (1977) went on to describe this distinction as a
fundamental difference between the nature of clinical vs. industrial inquiry, that is, “the tradi-
tional psychiatric model practiced by clinical psychologists and psychiatrists” (screening/clinical)
vs. “procedures which attempt to predict job snccess as defined by a variety of operational criteria”
(prediction/industrial) (p. 354). However, it is interesting that this clinical vs. industrial distinction
occurred within the context of another important discussion in the history of clinical psychology
and the science of psychological assessment— clinical vs. actuarial prediction.

At roughly the same time that Ogelsby (1957), Matarazzo et al. (1964), and others were publish-
ing early descriptive work on psychological attributes of police officers and—on the other side of
the lake—Lefkowitz was noting the scarcity of attempts to investigate or document the relation-
ship of personality test findings and/or specific clinical attributes to job performance, Paul Meehl,
a clinical psychologist, professor of psychology, and practicing psychotherapist was defending his
“disturbing little book™ Clinical Versus Statistical Prediction (Meehl, 1954/1996).

Although his work spans a lifetime and his productivity and contribution to the field are Iegend—
ary, the majority of Meehl's work in identifying conditions and components of actuarial prediction
as well as the consistent, unvarying superiority of this statistical/actuarial approach in virtually all
circumstances when compared to clinical judgment, occurred during roughly the same time period
that psychological tests were initially used to screen police officer candidates. This occurred while
reporting results in clinical rather than performance linked terms and during the same time period
in which this lack of empirical findings was reported in the I/0 literature.

As noted earlier, prior to the mid-1980s, it was common among police psychologists to gather
information about employment candidates using primarily clinical instruments and to interpret
this information cfinicaily (ic., apply observational, theoretical, and experieniial perspectives to
synthesize predictive hypotheses) while reporting findings and making recommendations in terms
that might—-or might not—have relevance to future job performance as a law enforcement officer.
However, although it is not surprising that industrial psychologists of the time described these clini-
cal evaluations of police officer candidates as “devoid of data other than the clinician’s personal
impressions” {Lefkowitz, 1977, p. 354), it should be remembered that this practice was, in fact,
characteristic of the entire (broader) field of clinical psychological assessment at the time, that
is, police psychologists in the 1970s and early 1980s were performing assessments (and making
predictions) following the same manner of practice as most other clinical psychologists perform-
ing assessments in other fields. Borrowing from Dawes (2005), the clinicians were fishing on their
side of the lake, while I/0 psychologists were fishing on their side {and few, if any, chinical or 1/O
psychologists were “fishing in the middle of the lake™). Within this context, Meehl’s work in actu-
arial vs. clinical prediction appeared; subsequently, this was also the context into which specialized
assessment instruments, practices, and empirical studies of predictive validity in law enforcement
selection emerged.

CLINICAL VS. ACTUARIAL PREDICTION

In 1954, Pan} Mechl published his classic book Clinical Versus Statistical Prediction. According to
Meehl, clinical prediction referred to the use of an individual-—an expert, a clinician—to predict
an event. Statistical prediction referred to the use of an actuarial formula to predict the same event
(Westen & Weinberger, 2004).

There is a wealth of research, historical review, and commentary dealing with actnarial vs. clini-
cal prediction and associated areas, for example, Grove and Lioyd (2006), Grove (2005), Grove
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and Meehl (1996), and Dawes, Faust, and Mechl (1989). Summarizing this entire field is beyond
the scope of this chapter. However, it is also well known that Meehl initially examined 20 empiri-
cal studies comparing clinical judgment to statistical (actuarial) prediction and found clear-cut and
consistent superiority of statistical prediction over clinical judgment. In addition, this finding has
been replicated numerous times across multiple studies by Meehl and others over the years, within
many contexts, using many instrumcnis with essentially the same findings (Dawes, Faust, & Meehl,
1989; Grove, Zald, Lebow, Snitz, & Nelson, 2000).
In reviewing Meehl’s work, Grove and Lloyd (2006) summarized:

Meehl's (1954/1996) conclusion that statistical prediction consistently outperforms clinical judgment
has stood up extremely well for half a century. His conceptual analyses have not been significantly
improved since he published them in the 1950s and 1960s. His work in this area contains several cita-
fion classics, which are part of the working kmowledge of all competent applied psychologists today.

(p. 192)

Tt should also be noted, however, that in spite of what amounts to overwhelming evidence in
support of actuarial prediction techniques over clinical judgment in virtuaily all circumstances,
Mcehl’s findings were not umiversally acccpted in practice when first published nor are they
universally accepted and incorporated within the broader field of psychological assessment
practice today.

Through the years, Dawes, Faust, and Meehl (1989), Meehl (1954/1996), Grove and Lloyd (2006),
Grove (2005), and others have described and evalvated a host of arguments asserting the equality
and/or superiority of clinical (over actuarial) prediction and have meticulously refuted them. That
said, when asked to describe their interpretive strategy, many clinical psychologists respond that
they do not routinely make predictions based on actuarial interpretation. Similarly, many police
psychologists (a specific subset of “most clinical psychologists”) performing pre-employment assess-
ments report use of actuarially guided ot hybrid decision-making practices consisting of routine
review, consideration, aud aggregation of statistical data (e.g., specialized test scores), followed by
intervening expert judgment. Nonetheless, however mainstream, modal, and/or representative of
common practice the hybrid assertion may be, it should also be noted that this point of view is neither
logically nor scientifically consistent. Statistical and clinical interpretations are mutually exclusive
by definition. A decision/prediction can be either actuarial (rule based) or clinical (results modified/
enhanced/synthesized by professional interpretation); it caunot be both. There are no true hybrids:

[Clnical and statistical prediction {are) mutually exclusive. If actnarial predictions are synthesized
clinically, this is clinical prediction; if clinical predictions are synthesized statistically, this is statisti-
cal prediction. There is no such thing as a true hybrid. This point has been repeatedly misunderstood,
and in my opinion, often tendentiously and misteadingly argued by some psychologists. (Grove, 2005,
p. 1234)

The defining component of actuarial judgment is that actuarial predictions occur mechani-
cally as a function of predetermined rules, that is, there is no intervening professional judgment
or mediation of any kind, and no other data are considered. Clinical prediction occurs when data
are interpreted and predictions are synthesized by an expert using experience, perspective, and/or
other clinically mediated processes. Once predictions based on statistical rules are modified by a
clinician, they become clinical predictions. The hybrid or actuarially guided sirategy described
above (statistical aggregation mediated by expert judgiment) is, in fact, clinical prediction and has
been so described by Meehl (1986) as “clinical data combination” (Grove, 2005, p. 1234). In the
case of police psychology, althongh the clinician may take advantage of information that is statisti-
cally aggregated and/or actuarially derived—for example, specialized test scores—once judgment
is.applied, the final decision is nonetheless clinical. According to more than 50 years of research,
these statistically aggregated clinical predictions are not likely to be as accurate as predictions
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arrived at actuarially. In addition, it also should be noted that this same body of research has found
that making additional information and/or experience that is not part of the prediction model avail-
able to clinical judges is not likely to alter this finding nor improve clinical accuracy in any way.
(Dawes, Faust, & Meehl, 1989; Goldberg, 1991).

This confusion regarding hybrid practice may be due to a misperception among some clinicians
that actuarial prediction always requires aggregation of quantitative data followed by sophisticated
statistical analysis. This is not necessarily the case. According to Meehl (1954/1996), when consid-
ering statistical prediction (as opposed to clinical judgment): '

[The] distinction is that between the sonrce or type of information employed in making predictions and
the manner in which this information is combined for predictive purposes. (p. 15)

The primary clinical vs. actuarial distinction lies between uniform application of structured
rules (actuarial) vs. judgment based decision making (clinical), whatever the form of data gath-
ered. Most objective psychological tests yield statistical data, while iuterviews yield observa-
tional data, and personal history questionnaires yield descriptive data. However, observational
and descriptive data also can be aggregated statistically just as statistical data (e.g., scores on
psychological tests) can be interpreted clinically. The distinction is in the judgment technigue, not
in the type of data judged. Actvarial models often include expert rules derived from experience,
albeit applied mechanically, just as clinical models often include statistical data, for example,
test scores applied or weighted at the discretion of the clinician. In either event, the practice
activity of a psychologist utilizing actuarial prediction and the practice activity of a psychologist
utilizing clinical prediction are more or less identical, that is, both gather and aggregate the same
data protocols (responses to test items and interview questions, review of background informa-
tion, and so on). The distinction lies in what happens after the data are gathered (the decision/
prediction-making process).

Objective test and questionnaire items lend themselves reasonably well to statistical prediction,
but these same data can be (and most often are) interpreted clinically. In the same way, responses
to structured interview questions, such as those dealing with life history and background infor-
mation, may be coded and scored (aggregated) for use in statistical prediction models, but they
may also be (and often are) interpreted clinjcally. In actuarial models, scores derived from psy-
chological tests and life history inquiries may be inserted into a series of prediction routines
and equations derived from comparison of problem officers with controls (nonproblem officers),
resulting in a classification prediction (e.g., problem/nonproblem). In a clinical model, this same
information (high/low scores, interview responses) is reviewed and interpreted by a clinician who
may code it and apply some rules of thumb derived from education, experience, and judgment or
from the results of a specialized test. However, unless these rules of thumb and coded information
constitute 100% of the judgment equation and are completely, consistently, and/or mechanically
applied in all cases—that is, the clinician does not decide which rules apply and/or with what
degree of weight—the prediction process is clinical. Once again, and as noted above, based on the
results of multiple studies over the past 50 years, the latter prediction (clinical) when aggregated
across multiple cases will not be as accurate as the former (actnarial) (Dawes, Faust, & Meehl,
1989; Grove et al., 2000).

With regard to interview data, both Meehl (1959) and Westin and Weinberger (2004) have pre-
sented evidence that structured iuterview and/or structured scoring techniques that convert (aggre-
gate) clinically derived nonstandardized data into structured scored form may be mcorporated into
actuarial models.

It is also possible that interview-based judgments at a minimally inferential level—if recorded in stan-
dard form {for example, Qsort) and treated statistically—can be made more powerful than snch data
treated impressionistically as is currently the practice. (Meehl, 1959, p. 124)
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Similarly, Shedler and Westin (2004) reported development and use of a structured scoring tech-
nique similar to Qsort (SWAP-200), completed by clinicians observing psychiatric patients that
demonstrated predictive validity superior to psychological tests when the results were calculated
actuarially. In this case, clinicians, described as “expert observers,” generated data that were subse-
quently used actuarially, that is, data created by clinical observation when applied actuarially were
found to be superior to statistical data aggregated clinically.

On the other hand, responses to semi structured interviews and other nonstandardized, nonobjec-
tive instruments of inquiry are more problematic for use in actuarial prediction since the responses
are not necessarily uniform across all applicants and the resultant data often require some form of
interpretive intervention, for example, scoring, coding, and interpretation. However, semistructured
interview formats are reported to be in use in a large percentage of law enforcement agencies using
pre-employment assessment {Cochrane et al. 2003), and this technique (semistructured interview)
is currently specified as a required component of pre-employment assessment in practice guidelines
published by the Police Psychological Services Section of the International Association of Chiefs
of Police (2009).

As noted earlier, it is estimated that as many as 4,500 psychologists perform as many as 100,000
pre-employment assessments each year (Corey et al., 2009). Because it can be expected that these
psychologists are representative of the broader field of clinical practice, it is probably fair to say
that, in spite of research evidence to the contrary, a substantial cohort of the psychologists who per-
form police officer pre-employmeut assessments each year are making predictions clinically, albeit
statistically enhanced by psychological test data. Although many are gathering all the information
needed for actuarial assessment, incorporating actuarially derived information (test scores) in their
decision-making process, and operating well within the mainstream of accepied practice, on the
whole, these predictions are ultimately clinical, not as accurate as they could be, and also not strictly
consistent with a substantial body of scientific evidence.

In this regard, Grove and Lloyd (2006) found that many clinicians were actually unaware of
these issues and/or untrained in actuarial prediction:

‘We surveyed a 10% random sample of American Psychological Association Division 12 (clinical) psy-
chologists to learn how familiar they were with the controversy, their views on the matter, and their clini-
cal practices. Of 183 responders (28% response rate), more than 15% had never heard of the contraversy or
had merely heard that it existed; only 42% had covered the controversy in detail during their training; 10%
had not been taught that there were any available statistical prediction methods, let alone what they were
or how to use them, and another 6% had only had the existence of such methods mentioned. (p. 194)

Dawes et al. (1989) speculated as to why so few practitioners seemed to have changed practice
habits in the face of such consistent evidence and concluded:

Failure to accept a large and consistent body of scientific evidence over nnvalidated personal observa-
tion may be described as a vormal human failing or, in the case of professionals who identify them-
selves as scientific, plainly irrational. (p. 1673)

In a later article, Dawes (2005) goes even further:

Providing service that assumes that clinicians “can do better” simply based on self-confidence or plau-
sibility in the absence of evidence that they can actually do so is simply unethical. (p. 1245}

However, although clinical interpretation of pre-employment assessment data may or may not be
unethical (Dawes, 2005), clinical rather than (actuarial) interpretation of pre- employment assess-
ment data is arguably not consistent with evidence available in the literature, particularly when
predicting training performance and/or overall suitability where screen-out baselines of occurrence

exceed 20%.
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Pre-employment assessment of police officers is a high stakes activity for all involved (applicant,
employer, psychologist, and community). In addition to the likelihood that these assessments will
have a direct and immediate impact on the future employment prospects of the applicant, these
assessments are also typically performed within the civil service/public employment arena where
financial loss and/or substantial harm may accrue to an employer as well as to the community at
large for wrongful employment, wrongful rejection, and/or failing to properly screen. As such, a
higher level of legal scrutiny {and jeopardy) is associated with this activity than may be assoc1ated
with other assessment activities within clinical psychology.

In addition, various legal and professional mandates have emerged since 1978 that have directly
impacted the practice of pre-employment assessment (EEOC Uniform Guidelines on Employee
Selection, 1978), principles for validation and use of personnel selection procedures (Society for
Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 2003), the Civil Rights Act of 1991, and the Americans
With Disabilities Act (1990).

These developments (increased demand, high-stakes scrutiny, and statutory requirements)
have created a practice climate favoring actuarial assessment, or at least statistical documentation
of baselines, validity, and outcome that is more pronounced than in many other fields of clinical
psychology endeavor. As such, the past 20 years have seen a paradigm shift within police psychol-
ogy, encouraging convergence of clinical, I/O, and forensic inquiry (pushing us into the middie
of the lake).

As noted by Grove and Lloyd (2006), Meehl’s primary contribution to the field was putting
this controversy center stage as well as clarifying the concepts underlying the debate. With
regard to police psychology, Meehl’s work occurred within the context of legal and societal
chauges that were placing increasing demands on the practice of pre-employment psychological
assessment with regard to job related validity. As a result, police psychologists were driven to
examine their techniques and practices in a more guantitative and empirical light than previ-
ously, thus setting the stage for research, the creation of new instruments, documentation of the
predictive validity of pre-employment assessment, and a general convergence of clinical, J/O,
and forensic inquiry.,

RETROSPECTIVE RESEARCH

Starting in the mid-1980s, meta-analytic studies emerged that reviewed the available research
linking personality tests to job performance and established consensus in regard to the predictive
validity of these instruments (Barrick & Mount, 1991; O'Brien, 1996; Schmitt, Gooding, Noe, &
Kirsch, 1984; Tett, Jackson, & Rothstein, 1991; Tett, Jackson, Rothstein, & Reddon, 1994). During
this time, g number of tests and other instruments specifically designed for use in screening police
officers also emerged. Studies of the predictive validity of these tests formed the foundation of
validation evidence for use of these insiruments in pre-employment screening. According to Varela
et al. (2004), these earlier studies found evidence of modest but significant validity predicting
palice officer performauce with personality measures. In general, validity coefficients were in the
range of .12 to .25 for independent variables related to a number of scales on a number of tests, most
commonly MMPI/2 (Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory), CPI (California Psychological
Inventory), and TPT (Inwald Personality Inventory), as well as a wide variety of dependent variables,
ranging from job performance outcomes (e.g., training performance, turnover, and retention) to
subjective ratings ou persouality constructs. Varela’s study incorporated results from a consider-
ably larger number of studies than previous meta-analyses (78), reported results linked {o both
objective performance and construct ratings, and found similar validity coefficients (09-.23) with
differential findings grouped by test (MMPL/2, CPL, IPI), study design, and character of the depen-
dent (outcomne, criterion) variables.

Another interesting and thorough study was performed by Ones, Viswesvaran, and Dilchert
(2004) in conjunction with a project iuitiated by the California Peace Officer Training and
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Standard Commission (POST) and led by Spilberg (2003). The focus of this project was devel-
opment of a revised psychological screening manual to guide and inform law enforcement agen-
cies in California in proper use of mandated pre-employment psychological screening. As part
of this project, Spilberg (an 1/O psychologist; 2003) performed a comprehensive job analysis,
surveying police agency executives and police psychologists (primarily clinical psychologists)
yielding a set of 10 content-linked peace officer psychological attributes. These attributes (con-
structs) became the psychological screening dimensions that California agencies were advised
to incorporate in pre-employment screening. These constructs also became the dependent vari-
ables in the meta-analysis performed by Ones et al. (2004). Next, a panel of police psychologists
linked these construcis to specific scales on various psychological tests, and these scales became
the independent (predictor) variables for the meta-aualysis. This study found a somewhat wider
range of validity coefficients than reported by previous meta-analyses (0.10-0.40) due, in part,
to the careful attention that was paid to development and standardization of constructs and pre-
dictor variables. These results also reflected an unusually comprehensive range of police behav-
ior as opposed to earlier meta-analytic studies that aggregated studies with less comprehensive
outcome variables. In addition, the study is an excellent example of clinical/IO convergence as
/0 techniques such as critical incident review and job analysis were integrated with clinical
expertise. These findings further documented the validity and utility of psychological testing in
this setting as well.

When reviewing this body of research, it is important to note that although the independent
predictor variables (psychological test scores, typically, MMPI/2, CPL 1P1, 16PF, and a few oth-
ers) were quite similar across most studies, the dependent outcome variables varied substantially.
Some studies used objective job performance as outcomes {e.g., retention and turnover, atten-
dance, training performance, disciplinary action, and so on), while others used ratings of behavior
based on constructs (e.g., Big 5 personality constructs as in Barrick & Mount, 1991; California
POST 10 as in Ones et al., 2004) that were subsequently linked to job performance. This distine-
tion was noted by Varela et al. (2004), who further found that validity coefficients for construct
ratings, which he called “soft” ratings, were somewhat higher than validity coefficients for objec-
tive performance.

In as much as the predictor variables in these studies were, in fact, components of test instru-
ments designed to measure psychological constructs in the first place, it would seem that this
finding (personality tests are better predictors of construct ratings than actual performance) is not
particularly surprising, that is, documenting predictive validity using dependent variables linked
to personality may maximize the observed validity coefficient of a test but may not necessarily
provide an accurate view of the overall utility of the instrument in question since both the pre-
dictor variables and the outcome variables are drawn from the same domain (personality) and
hence subject to similar sources of error. This is an important item to remember when considering
validation evidence supporting specific personality tests for use in a pre-employment assessment

protocol.

PRACTICE GUIDELINES

Of the estimated 4,500 psychologists assumed to be performing some kind of police psychology
service, about 200-300 have dedicated a substantial proportion of their practice activities primarily
to police psychology and are members of national professional organizations (Corey et al., 2009).
One such organization, the Police Psychological Services Section of the International Association
of Chiefs of Police (JACP_PPSS), is a group of approximately 200 psychologists whose practice
is substantially focused on police psychology. Founded in the mid-1980s, this group publishes a
number of practice guidelines, including guidelines for practice of pre-employment assessment.
These guidelines have come to be viewed as an expression of ““best practice” in this area. First pub-
lished in 1986, they have been periodically reviewed and rewritten (TACP_PPSS, 1992, 1998, 2004,
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2009). The comparative content of each version of these practice guidelines represents a series of
interesting snapshots of the state of the art of pre-employment assessment in the past 20 years and
also reflects the paradigm shift that has occurred regarding validation, performance prediction, and
outcome research (and migration to the middle of the lake).

The original (pre-employment) guidelines were developed by Inwald (1984a, 1985¢, 1986b) and
formally adopted by the IACP’s Police Psychological Services Section after discussions and modi-
fications at the 1986 IACP convention. In addition to a number of basic practice considerations
(choice of tests, qualification of examiners, confidentiality of results, and so on), Inwald’s original
proposed guidelines also contained a number of direct references to program components neces-
sary to support validation and actuarial assessment. These components included surveys to identify
critical job performance atiributes, development of specific behavioral outcomes to be predicted,
identification of base rates of occurrence of outcomes (to assess “cost of selection” and efficiency of
tests over chance prediction), and development of behaviorally based structured {(scorable) interview
protocols. As such, these components were included in the original published guidelines (Inwald,
1986b); however, with the exception of a general reference to base rates, most of these components
supporting research and validation were dropped from revised 1992 guidelines (Inwald, personal
communication, December 29, 2009).

The 1992 guidelines did note that tests should be “validated” and assessment results should be
expressed in job-related (rather than medical or psychopathological) terms and linked to a *psy-
chological job analysis.” In 1998, the term psychological job analysis—a term coined by Inwald
(1998)—was replaced with more precise terminology:

Data on attributes considered most important for effective performance in a particular position should
be obtained from job analysis, interview, surveys, or other appropriate sources. TACP PPSS, 1998,
p- 1, item 4)

Although the Americans With Disabilities Act (ADA, 1990) was enacted prior to 1992, the 1992
version of the gurdelines was silent on the issue of pre/post offer assessment, probably because the
Act did not go into effect until 1994. In 1998, specific reference to ADA was added to the guidelines
without very much elaboration beyond the admonishment that psychological evaluations should be
performed subsequent to conditional offers of employment.

By 2004, the guidelines had become considerably more detailed on the subject of ADA, particu-
Iarly in regard to “medical” vs. “nonmedical” evaluations, instruments, and methods of inquiry which
could be conducted prior to conditional offers of employment. Perhaps reflecting the growing practice
of “bifurcation” (nonmedical assessment pre-offer followed by mental health inquiry post-offer):

Personality tests and other methods of inquiry that are not medical by the above definition and that do
not include specific prohibited topics or inquiries may be conducted at the pre-offer stage. However,
these assessments are alone not capable of determining a candidate’s emotional stability and therefore
would not constitnte an adequate pre-employment psychological evaluation. (TACP_PPSS, 2004, p. 2,
itemn 11}

The 2004 guidelines also contained specific reference to ADA regarding post-offer inguiry:

A psychological evaluation is considered “medical” if it provides evidence that could lead to identify-
ing a mental or emotional disorder or impairment as listed in the DSM-IV, and therefore must only
be conducted after the applicant has been tendered a conditional offer of employment. (IACP_PPSS,
2004, p. 2, itemn 11)

However, beyond asserting that test instruments and the selection processes should be validated
in some way, the 2004 version of the guidelines was almost silent about the documentation of valid-
ity and/or the process through which this validation should occur.
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A test battery including objective, job-related, validated psychological instruments should be
administered to the applicant. Written tests sclected sbould be validated for use with public safety
candidates. Continuing collaborative efforts by the hiring agency and evaluating psychologist should
be made to validate final suitability Tatings using behavioral criteria measures. (TACP_PPSS, 2004,

p. 2, item 11)

In this regard, it seems the authors of the 2004 guidelines emphasized legal parameters. of the
pre- and post-offer distinction over technical requirements. However, as noted earlier, each of these
guideline versions represent a snapshot of the professional climate at the time of draft. In 2003—
2004, the field was just beginning to come to terms with implications of the ADA, particularly as it
impacted practice requirements. More practitioners were expanding practice to include bifurcated
pre-offer vs. post-offer assessments, and these developments were reflected in the focus of the 2004
guideline version.

As more police psychalogists embraced the bifurcated assessment format, a number of new
instruments and supporting research emerged. These developments were reflected in the 2009
guidelines, which are considerably more forthcoming in regard to instrument development, valida-
tion, and technical issues. As such, this most recent version of the guidelines is another snapshot
reflecting the current state of intercst and focus in the field.

Starting from one side of the lake and moving toward the middle, in some ways, the 2009
guidelines return full circle to the original version drafted more than 20 years ago (Inwald, 1986b).
Since 1992, emphasis in the field has transitioned from defining what should be addressed in a
report and the type of tests to be used, to revising the process of assessment to conform to ADA,
and finally to development of instruments and processes demonstrably linked (o job performance
and prediction of suitability in the most accurate and efficient manner. Certainly, the early criti-
cism of clinical assessment without actuarial evidence by 1/O psychologists and early forensic
psychologists (e.g., Levy, 1967; Shapiro, 1983; Ziskin, 1981) has been resolved:

[They] bave not determined what constitutes “emotional suitability” for law enforcement; ... {and)
hence, psychological tests and psychiatric interviews have not demoustrated much predictive value.
(Levy, 1967 as quoted in Lefkowitz, 1977, p. 354

The 2009 guidelines reflect specific developments in the field addressing, among other things,
research and development of new instruments:

Nothiug in these gnidelines should be construed to discourage scientifically legitimate research, inno-
vation, and/or use of new techniques that show promise for helping hiring agencies identify, screen, and
select qualified candidates. (YACP_PPSS, 2009, p. 1, item 2.3)

documentation of job relatedness:

Information about duties, powers, demands, working conditions, aud other job-analytic iuformation rel-
evant to-the intended position, should be obtained by the psychologist before beginning the evaluation
process. This information should be directed toward identifying behaviors and attributes that underlie
effective and counterproductive job performance. (IACP_PPSS, 2009, p. 2, itein 5.1)

validation:

Tests shoufd have a substantial research base for interpretation with normal range populations in
general and public safety applicants in particular. Validation evidence should be consistent with
FPrinciples for the Validation and Use of Personnel Selection Procedures (SIOP, 2003). (IACP_PPSS,
2009, p. 3, item 7.2.1)
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integration of predictive information from other domains (e.g., life history):

Information regarding the applicant’s relevant history {e.g., school, work, interpersonal, family, legal,
financial, snbstance use, mental health, and so on) should be collected and integrated with psychologi-
cal test and interview data. (IACP_PPSS, 2009, p. 4, item 9.1)

and wse/utility of pre-employment assessment in both nonmedical (pre-offer) and medical (post-
offer) contexts:

A pre-employment psychological evalnation may include procednres or tests that are not medical
in nature (i.e., designed and used to measure personality traits, behaviors, or characteristics such as
judgment, stress resilience, anger management, integrity, conscientiousness, teamwork, and social
competence). However, these noumedical procednres alone would not constitute a complete pre-
employment psychological evaluation since they do not include the medical eternent. (TACP_PPSS,
2009, p. 2, item 3.4)

SPECIALIZED TEST INSTRUMENTS

In addition to research documenting the validity of psychological tests in pre-employment set-
tings and guidelines reflecting best practices to include research and validation, a number of spe-
cialized tcsts and new scales of existing tests designed for specific use in police pre-employment
screening emerged during this period. The Inwald Personality Inventory (IPI), originally con-
structed in 1979 and published in 1982, was the first comprehensive personality inventory
desigued and validated specifically for public safety officer selection {Weiss & Tnwald, 2010)
and, as such, was unique in the field of public safety officer screening at that time. In addition
to including standard scales identifying psychopathology, the IPI also included scales contain-
ing items related to past job difficuities, trouble with the law, absence, lateness tendencies, and
alcohol/drug use, among other behavior patterns. The test also reported scores based on public
safety officer norms as opposed to general population norms and included capabilities for gener-
ating local agency morms and/or those of related job classifications such as hoslage negotiators,
dispatchers, and so on (Inwald, 1982b). In addition, the report included actuarial prediction equa-
tions derived from systematic follow-up data, providing practitioners with predictions of risk for
specific performance difficulties (Inwald, 1982b, 1988, 2008).

In this same time frame, the tests most widcly in use to screen law enforcement officers were
the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPL, Hathaway & McKinnley, 1940), the
California Psychological Inventory (CPI, Gough, 1956, 1987), and the 16PF (Cattell, 1949).
Specialized narrative reports for law enforcement selection based on these instruments were
also developed and marketed for these instruments during this time, but the scores were based
on general population norms and not specifically linked to job performance attributes specific
to law enforcement. In 1981, the Law Enforcement Assessment and Development Report
(LEADR) was published, a derivative of Raymond Cattell’s 16PF (1949) published by IPAT,
with a public-safety-related narrative report (Dee-Burnett, Johns, & Krug, 1981), and in 1984,
the Minnesota Report: Personnel Selection System appeared based on the MMPI. For the most
part, these tests reported findings in terms of sets of constructs based on conventional clinical
interpretations of personality and did not contain direct linkages (o specific law enforcement
performance attributes.

From 1987 to 1997, several specialized tests were developed by Inwald and her colleagues that
focused on specific traits and behaviors germane to law enforcement officer job performance.
These instruments also reported public safety candidate norms and utilized actuarial prediction
equations. The iustruments included the Hilson Personnel Profile/Success Quotient (HPP/SQ,
social/emotioual intelligence issues; Inwald & Brobst, 1988), the Inwald Survey 5 (IS5, integrity,
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and domestic violence issues), the Hilson Safety/Security Risk Inventory (HSRI, unsale behavior
in the workplace; Inwald, 1995), the Inwald Survey 2 (IS2, violence potential; Inwald, Resko, &
Favuzza, 1994), and the Hilson Life Adjustment Profile (HLLAP, psychopathology; Inwald, Resko, &
Favuzza, 1996).

In 1995, a specialized report for the CFI nsed police applicant norms (Roberts & Johnson, 2001)
as a comparison base. This reporl contained several specialized scales as well as actuarially calcu-
lated risk predictions hased on comparison of applicant groups (problem officers vs. controls) that
were directly germane to law enforcement performance. In most cases, the dependent variables
(those that defined problem officers) were based on identification of what the authors described as
“selection relevant items” as defined by pre-employment personal history and background [indings.
Subsequently, however, Roberts and Johnson (2001) enhanced this report to include “true outcome
performance measures” such as criterion groups of applicants that lied about illegal drug use during
the pre-employment screening process and, subsequently, officers who had experienced “involun-
tary departures” as well as supervisory issues and other negative job performance events (Roberts,
personal communication, December 9, 2009).

Roberts, Thompson, and Johnson (2000) created a special report for the Personality Assessment
Inventory (Morey, 2007) contrasting current applicants applying for public safety jobs with norms
from a group of applicants in four job classifications (police officer, communications dispatcher,
corrections officer, and firefightet/EMT) who successfully completed the job-screening procedures
for the same position, were hired, and completed at least 1 year in that position. Like the IPI, the
report also contains risk statements in regard to ratings of job suitability made by experienced psy-
chologists conducting psychological evaluations of job applicants for specific public safely positions
(e.g., police officer or corrections officer), and added specific types of background probléms identi-
fied on personal history questionnaires.

In as inuch as the primary purpose of pre-employment assessment is prediction of on-the- job
behavior, predictor domains (in this case test scores/scales) should be independent, since correlation
between predictor domains is known to be a source of error in psychometric tests. Similarly, it has
also been noted that multiple predictor models containing correlated scores can be expected to have
higher standard error values (Campbell & Fiske, 1959; Cureton et al., 1996). As noted earlier in the
discussion of retrospective research, prediction error can be expected from any personality test—
regardless of the cutceme to which it is linked. However, when a test is linked to construct ratings,
both the predictors (scores) and the outcomes (constructs) are open to similar sources of error. When
personality constructs are subsequently linked to job outcomes they become vulnerable yet again to
the same source of error. As such, the observed validity coefficient between test and construct may
be greater than a validity coefficient derived from a direct link between fest score and job outcome.
Simtlarly, intercorrelation of personality test scales will inflate the apparent validity of a test and/or
a prediction model since the correlated scales are vulnerable to similar sources of error.

Apropos to the question of error associated with correlated scales, the Institute for Personality
Assessment and Ability Testing (IPAT) has constructed several specialized law enforcement
reports based on the 16PF (Cattell, Cattell, & Cattel, 1993) and the PEPQ (PsychEval Personality
Questionnaire, Cattell, Cattell, Cattell, Russell, & Bedwell, 2003). Both the fundamental design
and the scales of these instruments were derived from factor analysis; hence, these scores are
minimally intercorrelated. Due to their independence, such scales are particularly well suited for
construction of prediction models. The most recent edition of the 16PF (2003), which assesses
normal personality, was redesigned in light of ADA requirements to be nonmedical and can be
administered prior to a conditional offer of employment as well as in bifurcated processes (nor-
malk assessment pre-offer, mental health assessment post-offer). The PEPQ assesses both nor-
mal personality and psychopathology and is designed for use post-offer, and/or in the second
phase. of bifurcation. Both instruments report scores on four “Protective Service Dimensions”
derived from content analysis of the law enforcement literature as well as linkage to Cattell’s
original 16-factor analytically derived personality scales (Cattell, 1949), and the “Big 5 factors of



148 . Handbook of Police Psychology

perscnality” (Goldberg, 1993)." Scores on these resultant constructs are significantly related to job
outcome, with effect sizes ranging from .08 to .87, and intercorrelations of the scores are minimal
(Cattell, Cattell, Cattell, Russell, & Bedwell, 2003).’

Similarly, Tellegen et al. (2003), noting that the clinical scales in the MMPI-2 were intercorre-
lated (and hence a potential source for error in both diagnostic and selection contexts), factor ana-
lyzed the MMPI-2 clinical scales and derived a set of nine restructured clinical scales (RC scales)
that were not significantly correlated yet, at least as valid in regard to prediction (Tellegen, 2009).
Subsequently, Ben-Porath and Tellegen constructed the MMPI-2-RF (restructured form), consist-
ing of a subset of 338 items derived from the original 587 item MMPI.2, incorporating these factor
analytic scales along with several higher order scales. Recent outcome research based on objective
performance ontcomes has been encouraging. Sellbom, Fischler, and Ben-Porath (2007) found that
the RC Scales were better at predicting specific behavioral misconduct in peace officers. As such, it
would seem the MMPI-2-RF addresses several of the limitations of other personality tests described
above (tests linked to constructs not direct outcomes, tesis yielding correlated measures). It should
also be noted, however, that the MMPI-2-RF contains itemns that measure emotional stabilily, and,
similar to the PEP{) (Cattell et al., 2003), this test is considered medical under the ADA and must
be admjnistered after a conditional offer of employment has occurred and where significant range
restriction is likely.

Unlike other specialized reports (e.g., CPL, IPI, Roherts et al., 2001), the MMPI-2-RF reports
scores in terms of general population norms rather than law enforcement applicant norms. As
noted earlier, incorporation of applicant norms can be useful in interpreting test results primarily
due to the fact that substantial differences are likely between responses of police job applicants vs.
the general population (Bartol, 1982; Carpenter & Raza, 1987, Hargrave, Hiatt, & Gaffney, 1986,
Varela et al., 2004). However, Ben-Porath (2009) points out that these data can also be misleading
in that they can mask gennine differences between peace officer candidates and members of the
general population, hence facilitating false negative predictions (passed when not suitable) based
on information that may have been identified upon further probing. Therefore, the MMPI-2-RF
reports scores in general population terms while providing descriptive information regarding the
range of law enforcement applicant population scores for comparalive purposes.

O1rEr PREDICTIVE DOMAINS AND INSTRUMENTS; INCREMENTAL/CONVERGENT
VaLDITY AND MERGED PROCESSES

In addition to personality tests, several other classes (domains) of independent variables have been
found to be predictive of job performance in police officers. The most common of these measures
are cognitive ability and life history. Variables from these predictor domains are commonly incor-
porated into assessment protocols performed by police psychologists. In addition, there is evidence
that each of these predictor domiains are independent (noncorrelated) and linked to objective per-
formance outcomes.

‘With regard to general mental ability, Schmitt et al. (1984) conducted a meta-analysis of
99 employees in a variety of occupations, including law enforcement, and reported that mental
ability is a significant predictor of success in these occupations. Similarly, in a méta-analytic inves-
tigation limited to law enforcement occupations, Aamodt (2004} reported an average correlation of
r = .41 between mental ability and various measures of academic performance. Likewise, Hirsch,
Northrup, and Schmidt (1986) reported an average correlation of r = .34 between mental ability and

* The “Big 5 factors of personality” are five broad domains or dimensions of personality that have been identified and doc-
umented through extensive research. These factors are considered one of the most comprehensive, empirical, data-driven
research findings in the history of personality psychology. The Big 5 factors are opcnuess, conscientiousness, extrover-
sion, agreeableness, and neuroticism. {Neurolicism i5 glsp referred to as emotional stability.) For detailed information,
see Goldherg (1993). - :
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academy training. As such, there is general consensus that cognitive ability is a primary predictor
of suitability in law enforcement. Use of this predictor, however, is limited by the fact that scores on
many tests measuring mental ability also often questioned in regard to disparate impact” on specific
racial groups (Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, 1995); as such, their utility as unilat-
eral predictors can be limited.

Life history events are routinely gathered and evaluated by police psychologists during the assess-
ment process as well, In addition to their relationship to personality information, evidence suggests
that these data are not parficularly subject to disparate impact on racial or gender groups and can
also be a robust and independent predictor of police performance. According to Tenopyr (1994},
there is snbstantial evidence for convergence between life history and personality constructs. In
similar fashion, Mumford, Snell, and Reiter-Palmon (1994) stated:

Perhaps the most straightforward answer to the question we have posed covering the relationship
between background data and personality is to argue that background data rcprcsent little more than an
alternative format for personality assessment. (pp. 584-585)

There are basically two ways to report and use life history events in pre-employment prediction.
One approach is to identify the occurrence of defined life events in the history of an applicant and
measure the degree to which these discrete events {e.g., job terminations} are predictive of a specific
outcome (e.g., problem performance as a police officer). A second approach is to link defined life
events to personality constrncts (e.g., job termination linked to conscientiousness), the latter (con-
struct ratings) becoming the outcome variable. Both approaches are convergent valid predictors of
outcome and independent of personality measures (Cuttler & Muchinsky, 2006; Sarchione, Cuttler,
Muchinsky, & Nelson-Gray, 1998; Tenopyr, 1994).

As mentioned earlier, the IFT, first published in 1979, was the first personality assessment instru-
ment that included biographical/behavioral data iterns such as arrest history, driving record, work
history, and substance use as well as scales identifying the presence of psychopathology and antiso-
cial attitudes. These inquiries were presented as true/false test itemns and were linked to constructs
in the context of a personality inventory rather than in an instrument designed to develop discrete
descriptive detail about life events such as a personal history questionnaire. As noted, although
responses to individual items (e.g., “I received good grades in school™) were qualitatively reported
{i.e., in a critical items listing), the responses were quantitatively linked to personality-based con-
struct scales (e.g., conscientiousness) and these construct scores were the primary variables in the
subsequent vglidation studies (Inwald, 1982b, 2008).

Similar to the preceding discussion, but taking a more clinical approach to use of life history
information, Johnson and Roberts (2006) constructed the PsyQ, which they describe as a self-report
questionnaire that provides life history information pertinent to the evaluation of applicants for pub-
lic safety positions. The questionnaire contains 340 questions presented in multiple-choice formats,
containing a varying number of response categories, as required to reflect the full range of relevant
responses to each question. The results (responses by applicant to multiple-choice questions) are
organized into problem categories developed by a panel of psychologists. The scores of these ifems
are aggregated into these categories and are reported in relative frequency terms, comparing an
applicant’s response to frequencies in a database of previous applicants. According to the authors,
the information developed by this questionnaire is primarily intended to help clinicians determine
the extent to which the findings from psychological testing are corroborated by actual behavior. As
such, although likely to provide utility as a guide to a psychologist in conducting interviews, the

* In U.S. employment law, adverse impact is also known as disparate impact and is defined as a “substantially different
rate of selection in hiring, promotion, or other employment decision which works to the disadvantage of members of a
Tace, sex, or ethnic group” (EEOC Uniform Employee Selection Guidelines; Questions and Answers; Section 16. hetp:/f
www.uniformguidelines.com/uniformgnidelines.html#129).
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questionnaire’s utility and/or potential for convergent validity or as an independent predictor of
outcome in an actuarial model has not yet been investigated.

‘With regard to use of discrete life history events as an independent outcome predictor, Sarchione
et al. (1998) constructed a list of critical life events identified by subject matter experts (background
investigators). These subject matter experts also weighted these items in terms of criticality and pre-
dictive value when reviewing police applicant backgrounds, creating quantitative scales for employ-
ment, criminal, and substance-related items. The investigators then examined personnel records
and internal affairs fifes and identified groups of problem officers (who experienced discipline, or
were terminated). After correction for range restriction, the study found effect sizes from 0.40 to
0.74 for specific life event scales as predictors of various on-the-job disciplinary actions. The study
also included CPI scores that yielded effect sizes from .48 to (.67 as predictors of these outcomes
as well. Cuttler and Muchinsky (2006) cross-validated these findings and added a fourth scale
(veracity) corresponding to-omissions, errors, and discrepancies in reported information as well as
documenting predictive validity for a broader range of outcomes (failure to complete training, ter-
mination, selection failure). These studies found consistent evidence that the life history scales were
cssentially independent of (not correlated with) personality tests and/or cognitive ability measures,
nor were these life history scales (employment, criminal, substance, veracity) correlated with each
other. As such, the authors suggested that substantial incremental validity may be derived from
combining life history and personality test scores.

Achievement of incremental validity though use of scored life events requires gathering and
agpregating life history data in a reliable and efficient manner. However, unlike psychological tests
to which subjects usually respond in a yes/no, true/false, or multiple-choice manner, a number of
unique intervening variables impacting the practice and quality of life history assessment are not
necessarily present in personality measurement. Cuttler (2007) notes that the accuracy and utility of
a life history questionnaire are affected by the way the questions are formulated and presented, the’
manner in which the responses are scored, and the attitnde or bias of the respondent who completes
the questionnaire. _

According to Cuttler (2007), there is also likely to be considerable and understandable (conscious
and unconscious) motivation on the part of job applicants to present themselves in as favorable a
light as possible. The effect of this metivation in regard to psychological tests is also well known
and documented (Anastasi, 1988). However, although it has been suggested that this impression
management effect does not necessarily alier the fundamental findings of psychological tests, par-
ticularly in normal populations (Ben-Porath, 2009) and/or when interpreting test results actuarially
(Grove, 2005; Grove & Meehl, 1996), the transparency of life history questious is such as to render
this (bias) effect considerably more critical when aggregating life history information.

Direct questions regarding life history are considerably more transparent to an applicant than
personality items, and this transpareucy is likely to affect applicant response. For example, the scor-
ing, interpretation, and/or implication of a true/false item—such as “From time to time T go to the
movies by myself”—is probably not as apparent to a job applicant as “Have you ever been fired from
a job”? As a function of this transparency, bias, and/or impression management motivation, the
quality of life history data derived through self-report questionnaires is fundamentally dependent
on the design of the instrument used to collect this data as well ag its ability to minimize response
bias. In this regard, the simplest and most straightforward life history questionnaires can also be the
most open to bias (Cuttler, 2007).

The simplest way to gather life history information is fo construct a series of questions to which

‘an applicant responds in a binary (yes/no; true/false) format similar to that of a psychological
test. This approach has the advantage of being easily machine scored and aggregated. Some more
sophisticated versions of these questionnaires may present these items in conditional branch/stem
format (e.g., have you ever been fired from a job? <if yes> how many times?). However, response
to these items will also depend on the applicant’s interpretations, of the questions, for example, an
applicant might respond 70 to tlie guestion above because “T was not fired, but after T showed up late



Pre-Employment Screening of Police Officers 151

for the third time, I agreed with my boss that it was best that T resign.” Even in a more sophisticated
questionnaire that allows for text entry of an explanation such as this, in order to assign an accurate
score, the response must be read and interpreted. Although these omissions, inferpretations, and
discrepancies will usually be identified and reconciled later in the selection process (ie., a back-
ground investigation and/or upon post-offer interview with a psychologist), these limitations are
also likely to effect the reliability and utility of the life history data, particularly if these data are '
derived from a questionnaire and, in conjunction with psychological test data, placed in an actuarial
mode] for screening purposes.

Another way to develop life history information is to create a set of critical items and then manu-
ally review a comprehensive personal history questionnaire (similar to those nsed in most background
investigations) that has been previously submitted by the applicant. The life history data are then
derived and/or extracted from narrative information rather than directly solicited from the applicant.
This approach has the advantage of being passive, that is, not requiring or depending on interaction
with the applicant. However, this approach has two major drawbacks. First, it is tedious and time con-
suming, requires considerable human intervention, is open to error and, as such, is of questionable
utility when screening larger applicant pools. Second, although there are fewer direct transparent
questions, this approach is still open to the sources of response bias described above (interpretations,
omissions, and discrepancies) on the primary document {the personal history questionnaire).

Electronic (online) administration of personal history questionnajres can mediate a number of
these drawbacks. Specifically, omissions can be easily eliminated by requiring responses. Through
simple programming, branch questions can be conditionally presented based on applicant responses
to stern questions and applicants can be constrained from cruising the questionnaire and/or antici-
pating questions and changing responses. Similarly, additional and clarifying information can be.
elicited during online administration that can be stored in a database and/or easily read. However,
aggregating and interpreting this information would still require huinan intervention.

In 2001, Cuttler developed an online personal history questionnaire using patented technology
that addressed these issues (Cuttler, Cuttler, & Seddon, 2008). The questionnaire also addressed the
more fundamental issues of response bias by automating the process by which scored life history
information was extracted from applicant-entered personal history information without asking direct
questions. Tn addition to stem/branch conditional question presentation, programming was included
that parsed and organized data into defined units (called life events) which were then linked together
by logic to create scored items. The application could also intelligently scan text responses as well
as report veracity, that is, discrepancies both within the questionnaire and when responses are comn-
pared to previous administrations. Inasmuch as this questionnaire reports both quantitative scores
based on weighted life history events as well as detailed descriptive information input by applicants
and stored in a datahase, the results are useful for both actuarial decision making and for facilitat-
ing background investigations. Cuttler (2000) also developed a series of five actuarial prediction
equations using combinations of life history and psychological test data (CPT). This merged process,
called the Multi Domain Assessment report, is an actuarially scored report that takes advantage of
the opportunities for incremental validity available from combining these noncorrelated predictors
derived from multiple domains (life history, personality, and cognitive/educational).”

Practical CONSIDERATIONS FOR DIEVELOPMENT AND Use oF ACTUARIAL PREDICTION MODELS

Pre-employment assessment of police officer candidates is particularly well suited for development
and use of actuarial prediction models. In this regard, the demographic characteristics of the appli-
cant pool, training requirements, duties, and critical performance attributes of police and public

* The author {Michael J. Cuttles, Phl) is a principal owner of LESI® (Law Enforcement Services, Inc), publisher of
onlinePHQ® and Multi Domain™ Screening Report, as well as owner and primary named inventor in U.S. Patent
7,346,541 relating to these instruments.



152 _ Handbook of Police Psychology

safety jobs are reasonably common across employing agencies. Similarly, operational definition of
dependent variables (specific negative selection and job outcomes), cross-validation, and follow-up
are greatly facilitated within this population since policies and practices across police agencies
are often required by statute and/or traditional sense of standard operating procedure. Finally, the
emerging practice of bifurcated assessment (nonmedical ability/personality screening performed
pre-offer; emotional stability assessment performed post-offer) is also particularly well-suited for
actuarial prediction since in the pre-offer stage, larger applicant pools must be screened efficiently
and inexpensively, and negative outcomes (e.g., failing to complete components of the selection
process) occur at substantially higher base rates while smaller groups are screened for mental health
issnes (which occur at substantially lower base rates) on a post-conditional offer basis.

Actuarial assessment is a process by which predictor and ontcome variables are identified, rules
are applied, predictions are made, outcomes are recorded, and rules are modified based on these
observed outcomes. Although identification/development of replicable empirical predictors/models,
identification of criterion variables, and valid evaluative research designs are required to incorpo-
rate actuarial prediction techniques into practice, psychologists do not necessarily have to create
new assessment protocols, that is (and as noted earlier), iu many cases the activity of the psycholo-
gist need not change—simply the prediction (aggregation) technique would be modified. For iden-
tification of variables, the choice of outcome (dependent) variable sbould be made with reference
to the independent (predictor) variables chosen and the manner in which the results and predic-
tions will be reported to the agency. Specifically, when choosing test instruments, if the psycholo-
gist chooses to report results and make predictions based on construct ratings (e.g., Psychological
Performance Dimensions similar to those described such as POST 10 [Spilberg, 2003] or Big 5
[Goldberg, 1993]), then test instruments might be chosen that, according to their technical manu-
als, have been designed and validated with primary réference to these construct ratings (e.g., 16PF
Protective Service Reports, MMPI-2-RF, and PAI). IT the psychologist chooses to make predie-
tious and reports based on actual job outcomes, then instruments designed and validated primarily
against these criteria shonld be included in the batiery (e.g., TPT, CPI Public Safety Report, Multi
Domain Screening Report, and MMPI-2-RF).

However, it is also important to note that coustruct-based predictious can certainly be derived
from scores on tests primarily identified with objective outcome. Similarly, direct performance pre-
dictions can also be made based on construct-linked test scores. This practice is indeed common,
is supported by independent research findings (e.g., Ones et al., 2004), and is even recommended
by some training and standards groups (Spilberg, 2004). However, doing so (creating construct
based predictions rather than specific job outcome predictions) from scores on instruments based
on general personality constructs also requires that the psychologist then create or adopt rules for
converting those scores to job-related construct ratings. Similarly, when used in actuarial predic-
tion, these conversion rules (from general personality constructs to job-specific ontcomes) must be
mechanical, that is, applied to all cases equally and not modified by discretion or judgment of the
psychologist.

As stated in the current TACP-PPSS guidelines:

5.1. Iuformation about duties, powers, demands, working condifions, and other job-analytic information
relevant to the infended position, should be obtained by the psychologist before beginning the evalu-
ation process. This information should be directed toward identifying behaviors and attributes that
underlie effective aud counterproductive job performance,

5.2. The psychologist should consult with the hiring agency to establish selection criteria and the
agency’s level of acceptable risk for problematic behaviors. (sections 5.1, 5.2, pp. 3-4)

And the guidelines further stated:

10.2 Rating and/or recommendation for employment based upon the results of the evaluatiou should be
expressly linked to the job-analytie information referenced in paragraphs 5.1 and 5.2. (section 10.2, p, 5)
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Many hiring authorities (indeed, many state statutes) also require that the psychologist provide
a specific hiring recommendation. Other authorities require an overall score or rating and then set
their own hiring policy (the score at which they will hire/reject). In any event, the primary compo-
neuts to be determined for any prediction model are the nature of the outcome (construct vs. spe-
cific), the instruments to be used, and the rules to be applied. However, in actuarial decision making,
the overall rating will always be the result of a rule set that is uniformly and mechanically applied.

As noted earlier, the actuarial rules constructed and applied need not be statistically sophisti-
cated. Rather, they can be expert rules derived by the clinician based on experience, quantitative
review of past cases, or both. If applied in an actuarial manner, these predictions are still quite
likely superior to clinical predictions (Grove & Meehl, 1996). The critical point is that once estab-
lished, these rules must be applied uniformly rather than based on the discretion of the clinician.
Psychologists applying these rules should carefully gather outcome information. Once ouicomes are
observed, rules can be modified at reasonable intervals Lo increase accuracy.

Although the evidence shows that actuarial prediction models are supetior to clinical pre-
dictions in most situations, it is also important to remember that no predictor, rule, or model is
perfect. Some level of error is always expected to be associated with any predictor or predic-
tion model, including well-constructed models using independent noncorrelated predictors. In
some situations (e.g., prediction of events with low baseline of occurrence), no prediction model—
neither clinical nor actuarial—will operate efficiently. The validation coefficients and effect sizes
reported in the earlier sections of this chapter account for only a fraction (albeit a statistically
significant fraction) of the variance observed on outcome, and the acceptance of error is implied
when designing any selection process. In accepting the existence of error, it is further implied
that the consequences of not screening should be greater than the consequences of screening.
This assumption is certainly apropos to law enforcement where the possibility of harm to oth-
ers is directly apparent; hence, screening is justified. In addition to correlated measures, other
sources of error associated with pre-employment prediction are functions of the design of the test
or assessment instrument, the nature of the population assessed, and the base rate of occurrence
of the outcome to be predicted.

Regarding base rate of occurrence, Meehl (1954/1996) and others (Finn, 2009; Westen &
Weinberger, 2004) note that actuarial prediction is most accurate when baseline of occurrence
approaches 50% (each alternative in the prediction model is equally probable). Unfortunately, this
is rarely the case in law enforcement, as the frequency of occurrence of the negative behaviors and
outcomes to be predicted usually range from below 5% for serious violations (e.g., integrity, sex-
ual misconduct, and termination for cause) to above 20% for training failure and minor discipline
to above 35% for selection process failures (Cuttler & Muchinsky, 2006). In this regard, Streiner
(2003), when comparing accuracy of actuarial models that screen out negative oatcomes to those
that -screen in positives, found that the former (screen-out-negatives model) is likely to be more
accurate in low-baseline settings (occurrence < 50%) and the latter (screen-in-positives model) is
more effective in high-baseline settings (where occurrence > 50%). This finding is consistent with
pre-employment screening models in police psychology designed primarily to identify problem
officers (i.e., screen out) via actuarial prediction. However, it is also likely that this approach will be
less accurate in models that attempt to screen in positive traits (e.g. leadership).

In a prediction mode! used for pre-employment screening, the prediction is usnally expressed in
terms of a binary classification (suitable/not suitable; problem/nonproblem; pass/fail training, and
so forth). The overall utility of the prediction model is a function of the total number of accurate
classifications that result as well as number of errors that are made, particularly in regard to screen-
ing out otherwise qualified applicants. Accurate classification includes true positives {targeted out-
come predicted and occurs), true negatives (target outcome not predicted and does not occur), false
positives (target outcome is predicted but does not occur), and false negatives (targeted outcome
oceurs but is not predicted). The base rate of occurrence of the targeted outcome directly affects the
rate at which each of these classifications occurs. In general, the efficiency of a prediction model is
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a function of the ratio of false positives to true positives as compared to the ratio of targeted occur-
rence to nonoccurrence (Meehl & Rosen, 1955). In low-baseline situations, a test or set of rules can
easily seem accurate in identifying true positives but will nonetheless be worse than, or no better
than, chance in terms of overall accuracy.

The goal of a screen out selection model is to maximize the hit rate (prediction of targeted
outcome or true positives) while minimizing the rate at which otherwise qualified applicants are
screened out (false positive). The rate at which otherwise gqualified applicants are screened out due
to error is also known as the cost of selection. Given the critical responsibilities of the law enforce-
ment job and the potential harm to society that can accrue in the absence of screening, some level of
error (or cost of selection) is usnally seen as acceptable. However, this issue is also often the subject
of debate when screening decisions are challenged legally, particularly iu regard to EEQC require-
nients. Whether creating a set of actuarial assessment rules or considering inforniation for clinical
judgment, the base rate of occurrence of the targeted attribute plays a major mediating role in the
overall accuracy of the screening instruments, model, and/or decision.

As noted above, predictions in pre-employment assessnient are fuudamentally classification
problems in which one of two conditions are predicted {e.g., problem/mo problem). As shown in
Table 7.1, two conditjon classifications yield four outcomes: correct prediction of problem (true posi-
tive), correct prediction of no problem (true negative), incorrect prediction of problem (false posi-
tive), and incorrect prediction of no problem (false negative). To appreciate the effects of baseline on
classification, one must consider the ratjo of true positives (hits) to false positives (cost) in light of
base rate of occurrence, and results must be compared to the overall accuracy of what would occur
by chance {(without screening or testing; Finn, 2009).

Table 7.2 illustrates an example of classification in a low-baseline situation: predicting integrity
violations whosc base rate is thought to be 5% or lower among police officers {(Boes, Chandler, &
Timm, 1997). In Table 7.2a, 1,200 applicants are randomly assigned to cells based on this base
rate; that is, 60 applicants are randomly predicted to be violators. Given the 5% base rate, only
3 (.25%) will be true positives or actnal violators, 57 (4.75%) will be false positives and potentially
screened ont, while 57 (4.75%) actual violators will be screened in (false negatives). In addition,
1,083 (90.25%) true negatives will be predicted, making the overall accuracy of random selection
90.5% and the cost of selection using this random procedure instrument 4.75% of qualified appli-
cants screened out (false positives).

A test or a model can claim to be very accurate in identifying true positives, but identification of
true positives alone does not indicate that the test is more accurate than chainice (or not screening) in
terms of overall accuracy and cost. Table 7.2b represents the results of a hypothetical test {(or rule)
that claims to be 90% accurate in identifying violators correctly in terms of true positive. As such,

TABLE 7.1
Classifications of Predictions and Outcomes
Predicted Mot Predicted
Observed Troe positive False negative
Not abserved False positive True negative

Note: A predicied ontcome (e.g., integrity violation) may be
obscrved to be true {tme positive) or false (false posi-
tive). Similarly, a prediction of no outcome (e.g., not a
violator) may be observed as false {false negative) or
true {true negative). In general, the efficiency of a pre-
diction model is a functicn of the ratio of false positives
to true positives as compared to the ratio of occurrence
to nonoccurtence (Meehl & Rosen, 1955).
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TABLE 7.2
1,200 Officers Integrity Violations (Base Rate = 5%)

(a) Randomly assign (base rate = 5%}

Predicted integrity violators Predicted nonviolators
Actual integrity violators 3 (true positives) or 0.25% 57 (false negatives) or 4.75%
Actual nonviolators 57 (false positives) or 4.75% 1083 {frue negatives) or 90.25%
60 (5%) 1140 (95%)

Chance assignment is 90.5% accurate (1086/1200).

{b} Test for predicting integrity violators (90% accurate for true positive) (base rate = 5%)

Predicted integrity violators Predicted nonviolators
Actual integrity violators 54 (true positives) or 4.5% 6 (false negatives) or 0.5%
Actual nonviolators 118 (false positives) or 10.4% 1022 (true negalives) or 85.1%
172 (14.3%) 1028 (85.7%)

Test is 89.7% accurate (1076/1200).

Note: In this case, the test is slightly less accurate than chance, but has more than twice as many false posilives.
Even if the test identified all viclators (troe positives = 60, false negatives = (), overall accuracy would be
00, 2—still less than chance with twice as many excluded due to the false positive rate.

57 of the 60 violators (90%) are identified (lrue positives); however, this test/rule actually identifies
a total of 172 applicants (14.3%) as violators, erroneously classifying 118 nonviolators (10.4%; false
. positives). The overall accuracy of this test is actually slightly less than chance (89.7%), and the cost
of selection represented by this test is 10.4% (118/1,200) or more than twice as high as would be
expected by chance (4.75%). Given this rate of false positives (and the low base rate), this would hold
true even if the test were 100% accurate in identifying violators, that is, its cost of 10.4% would be
twice as high, while its overall accuracy would improve only slightly to 90,2% and still be less than
chance (90.5%). In short, given the low base rate of occurrence of integrity violators (5%), a test/rule
must produce significantly less than 4.5% false positives to improve over chance.

Before using a test that claims to have high accuracy in identifying negative performers, psy-
chologists and hiring authorities would be well advised to carefully review complete data in regard
to both false positives and false negatives in the test’s technical manual prior to building decision
rules based on specific test scores. This is particularly salient given the current legal environment
(EEQC, 1995) which stresses minimizing cost or false positives (screening out otherwise qualified
applicants) since even if the test were perfect in identifying true positives, the hiring authority would
also be responsible for niinimizing the rate of false positives (cost).

When predicting events with higher baseline, tests and models can be considerably more accu-
rate than chance. In this regard, Table 7.3 represents predictions of events with somewhat higher
base rates—for example, incidents of on-the-job discipline to include relatively minor reprimands as
" well as serious incidents—known to be arcund 20% (Sarchione et al., 1998). Table 7.3a represents a
chance assignment matrix of the same 1,200 officers whereby 240 (20%}) are randomly predicted to
experience some form of disciplinary action. Given a 20% base rate, 48 of the random assignments
will be true positives and 192 (16%) will be false positives. Similarly, 192 disciplined officers (16%)
will be randomly assigned as false negatives and the remaining 768 (64%) will be true negatives.
The overall accuracy of this (random) classification procedure (68%) is significantly less, and the
cost (16% false positive) significantly higher than what was observed in the earlier situation when
the base rate was 5%. The difference in accuracy of random assignment is a function of the higher
base rate and, consequently, the higher number of false positives.

Table 7.3b represents the classification results that would be obtained from the same fest described
earlier that claimed 90% accuracy in true positives when predicting a 20% baseline ontcome. Now



156 Handbook of Police Psychology

TABLE 7.3
1,200 Officers Minor Discipline (Base Rate = 20%)

{a) Randomly assign (base rate = 20%}

Predicted integrity violators Predicted nonviolators
Actual integrity violators 48 (true positives)-or 4% 192 (false negatives) or 16.0%
Actual nonviolators 192 (false positives) or 16.0% 168 (true negatives) or 64.0%
240 (20%) 960 (80%)

Chance assignment is 68% accurate (816/1200).

(b) Test for predicting integrity violators (90% accurate for true positive) (base rate = 20%)

Predicted integrity violators Predicted nonviolators
Actuoal integrity violators 216 (true positives) or 18% 24 (false nepgatives) or 2%
Actual nonviolators 118 (false positives) or 9.8% B42 (true negatives) or 70.2%
334 (27.8%) 866 (70.4%)

Test is 88.1% accurate (1058/1200).

Note; Dne to the higher base rate, the test is now significantly better than chance in terms of hoth accuracy and
false positives. A change in the base rate of occwrence of the dependent (outcome) variable from 5%
{(integrity violators) to 20% (minor discipline) has a subsiantial effect on the accuracy of a test that
identifies 90% of truc positives as well as on the cost of selection (false positives),

the test identifies 216 true positives (30% of 240) and the same 118 false positives as were identified
in the earlier condition. In this case, the overall accuracy is 88.19%, which is substantially greater
than the chance model, while the false positives (cost) represent only 9.8% or slightly more than half
the rate expected by chance (16%). These data illustrate the importance of base rate when evaluat-
ing instruments as well as when selecting outcomes. In the case of low-base-rate outcomes such as
discipline for integrity, violence, sexual misconduct, and so forth, the utility of attempting to screen
applicants in order to predict these specific outcomes is questionable. ITowever, accurate predic-
tion of higher base rate occurrences—such as failing background investigation, failing to complete
training, recycling in field training, and/or expanding the definition of discipline to include less seri-
ous infractions—is considerably more practical, particularly for use in pre-offer screening, given
properly designed instruments, uncorrelated predictors, and models.

In addition to correlations between measures and base rates of occurrence, a third related issue
affecting the validity of questionnaires, tests, and prediction modeis involves characteristics of the
applicant pool when compared to the general population. Although the pool of individuals that
apply to law enforcement agencies is in many ways similar to the general population, given the
general requirements of the job, a certain degree of range restriction is to be expected within the
sample due to educational requirements, credit, and criminal history requirements, illegal drug use,
and so on. As noted by Ben-Porath (2009), range restriction may also effect test and questionnaire
interpretation when using instruments that report scores in relative frequency terms, for example,
some personal history questionnaires and some test instruments that calculate scaled scores from
applicant norms without reference to general population norms.

Failure to take range restriction into account can cause misleading results, particularly in regard
to disregarding or eliminating potentially useful predictors as well as to inflate the apparent valid-
ity of a particular fest:mrdfor overstate {or understale) the significance of a score that deviates from
population norms. Similarly, correction for range restriction is particularly iinportant when con-
sidering studies that use concurrent designs (stody of applicants who were hired as opposed to all
who applied). In this regard, there is likely to be significant differences in range between a group of
applicants who have been hired after successfully completing a screening procedure that includes
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testing, background investigation, interviews, and so on, as well as the larger group of applicants
who either failed to successfnlly complete or dropped out of the hiring process.

Given reliable quantitative measures, correcting for range restriction effects is a relatively straight-
forward statistical procedure that requires comparison of general population descriptive statistics for
an instrument or measure to applicant pool staiistics (Hunter & Schmidt, 1990). Range restriction
within the law enforcement pre-employment assessment literature has been reported and corrected in
the work of several researchers in this area (Cuttler & Muchinsky, 2006; Ones et al., 2004; Sarchione
et al,, 1998: Sellbom et al., 2007; Varela et al., 2004). However, when considering validation evidence
and/or research conclusions regarding specific instruments, psychologists and other hirimg authori-
ties should carefully review the degree to which range restriction may have affected results.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Research supporting the practice of pre-employment psychological assessment of police officer
candidates has its historical roots in clinical, I/O, and forensic psychology. The development of
this area mirrors the field of assessment in general and is characterized by a convergence of these
disciplines as well as the mediating effect of societal conditions and legal developments. In the past
two decades, pre-employment assessment of law enforcement officers as an area of interest, inquiry,
and professional practice has emerged from its historical roots to become a broadly regarded and
relatively popular area of both practice and research. Proficiency in this area calls for a broad under-
standing of clinical, forensic, and /O psychology principles. In addition, the work of Paul Meehl
and others in regard to actuarial vs. clinical prediction is particularly relevant.

The fundamental distinction between actuarial and clinical prediction is not necessarily the
data developed or the practice protocol (almost always test scores, life history data, and interview
responses), Rather, the primary distinction is that the latter (clinical) involves intervention by pro-
fessional judgment, while the former (actuarial) involves consistent application of rules in all cases.
Actnarial prediction rules may be quantitatively sophisticated, they may be constructed as a set of
expert rules derived from professional experience and review of the literature, or they may be a com-
bination of the two. In any event, when using any reasonably developed model, a substantial body
of research documents the superior accuracy of this (actuarial) approach over clinical prediction,
particularly when base rates of occurrence for targeted outcomes exceed 20% as is the case with
background/selection failure, training failure, and disciplinary action (Cuttler & Muchinsky, 2006).

Development of an actuarial model does not necessarily require amassing large amounts of data
or incorporating sophisticated statistical techniques. Test instruments and personal history ques-
tionnaires designed to support actuarial assessment are widely available and simple models can be
built by consistently applying expert rules to actuarially derived data. Practice protocols need not be
changed—simply the process by which the data is aggregated. Practitioners need only develop rules,
consistently apply them, conscientionsly follow up with results, and modify the rules if indicated.

No predictor or prediction model is perfect: all are subject to error, and all are sensitive to and

-affected by error sonrces such as correlation between predictors, population range restriction, and
base rate of occurrence. Certainly, there are some sitnations—for example, low-base-rate outcomes
such as integrity violation, sexual misconduct, and so forth-—in which neither actuarial nor clini-
cal models are likely to predict at levels greater than chance. There are also rare situations such as
Meehl’s broken leg case (Meehl, 1954/1996), where additional information will trump actuarial
models* However, these sitnations are few and far between (Grove & Lloyd, 2004). All things

* Meehl (1954/1996) presented his classic broken leg case as an example of one of the few times clinical prediction would
outperform an actuarial model. In this case, Professor A is known to have gone to the movies every Tuesday night for the
past year. The actarial model would therefore predict that Professor A would go to the movies next Tuesday. However,
on Monday, Professor A has broken his leg and is forced to wear a cast that does not allow him to sit in a theater seat. The
“clinician” ohserves this fact; the model cannot.,
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being equal, and in most settings associated with pre-employment assessment, research findings
consistently report superiority of actuarial prediction over clinical judgmeut.

In the past two decades, legal regulations and professional guidelines have emerged that have
clarified the need for scientifically prudent practice and supported use of new and more efficient
assessment protocols {e.g.,, bifurcated assessment) and, as such, encouraged the emergence of a
substantial body of scientific knowledge. Similarly, consensus has emerged in regard to the predic-
tive validity of various psychological tests, and research has been performed documenting the rel-
evance of various outcome criteria both in terms of performance-linked personality constructs and
actual job outcome. There have also been several new instruments developed using other predictor
domains (e.g., life history and merged processes) that have yielded evidence of convergent validity.
All of these developments are consistent with the use of actuarial models. The distinctions between
1/0 and clinical practice and research have largely evaporated (we are all pretty much fishing in the
middle of the lake these days), and the current economic situation within the public sector has cre-
ated the need to perform these services in an efficient manner. Given the emergence of bifurcated
assessment processes and the higher base rates associated with well-defined outcomes, as well as
the existing body of knowledge regarding the superior accuracy of rule-based (actuarial) assess-
ment, the state of the art at the present time begs the adoption of actuarial assessment principles into
the practice of pre-employimnent assessment.

REFERENCES

Aameodt, M. G. (2004). Research in law enforcement selection. Boca Raion, FL: Brown Walker.

American Psychological Association. (1985). Standards for educational and psychological resting. Washington,
DC: Author.

Americans With Disabilities Act, 42 U.S.C.A. § 12101 et seq. (1990).

Anastasi, A. (1988). Psychological testing (6th ed.). New York: Macmillan.

Azen, S. P. (1974). Predictors of resignation and performance of law enforcement officers. American Journal
of Community Psychology, 2, 79-86.

Azen, 8. P, Snibbe, H. M., & Montgomery, H. R. (1973). A longitudinal predictive study of success and per-
formunce of law enforcement officers. Journal of Applied Psychology, 57, 190-192.

Barrick, M. R., & Monnt, M. D. (1991). The big five personality dimensions and job performance: A meta-
analysis. Personnel Psychology, 44, 1-26.

Bartol, C. R. (1982). Psychological characteristics of small town police officers. Journal of Police Science and
Administration, 10, 58-63.

Bartol, C. R. (1991). Predictive validation of the MMPI for small-town police officers who fail. Professional
Psychology: Research and Practice, 22, 127-132.

Bartol, C, R. (1996). Police psychology: Then, now, and beyond. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 23, 70-89.

Ben-Porath, Y. S. (2007, October). Use of the MMPI-2 Restructured Form in assessing law enforcement can-
didates. Paper presented at the meeting of the Police Psychological Services Section of the International
Association of Chiefs of Police, New Orleans, LA.

Ben-Porath, Y. 8. (2009). The MMPI-Z and the MMPI-2-RF. Manuscript snbmitted for publication to
Spilberg, S., California Peace Officer Standards and Training Comimission, Sacramento, CA.

Ben-Forath, Y. 5., & Teliegen, A. (2008). The Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory—2 restructured
form: Manual for administration, scoring, and interpreiation. Minneapolis University of Minnesota
Press.

Boes, 1. -©., Chandler, C. J., & Timm, H. W. (1997). Police integrity: Use of personality measures to identify
cerruption-prone officers. Monterey, CA: Defense Personnel Secnrity Research and Edocation Center,

Bolie, M. E., & Smith, E. H. (2001). Psychological screening standards: State-by-state survey. Columbia:
South Carolina Criiminal Jnstice Academy, Law Enforcement Assessment and Psychological Scrvices
Unit.

Camphbell, D, T., & Fiske, D. W, (1959). Convergent and discriminant validation by the multitrait-multimethod
matrix. Psychological Bulletin, 56, 81-103. )

Carpenter, B. N., & Raza, S. M. (1987). Personality characteristics of police applicants: Comparisons across
subgroups and with other populations. Journal af Police Science and Administration, 15, 10-17.

Cattell, R. B. (1949). 16PF questionnaire. Champaign, IL: Institute for Personality and Ability Testing.



Pre-Employment Screening of Police Officers 159

Cattell, A. K., & Cattcll, H. E. B. (1993). Sixteen Personality Facior fifth edition questionnaire. Champaign, 1L.
Institute for Personality and Ability Tesling.

Cattell, R. B., Cattell, A. K., Caitell, H. E. B, Rnssell, M. T., & Bedwell, S. (2003). The PsychEval personalily
questionnaire. Champaign, IL: Institute for Perscnality and Ability Testing.

Chenoweth, I. H. (1961). Situational tests: A new attempt at assessing police candidates. Journal of Criminal
Law, Criminology, and Police Science, 52, 232-238.

Cochrane, R. E., Tett, R. P, & Vandecreek, L.. (2003). Psychological testing and the selection of police officers:
A national survey. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 30, 511.

Cohen, B., & Chaiken, I. M. (1973). Police background characteristics and performance. Loxington, MA:
Lexington Books.

Corey, D. M., Cuttler, M. 1., & Moss, J. A. (2009, December). Pre-application discussion with the ABPF Board
of Trustees regarding a proposed Specialty Board in police and public safety psychology. Presentation
made to Board of Trustees American Board of Professional Psychology, Chapel Hill, NC.

Cureton, E. E., Cronbach, L. J., Meehl, P. E., Ebel, R. L., & Ward, A. (1996). Validity. In A. W. Ward, H. W.
Stoker, & M. Murray-Ward (Eds), Educational measurement. Origins, theories, and explications, Vol. I:
Basic concepts and theories (pp. 125-243). Lanham, MD: University Press of America.

Cauttler, M. 1. (2000). Multi domain screening report. Greensboro, NC: Law Enforcement Services.

Cnttler, M. I. (2007). Minimizing response bias, enhancing veracity, and improving accuracy of predictions
based on biodata [White paper]. IPAT 2007 LESI 2001.

Cuttler, M., Cutiler, E., & Seddon: (2008). U.S. Patent No. 7,346,541, System, method and computer read-
able medium for acquiring and analyzing personal history information. Washington, DC: .S, Patent
and Trademark Office.

Cnttfler, M. T., & Muchinsky, P. M. (2006). Prediction of law enforcement training performance and dysfunc-
tional job performance with general mental ability, personality and life history varjahles. C riminal Justice
and Behavior, 33(1), 3-25.

Dawes, R. M. (2005). The ethical implications of Paul Mechl’s work on comparing clinical versns actuarial
prediction methods. Journal of Clinical Psychology, 61(10), 1245-1255.

Dawes, R. M., Faust, D., & Meehl, F. E. (1989). Clinical versus actuarial judgment. Science, 243, 1668-1674.

Dee-Burnett, R., Johns, E. E, & Krug, S. E. (1981). Law enforcement assessment and development report
(LEADR )—manual. Chicago: IPAT.

Delprino, R. P., & Bahn, C. (1988). National survey of the extent and nature of psychological services in police
departments. Professional Psychology: Research and Practice, 19, 421-425.

Drees, S. A., Ones, D. S., Cullen, M. I., Spilberg, S. W., & Viswesvaran, C. (2003, April 11). Personality
assessment in police officer sereening: Mandates and practices. In S.W. Spilherg & D. S. Ones (Chairs),
Persanality and work behaviors of police officers. Symposium condncted at the 18th annual meeting of
the Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology, Orlando, FL.

DuBois, P. 1., & Watson, R. I (1950). The selection of patrolmen. Jowrnal of Applied Psychology, 34,
90-95.

Dnnnette, M. D., & Motowidlo, S. J. (1976) Police selection and career assessment. Washington, DC: Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration, U.S. Department of Tustice, U.S. Government Priuting Office.

Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, Uniform Employee Selection Guidelines; Questions and
Answers; Section 16. http://www.nniformguidelines.com/uniformguidelines. html#129

Bqual Employment Opportunity Commission, ADA Division, Office of Legal Counsel. (1995). Enforcement
guidance: Pre-employment disability-related inquiries and medical examinations under the Americans
With Disabilities Act of 1990. Washington, DC: Equal Employment Opportunity Commission.

Finn, 8. E. (2009). Incorporating base rate information in daily clinical decision making. In J. N. Butcher (Bd.),
Oxford handbook of personality assessment (pp. 140-149). New York: Oxford University Press.

Goldberg, L. R. (1991). Human mind versns regression equation: Five contrasts, Tn W. M. Grave & D. Cicchetti
(Bds.), Thinking clearly about psychology: Vol. I. Maiters of public interest (pp. 173-134). Minneapolis:
University of Minnesota Press.

Goldherg, L. R. (1993). The structure of phenotypjc personality traits. American Psychologist, 48, 26-34.

Gordon, M. E., & Kleiman, L. §. (1976).The prediction of trainability using a work sample test and an apfitude
test: A direct comparison. Personnel Psychology, 29, 243-253,

Gough, H. G. (1956). California psychological inventory. Palo Alto, CA: Consulling Psychologists Press.

Gough, H. G. (1987). California Psychological Inventory adminisirator’s guide, Palo Alio, CA: Consulting
Psychologists Press.

Grove, W. M. (2005). Clinical versus statistical prediction: The contribution of Paul E. Meehl. Joumal of
Clinical Psychology, 61(10), 1233-1243.



160 Handbook of Police Psychology

Grove, W. M., & Lloyd, M. (2006). Meeh!’s contribution to clinical versus statistical prediction. Journal of
Abnormal Psychology, 115(2), 192-194.

Grove, W. M., & Meehl, P. E. (1996). Comparative efficiency of informal (subjective, impressionistic) and
formal (mechanical algorithmic) prediction procedures: The chmcal—stahshcal controversy. Psychology,
- Public Policy, and Law, 2(2), 293-323.

Grove, W. M., Zald, D. H., Lebow, B. 8., Snitz, B. E., & Nelson, C. (2000). Clinical versus mechanical predic-
tion: A meta-analysis. Psychological Assessment, 12, 19-30,

Hargrave, G. E., Hiatt, D., & Gaffney, T. W. (1986). A comparison of MMPT and CPI test profiles for traffic and
deputy sheriffs. Journal of Police Science and Administration, 14, 250-258.

Harville, L. M. (1991). Arn NCME instructional module on standard ervor of measurement; in ITEMS,
Instructional Yopics in Educational Measurement. Madison, WI: National Conncil on Measurement in
Education.

Hathaway, S. R., & McKinley, J. C. (1940). The MMPI manual. New York: Psychological Corporation,

Hiait,.D., & Hargrove, G. E. (1988). Predicting job performance problems with psychological screening.
Journal of Police Science and Administration, 16, 122-125.

Hirsch, H. R., Northrup, L. C., & Schmidt, F. L. (1986). Vahdity generalizaiion results for law enforcement
occupations, Personnel Psychology, 39, 399420, '

Inwald, R. (1980, September). Personality characteristics of law enforcement applicants and development
of assessment instruments. Paper presented at the meeting of the American Psychological Association,

) Montreal, Canada.

Inwald, R. (1982a, Angust). Conducting testing programs within law enforcement agencies: ethical/legal
issues, Paper presented at the meeting of the American Psychological Association, Washington, DC.

Tnwald, R. (1982b). Inwald Personality Inventory (IPI) technical manual. New York: Hilson Research, Inc.
(Reprinted [2008], Chicago: IPAT, Inc., a subsidiary of OPP Lid.)

Inwald, R. (1983, August). Cross-validation of job performance prediction for law enforcement officers. Paper
presented at the meeting of the American Psychological Association, Anaheim, CA.

Inwald, R. (1984a, Angust). Ethical guidelines for screening for high risk occupations. Paper presented at the
meeting of the Amencan Psychological Assoctation, Toronto, Canada.

Inwald, R. (1984b). Pre-employment psychological testing for law enforcement: ethical and procedural issues:
what should adminisirators do? Training Aids Digest, 9(6), 1-7.

Inwald, R. (1984c). Proposed guidelines for providers of pre-employment psychological testing services to law
enforcement agencies, version ITI. Manuscript submitted to APA Task Force of Division 18, Section of
Police and Public Safety Psychology.

Inwald, R. (1985a). Professional opinions on a set of proposed guidelines for mental health practitioners con-
ducting pre-employment psychological screening programs in law enforcement agencies. Corrections
Digest, 16(7), 1-2.

Inwald, R. (1985b). Proposcd guidelines for conducting pre-employment psychological screening programs.
Crime Control Digest, 19(11), 1-6.

Inwald, R. (1985c, December). Establishing standards for psychological screening. Presentation at the FBI—
sponsored World Conference on Police Psychology, Quantico, VA.

Inwald, R. (1986a). Why include individual intesviews for all law enforcement candidates? Criminal Justice
Dlgest 5(3), 1-3.

Inwald, R. (1986b). The development of guidelines for psychological screening in law enforcement agencies. In
J. T. Reese and J. M. Hom (Eds.), Police psychology: Operational assistance (pp. 233-240). Washingtou,
DC: U.S. Department of Justice, FBL (Reprinted in Crime Control Digest, 20(36), 6-9.)

Inwald, R. (1988). Five year follow-up study of departmental terminations as predicted by 16 pre-employment
psychological indicators. Journal of Applied Psychology, 73(4), 703-710,

Inwald, R. (1995). Hilson Safety/Security Risk Inventory (HSRI) technical manual. New York: Hilson Research,
Tnc. (Reprinted [2008], Chicago: TPAT, Tnc., a subsidiary of OPP Ltd.)

Inwald, R. (1998). Hilson Job Analysis Questionnaive (HIAQ) technical manual. New York: Hilson Research,
Inc. (Reprinted [2008], Chicago: IFAT, Inc., a subsidiary of OFP Ltd.}

Inwald, R. (2008). The Inwald Pcrsonality Inventory (IPI) and Hilson Research inventories: Development and
rationale. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 13(4), 298-327.

Inwald, R., & Brobst, K. E, (1988). Hilson Personnel Profile/Success Quotient (HPP/SQ) technical
manual. New York: Hilson Research, Inc. (Reprinted [2008], Chicago: TPAT, Inc., a subsidiary of
OPP Ltd.)

Inwald, R., & Gebbia, M. L. (1992). Inwald Survey 5 (185) technical manual. New York: Hilson Research, Inc.
{Reprinted [2008], Chicago: IPAT, Inc., a subsidiary of OPP Ltd.)



Pre-Employment Screening of Police Officers 161

Inwald, R., & Kanfman, I. C. (1989). Hilsan Career Satisfaction Index (HCSI} technical manual. New York:
Hilson Research, Inc. (Reprinted {20081, Chicago: IPAT, Inc., a subsidiary of OPP Ltd.)

Inwald, R., & Knatz, H. (1988, August). Seven-year follow-up of officer terminations predictedby psycho-
logical testing. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Psychological Association,
Atlanta, GA.

Inwald, R., Resko, J. A, & Favnzza, V. (1994). Inwald Survey 2 (IS2) & Inwald Survey 8 (IS8) technical manual.
New York: Hilson Research, Inc. (Reprinted [2008], Chicago: IPAT, Inc., a subsidiary of OPP Lid.)

Inwald, R., Resko, 1. A., & Favuzza, V. (1996). Hilson Life Adjustment Profile (HLAP) technical manual. New
York: Hilson Rescarch, Inc. (Reprinted [2008], Chicago: IPAT, Inc., a subsidiary of OPP Ltd.)

Inwald, R., & Sakales, S. (1982, Angust). Predicting negative behaviors of officer recruits using the MMPI
and IPL Paper presented at the meeting of the American Psychological Association, Washington, DC.

. Inwald, R., Traynor, B., & Favozza, V. A. (1998). Hilson Management Survey (FHMS) technical manual. New
York: Hilson Research, Inc, (Reprinted [2007], Chicago: IPAT, Inc., a subsidiary of OPF Ltd.)

Johnson, M., & Roberts, M. (2006, October). PsyQ report and test scoring system. JR&A Users Conference.

Kent, . A., & Eisenberg, T. (1972). The selection and promotion of police officers. The Police Chief, 3%(2),
20—29

Landy, F. I. (1976). The validity of the interview in police officer selection. Journal of Applied P.sychology, 61,
193-198.

Lefkowitz, J. (1977). Industrial-orgamzational psychology and the police. American Psychologist, 32(5),
346-3064.

Levy, R. J. (1967). Predicting police failures. Journal of Criminal Law, Criminology and Police Science, 58,
265-275.

Levy, R. T. (1973). A method for the identification of the high risk pohce applicant. In J. R. Snibbe &
R. M. Snibbe (Bds.), The urban policeman in transition. Springfield, IL: Charles C Thomas.

Matarazzo, J. D, Allen, B. V., Saslow, G., & Wieus, A. N. (1964). Characteristics of successful policeman and
fireman applicants. Journal of Applied Psychology, 48, 123-133. ’

Mechl, B. E. (1996). Clinical vs. statistical prediction. Minneapolis: University of Mmucsota Press. (Original
work published 1954)

Meehl, P. E. (1959). Somc ruminations on the validation of clinical procedures. Canadian Journal of Psychology,
13, 106-128.

Meehl, P. E. (1978). Theoretical risks and tabular asterisks: Sir Karl, Sir Ronald, and the slow progress of soft
psychology. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 46, 806834,

Meehl, P. E. (1986). Causes and effects of my disturbing lLittle book. Journal of Personality Assessment, 50(3),
370-375.

Meehl, P. E., & Rosen, A. (1955). Antecedent probability and the eﬂicwncy of psychometnc signs, patterns, or
cutting scores. Psychological Bulletin, 52, 194-216.

Monahan, I. (1981). The Clinical Prediction of Violent Behavior. Washington, DC: National Institte of
Mental Health. (Reprinted as Predicting violent behavior: An assessment of clinical techniques. [1981].
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. Excerpts reprinted in L. J. Hertzberg, et al., Eds., [1990]. Violent behavior
[pp. 125-150, 259-279]. Manhattan Beach, CA: PMA.)

Morey, L. C. (2007). Personality Assessment Inventory professional manual (2nd ed.). Lutz, FL: Psychological
Assessment Resonrces.

Mumford, M. D., Costanza, I. B, Connelly, M. 8., & Johnson, E E (1996). Item generation precedures and
background data scales: Imphications for construct and criterion-related validity. Persornel Psychology,
49, 361-398.

National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals. (1973). Task force on police.
Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office.

O’Brien, S. G. (1996). The predictive validity of personality testing in police selection: A meta-analysis
(Unpublished master’s thesis). University of Guelph, Guelph, Canada.

Ogleshy, T. W. {1957). Use of emotional screening in the selection of police applicants. Public Personnel
Review, 18, 228-231.

Ones, D. 8., Viswesvaran, C., Cullen, M. J., Drees, S. A., & Langkamp, K. (2003, April). Personality and police
officer behaviors: A comprehensive meta-analysis. In 8. W. Spilberg & D. S, Cnes (Chairs), Personality
work behaviors of police officers. Symposium conducted at the 18th annual meeting of the Society for
Industrial and Organizational Psychology, Orlando, FL.

Ones, D. S., Viswesvaran, C., & Dilchert, S. (2004, November). A construct-based, comprehensive meta-
analysis and implications for pre-offer screening and psychological evaluations. Paper presented at
the annual meeting of the International Association of Chiefs of Police (TACP), Los Angeles, CA.



162 Handboock of Police Psychology

Police Psychological Services Section of the International Association of Chiefs of Police. (1992, 1998, 2004,
2009). Pre-employment psychological evaluation guidelines. Retrieved from hitp://psych.iacp.org
Roberts, M., & Johnson, M. (2001). CPI police and public safety selection report, technical manual. | .os Gatos,

CA: Law Enforcement Psychological Services.

Roberts, M. D., Thompson, I. A., & Johnson, M. (2000). PAT law enforcement, corrections, and public safety
selection report manual. Odessa, FL: Psychological Assessment Resources. )

Saccuzzo, D. P, Higgins, G., & Lewandowski, D. (1974). Program for psychological assessment of law
enforcement officers: Initial evaluation. Psychelogical Reports, 35, 651-654.

Sakales, S., & Inwald, R. (1982, August). Prediction of police acaderty performance for transit police officer
candidates: Role of two personality screening measures to identify on-the-job behavior problems of law
enforcement officer recruits. Paper presented at the meeting of the American Psychological Association,
Washington, DC.

Sarchione, C. D., Catfler, M. I., Muchinsky, P. M., & Nelson-Gray, R. O. (1998). Prediction of dysfunctional
job behaviors among law enforcement officers. Journal of Applied Psychology, 83, 904-912.

Saxe, 8. I, & Reiser, M. (1576). A compariscn of three police applicant groups using the MMPL Journal of
Police Science and Administration, 4, 419-425.

Schmitt, N., Gooding, R. Z., Noe, R. A., & Kirsch, M. (1984). Metaanalyses of validity studies published
beiween 1964 and 1982 and the investigation of study characteristics. Personnel Psychology, 37,
407422,

Scogin, F,, Schunacher, J., Howland, K., & McGee, I. (1989, August). The predictive validity of psychological
testing and peer evaluation in law enforcement settings. Paper presented at the American Psychological
Association Convention, New Orleans, LA.

Scrivner, E. M., & Kurke, M. T. (1993). Police psychology at the dawn of the 21st century. In M. 1. Kurke &
E. M. Scrivner (Eds.), Police psychology into the 21st century. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Sellbomn, M., Fiscliler, G. L., & Ben-Porath, Y. S. (2007). Identifying MMPI-2 predictors of police officer
integrity and misconduct. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 34, 985-1004,

Shapiro, D. L. (1983). Psychological evaluation and exper! testimony. New York: Van Nostrand Reinhold.

Shedier, J., & Westen, D. (2004). Refining personality disorder diagnosis: Integrating science and practice.
American Journal of Psychiary, 161, 1350-1365.

Shusman, E. I, Inwald, R. E., & Knatz, H. F. (1987). A cross-validation study of police recruit performance as
predicted hy the IPI and MMPL. Journal of Police Science and Administration, 15, 162-168.

Shusman, E. J., Inwald, R. E., & Landa, B. (1584). Correction officer job performance as predicted by the IFI
and MMPI: A cross-validation study. Criminal Justice and Behavier, 11(3), 309-329.

Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology. (2003). Principles for validation and use of personnel
selection procedures (4th ed.). Washington, DC: Amertican Psychological Association.

Smith, D. H., & Stotland, E. (1973). A new look at police officer selection. In J. R, Snibbe & H. M. Snibbe
(Eds.), The urban peliceman in transition. Springfield, TL.: Charles C Thomas.

Spilberg, S. W. (2003, April}. Developmeut of psychological screening guidelines for police officers:
Background and development of essenttal traits. In §. W. Spilberg & D. S. Ones (Chairs), Personality
work behaviors of police officers. Symposium conducted at the 18th annual meeling of the Society for
Industrial and Organizatioual Psychology, Orlando, FL.

Stremer, D. L. (2003). Diagnosing tests: Using and misusing diagnostic and screening tests. Journal of
Personality Assessment, 81(3), 209-219.

Tenopyr, M. L. (1994). Big five, structural modeling, and item response theory. In G. S. Stokes, M. D.
Mumford, & W. A. Owens (Bds.), Biodata handbook: Theory, research, and use of biographical infor-
mation in selection and performance prediction (pp. 519-534). Palo Alto, CA: Consnlting Psychologists
Press.

Tett, R. P, Tackson, D. N., & Rothstein, M. (1991). Personality measures as predictors of job performance: A
meta-analytic review. Personnel Psychology, 44, 7T03-740.

Tett, R. P., Jackson, D, N, Rothstein, M., & Reddon, J. R. (1994). Meta-analysis of personality job performance
relations: A reply to Ones, Mount, Barrick, and Honter (1994). Personnel Psychology, 47, 157-172.

U.S. Department of Justice. (n.d.} Bureau of Justice statistics. Retrieved November 20, 2009, fromn http://www.
ojp.usdoj. gov/bjs/lawenf_ htm

Varela, J. G., Boccaceini, M. T., Scogin, F., Stump, I., and Caputo, A. (2004). Personality (esting m law enforce-
ment employnient settings: A meta-analytic review. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 31, 649.

Weiss, P. A., & Inwald, R. (2010}. A brief history of personality assessment in police psychology. In P. A, Weiss
(Bd.) Personality assessment in police psychology: A 21st century perspective (pp. 5-28). Springfield,
IL: Charles C Thomas.



Pre-Employment Screening of Police Officers 163

Westen, D. (2002). Clinical diagnostic interview. Unpublished manuscript, Emory University. Available from

www.psychsystems.net/lab
Westen, D., & Rasenthal R. (2005). Improving construct validity: Cronbach, Mechl, and Neurath’s ship.

Psychological Assessment, 17(4), 409412,
Weslen, ., & Weinberger, J. (2004). When clinical description becomes stafistical prediction. American

Psychologist, 59(T), 595-613.
Westen, D., & Weinberger, I. (in press). In praise of clinical judgment: Meehl’s forgotten legacy. Journal of

Clinical Psychology.
Ziskin, J. (1981). Coping with psychiatric and psychological testimarty. Los Angeles: Law and Psychology

Press.,



THE CHANGING FACE OF
PSYCHOLOGY PRACTICE

Serving and protecting

Psychologists from the VA to the FBI use
agency and employee assessments to

improve government functioning.

In pursuit of better cops

Michael Cuttler, PhD, always fancied himself as a bit of an
entrepreneur: He liked the competitiveness of business and
the chance to “keep score” of his success. That drive led the
North Carolina-based psychologist to leave private practice
and found his own company, Law Enforcement Services Inc.
(LESI).

LESI consults with law-enforcement agencies, such
as municipal police departments and state highway
troopers, by leveraging technology to conduct “pre-
employment suitability screening evaluations” of potential
employees. Cuttler has seen his 16-year-old company
grow to serve more than 800 law-enforcement agencies in
14 startes.

When he began the company, Cuttler provided about
200 local North Carolina law-enforcement agencies with psy-
chological services such as employee counseling and critical
response training.

Bur LESI decided to concentrate exclusively on pre-
employment services. Thanks to the Internet, LESI narrowed
its practice but broadened its reach.

“Instead of doing everything for agency A, we do one
psychological service for agencies A through Z,” Cuttler says.

Cuctler screens potential officers using two patent-pend-
ing instruments. These instruments ask applicants about their
employment and criminal history, among other factors.

His method screens large groups of potential law
enforcement applicants and leaves a pool of strong appli-
cants—for example, reducing 200 applicants to 30—bur still
allows local psychologists to complete one-on-one evaluations
with the agency’s final candidates, Cuttler says.

“The tests are cost-effective and based in psychological
science, which saves clients money yer yields qualified appli-
cants,” he says.

LESI also has compiled a database of more than
60,000 test results from applicants over the years. Cuctler
meets with clients to learn which applicants weren’t hired,
which were and who later experienced on-the-job prob-
lems, such as disciplinary action for use of force. Then, like
an insurance company might do, LESI sorts the applicants
based on their outcomes into casualty groups to discover
what characteristics make people likely to get rejected,
hired or become top cops.
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Dr. Michael Cuttler's company screens potential law enforcement
officers for more than 800 agencies in 14 states.
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These exhibits contain proprietary confidential information which should not be photocopied,
distributed, nor included in any public release or for any purpose other than the evaluation of
this quote (DPS1600000008).

In this regard, please note that public disclosure of this information would violate the ethical
principles and professional conduct guidelines published by the American Psychological Association
as well as the Code of Fair Testing Practices and the Standards for Educational and Psychological
Testing published by the Joint Committee on Testing Practices of the American Educational
Research Association.
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CURRICULUM VITAE
MICHAEL J. CUTTLER, Ph.D. ABPP

Exhibit 8

These exhibits contain proprietary confidential information which should not be
photocopied, distributed, nor included in any public release or for any purpose
other than the evaluation of this quote (DPS1600000008).

In this regard, please note that public disclosure of this information would
violate the ethical principles and professional conduct guidelines published by the
American Psychological Association as well as the Code of Fair Testing Practices
and the Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing published by the Joint
Committee on Testing Practices of the American Educational Research Association.



CURRICULUM VITAE
MICHAEL J. CUTTLER, Ph.D. ABPP

3409-A West Wendover Avenue
Greensboro, North Carolina 27407 (office)
336-852-6902 —office
336-339-0785 — mobile
mcuttler@lesi.com

Michael J. Cuttler, Ph.D., ABPP is a full time employee of Law Enforcement Services, Inc.

EDUCATION:

1972  Ph.D. Kent State University

Kent, Ohio
Major Area: Clinical Psychology (APA Approved)
Specialty Area: Psychopathology, Minor Area: Cognition and Perception

1969 MA New School for Social Research
New York, New York
Major Area: Psychology (general, experimental); Minor Area: Sociology
1967 BA New York University (University Heights)
Bronx, New York
Major Area: Psychology; Minor Area: English
ACADEMIC APPOINTMENTS:
1994 To Present Adjunct Professor, Graduate Faculty
Department of Psychology
University of North Carolina,
Greensboro, North Carolina
EMPLOYMENT HISTORY:
1979 To Present Law Enforcement Services, Inc.

1976 To 1979

1973 To 1976

1972 To 1973

Director, Personnel Research and Psychological Services
Greensboro, North Carolina

Greensboro Psychological Associates, P.A.
Greensboro, North Carolina

James N. Farr Associates
Vice President/Consulting Psychologist
Greensboro, North Carolina

Valley Psychiatric Hospital Corporation
Director of Psychological Services
Chattanooga, Tennessee

Chattanooga Psychiatric Clinic
Clinical Psychologist, Adult Division
Chattanooga, Tennessee
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MICHAEL J. CUTTLER, Ph.D. ABPP

LICENSURE AND CERTIFICATION:

Board Certified in Police and Public Safety P sychology, American Board of Professional Psychology
(ABPP)

Board Certified in Clinical Psychology, American Board of Professional Psilchology (ABPP)-

Certified, National Register of Health Care Providers in Psychology
Certificate of Professional Qualification - ASPPB
State of North Carolina License
State of New Jersey License

State of Tennessee License
Commonwealth of Virginia License
State of Florida License
State of Illinois License

PROFESSIONAL ORGANIZATIONS:

American Board of Professional Psychology (ABPP)
Board of Trustees —2011- 2014
Chairperson, Education and Training Committee
Member, Finance Committee
Associate Editor; “The Specialist”

American Board of Police and Public Safety Psychology (ABPPSP)
Immediate Past President (2015 — present)
President — 2012 - 2015
President — elect (2011)
Representative to ABPP Board of Trustees

Council of Organizations in Police Psychology
Board of Delegates 2009-present

Fellow, American Academy of Clinical Psychology (AACP)

Fellow, American Psychological Association
APA Committee on Professional Practices and Standards (COPPS)
Division 18 (Psychologists in Public Service, Police Psychology Section).
Division 42 (Psychologists in Independent Practice)
Finance Committee 2008
Delegate to APA Presidential Summit on Future of Psychology Practice

Society of Industrial and Organizational Psychology (APA Division 14)
International Association of Chiefs of Police - Psychological Services Section
Chair, website and publications oversight committee 2007- present
Joint Committee on Police Psychology Competencies 2007-present
Pre-employment Psychological Assessment Guideline Committee 1998-present
Delegate to Council of Organizations in Police Psychology 2009- present
Society for Police and Criminal Psychology

North Carolina Psychological Association
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MICHAEL J. CUTTLER, Ph.D. ABPP

PATENTS:

Cuttler, Michael; Cuttler, Ellen; Seddon Thomas; System, Method and Computer Readable Medium
for Acquiring and Analyzing Personal History Information. (US 7,346,541; 3/18/2008)

PUBLICATIONS (academic/peer reviewed):

The Prediction of Dysfunctional Job Behaviors Among Law Enforcement Officers; Sarchione,
Charles D .; Cuttler, Michael J .; M uchinsky, Paul M .; N elson-Gray, R osemary; Journal of A pplied
Psychology, 1998, Vol. 83, No. 6, 904-912

Prediction of Law Enforcement Training Performance and Dysfunctional Job Performance with General
Mental A bility, P ersonality, a nd Life H istory Variables; Cuttler, M ichael J .; M uchinsky, P aul M ;
Criminal Justice and Behavior, Vol. 33 No. 1, February 2006 3-25

Defining th e F ield o f P olice P sychology: C ore D omains & P roficiencies; Aumiller, G ary; Corey,
David; Brewster, JoAnne; Cuttler, Michael; Gupton, Herbert; Allen, Scott; Honig, Audrey; Journal
of Police and Criminal Psychology (2008) 23:48

Pre-employment S creening o f P olice O fficers; Integrating Actuarial Prediction Models w ith P ractice;
Cuttler, Michael J. in Handbook of P olice P sychology, Jack K itaeff, Ph.D., J.D., E ditor. Routledge
Psychology Press (2011).

Ad hoc reviewer
Assessment (Sage Publications), Professional Psychology (APA)

AWARDS:

American Psychological Association
Fellow of the Association (October 2007)
Presidential Citation for Innovative Practice (May, 2009)

American Psychological Association, Division 18 (Public Service)

Award for Distinguished Contribution to Police and Public Safety Psychology, 2011
Spotlight Award for Special Achievement (Outstanding Presentation) 2011

Fellow of the Division 2010

American Psychological Association, Division 42 (Independent Practice)
Best of the Bulletin Award (August 2001, Continuing Education Best Article)

Award in Recognition of his many outstanding contributions to Division 42" (August 2005)
Fellow of the Division 2007




CURRICULUM VITAE
MICHAEL J. CUTTLER, Ph.D. ABPP

International Association of Chiefs of Police, Psychological Services Section.

Outstanding Practice Award in Police Psychology 2012

Certificate o f Appreciation for “ your ¢ ontribution i n a ttaining r ecognition of P olice P sychology as
proficiency by Commission on R ecognition of Specialties and Proficiencies in Professional Psychology
of APA.” 2008

Certificate of Appreciation for “commitment of time, resources, and creativity to the development of a
professional Police Psychological Services Section website” 2008

REFERENCES:
Upon request




PARTIAL LIST OF PRE-EMPLOYMENT ASSESSMENT CLIENTS

Exhibit 9

These exhibits contain proprietary confidential information which should not be photocopied,
distributed, nor included in any public release or for any purpose other than the evaluation of
this quote (DPS1600000008).

In this regard, please note that public disclosure of this information would violate the ethical
principles and professional conduct guidelines published by the American Psychological Association
as well as the Code of Fair Testing Practices and the Standards for Educational and Psychological
Testing published by the Joint Committee on Testing Practices of the American Educational
Research Association.

Law Enforcement Services, Inc.
Greensboro, NC
Copyright 2016 LESI® US Patent #7,346,541 West Virginia State Police DPS1600000008



PARTIAL LIST OF PRE-EMPLOYMENT ASSESSMENT CLIENTS

[llinois, Kentucky, Nebraska, North Carolina, Ohio, Oregon, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas,

Utah, Virginia, West Virginia

ILLINOIS

Northwestern Univ. Police Department
Evanston, IL

University of Chicago Public Safety
Chicago, IL

KENTUCKY

Kentucky Law Enforcement Council *
Richmond, KY

*(532 municipal/county agencies)

Kentucky State Police
Frankfort, KY

NEBRASKA

Nebraska LE Training Center
Grand Island, NE

Nebraska State Patrol
Lincoln, NE

NORTH CAROLINA

Alamance County Sheriff’s Office
Graham, NC

Appalachian State University
Boone, NC

Archdale Police Department
Archdale, NC

Boone Police Department
Boone, NC

Law Enforcement Services, Inc.

A Greensboro, NC
Copyright 2016 LESI® US Patent #7,346,541

West Virginia State Police DPS1600000008



PARTIAL LIST OF PRE-EMPLOYMENT ASSESSMENT CLIENTS

NC ASSESSMENT CLIENTS (cont'd)

Cabarrus County Sheriff's Department
Concord, NC

Town of Cleveland Police Department
Cleveland, NC

City of Concord
Concord, NC

Concord Police Department
Concord, NC

Crabtree Valley Mall Police Department
Raleigh, NC

Duke University Police Department
Durham, NC

Forsyth County Human Resources
Winston Salem, NC

Guilford County EMS
Greensboro, NC

Guilford County Juvenile Detention Center
Greensboro, NC

GTCC Campus Police
Jamestown, NC

Guilford Metro 911
Greensboro, NC

City of High Point
High Point, NC

High Point Police Department
High Point, NC

Huntersville Police Department
Huntersville, NC

Law Enforcement Services, Inc.
Greensboro, NC

Copyright 2016 LESI® US Patent #7,346,541

West Virginia State Police DPS1600000008



PARTIAL LIST OF PRE-EMPLOYMENT ASSESSMENT CLIENTS

NC ASSESSMENT CLIENTS (cont'd)

Kernersville Police Department
Kernersville, NC

Lankford Protective Services
Greensboro, NC

NC Central Univ. Police & Public Safety

Durham, NC

Piedmont Triad Airport Authority
Greensboro, NC

Rose Hill Police Department
Rose Hill, NC

Shelby Police Department
Shelby, NC

Stanly County Personnel
Albemarle, NC

UNC Hospitals Police Department
Chapel Hill, NC

Winston Salem Police Department
Winston Salem, NC

Winston Salem State University Police
Winston Salem, NC
OHIO

Dublin Police Department
Dublin, OH

Mercy Hospital Police,
Toledo, OH

Sylvania Police Department
Sylvania, OH

Law Enforcement Services, Inc.

Copyright 2016 LESI® US Patent #7,346,541

Greensboro, NC

West Virginia State Police DPS1600000008



PARTIAL LIST OF PRE-EMPLOYMENT ASSESSMENT CLIENTS

OREGON

Hubbard Police Department
Hubbard, OR

Newberg Dundee Police Department
Newberg, OR

Newport Police Department
Newport, OR

St. Helens Police Department
St. Helens, OR

Stayton Police Department
Stayton, OR

Troutdale Police Department
Troutdale, OR

SOUTH CAROLINA

Sumter County Sheriff’s Office
Sumter, SC

TENNESSEE

Alcoa Police Department
Alcoa, TN

Blount County Sheriff’s Office
Maryville, TN
TEXAS

Glenn Heights Police Department
Glenn Heights, TX

University of Texas at Arlington
Arlington, TX

Law Enforcement Services, Inc.

Greensboro, NC
Copyright 2016 LESI® US Patent #7,346,541

West Virginia State Police DPS1600000008



PARTIAL LIST OF PRE-EMPLOYMENT ASSESSMENT CLIENTS

TX ASSESSMENT CLIENTS (cont'd)

University of Texas at Austin
Austin, TX

University of Texas Southwestern Medical
Dallas, TX

UTAH

City of Cottonwood Heights Police Dept
Cottonwood Heights, UT

Clearfield City Police Department
Clearfield City, UT

Farmington Police Department
Farmington, UT

Layton Police Department
Layton, UT

Salt Lake County Sheriff’s Office
Salt Lake City, UT

South Salt Lake City Police Department
South Salt Lake, UT

Springyville Police Department
Springville, UT

Tooele Police Department
Tooele, UT

Unified Police Department
Salt Lake City, UT

University of Utah Police Department
Salt Lake City, UT

Utah Department of Corrections
Draper, UT

Law Enforcement Services, Inc.
Greensboro, NC
Copyright 2016 LESI® US Patent #7,346,541

West Virginia State Police DPS1600000008



PARTIAL LIST OF PRE-EMPLOYMENT ASSESSMENT CLIENTS

UT ASSESSMENT CLIENTS (cont'd)

Utah Department of Insurance Fraud
Salt Lake City, UT

Utah State University Police
Logan, UT

VIRGINIA

Chesapeake City Sheriff’s Office
Chesapeake, VA

Chesapeake Police Department
Chesapeake, VA

James City County Police Department
Williamsburg, VA

South Boston Police Department
South Boston, VA

VA Alcohol Beverage Commission
Richmond, VA

Virginia Capitol Police
Richmond, VA

Virginia State Police
Richmond, VA

WEST VIRGINIA

West Virginia Public Service Commission
South Charleston, WV

West Virginia State Police
South Charleston, WV

Law Enforcement Services, Inc.

Greensboro, NC
Copyright 2016 LESI® US Patent #7,346,541

West Virginia State Police DPS1600000008



®
Make The Right Choice

www.lesl.Com

Specific Contacts and References:

As requested, the following is a list of specific contacts and references for the LESI® onlinePHQ® and
Multi-domain Screening process. The agencies listed below are similar to the West Virginia State
Police in terms of size, scope, and job performance requirements:

Kentucky State Police West Virginia Public Service Commission
Sergeant Brad Arterburn Director David Kovarik

Recruitment P.O. Box 812

919 Versailles Road Charleston, WV

Frankfort, KY 40601 304-340-0485

502-695-6300

Nebraska State Patrol
Ms. Jerry Lee Jensen
Personnel Administrator
P.O. Box 94907
Lincoln, NE 68509
402-471-4931

Virginia Alcohol Beverage Commission
Deputy Director Shawn Walker
Recruitment

P.O. Box 27491

Richmond, VA 27491

804-213-4569

Virginia State Police
Captain Jeffrey Baker
Director of Personnel
P.O. Box 27472
Richmond, VA 23261
804-674-2000

Virginia Capitol Police
Colonel Steve Pike

P.O. Box 1138
Richmond, VA 23218
804-786-5035

LESI®
Law Enforcement Services, Inc.
3409 West Wendover Avenue Suite A
Greensboro, North Carolina 27407
336.852.6902
www.lesi.com



STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA
Purchasing Division

PURCHASING AFFIDAVIT

MANDATE: Under W. Va. Code §5A-3-10a, no contract or renewal of any contract may be awarded by the state or any
of its political subdivisions to any vendor or prospective vendor when the vendor or prospective vendor or a related party
to the vendor or prospective vendor is a debtor and: (1) the debt owed is an amount greater than one thousand dollars in
the aggregate; or (2) the debtor is in employer default.

EXCEPTION: The prohibition listed above does not apply where a vendor has contested any tax administered pursuant to
chapter eleven of the W. Va. Code, workers' compensation premium, permit fee or environmental fee or assessment and

DEFINITIONS:

“Debt” means any assessment, premium, penalty, fine, tax or other amount of money owed to the state or any of its
political subdivisions because of a judgment, fine, permit violation, license assessment, defaulted workers’
compensation premium, penalty or other assessment presently delinquent or due and required to be paid to the state
or any of its political subdivisions, including any interest or additional penalties accrued thereon.

“Employer default” means having an outstanding balance or liability to the old fund or to the uninsured employers'
fund or being in policy default, as defined in W. Va. Code § 23-2¢-2, failure to maintain mandatory workers'
compensation coverage, or failure to fully meet its obligations as a workers' compensation self-insured employer. An
employer is not in employer default if it has entered into a repayment agreement with the Insurance Commissioner
and remains in compliance with the obligations under the repayment agreement,

“Related party” means a party, whether an individual, corporation, partnership, association, limited liability company
or any other form or business association or other entity whatsoever, related to any vendor by blood, marriage,
ownership or contract through which the party has a relationship of ownership or other interest with the vendor so that
the party will actually or by effect receive or control a portion of the benefit, profit or other consideration from
performance of a vendor contract with the party receiving an amount that meets or exceed five percent of the total
contract amount.

AFFIRMATION: By signing this form, the vendor’s authorized signer affirms and acknowledges under penalty of
law for false swearing (W. Va. Code §61-5-3) that neither vendor nor any related party owe a debt as defined

WITNESS THE FOLLOWING SIGNATURE:
Vendor's Name: K@Lo‘ ﬁm@fceﬁ/a@; 7£ SGVWC es, IAL .
Authorized Signature:.~ V/ F e ,W- Date: é N 7'/55

State of N ORT H CAROLIU ft
County of QHP;THH’)’H , to-wit:

Taken, subscribed, and sworn to before me this i dayof _J UAE , 20 /_(p
My Commission expires 0 f// Ao~ , 20&-
AFFIX SEAL HERE | NOTARY PUBMM M/
LANA M BRADLEY Purchasing,Affidavir (Revised 08/01/201
Nmawﬁ:r?r:%arolina
My Ccor:::!xgogoé;cpires Jan. 22, 2017
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