































http:19-004.42






















SECTION 1

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY
SHERIFF’S DEPARTMENT



ROD HOOPS, SHERIFF - CORONER

August 30, 2012

Honorable Ronald M. Christianson
Presiding Judge of the Superior Court
303 West Third Street

4" Floor
San Bernardino, California 92415-0302

Dear Judge Christianson:

Pursuant to California Penal Code Section 933.05, please accept the following
responses to the findings and recommendations for the 2011-12 San Bernardino County
Grand Jury's Final Report that was presented to your office on or about July 8, 2012.

As you know, the Grand Jury’s Law & Justice subcommittee interviewed
personnel from within our Department, subsequently listing findings and making 12
recommendations for change. My staff have reviewed their Final Report and offer our
12 responses to the recommendations made for the following operational areas:

» Scientific Investigations Division
e Coroner/Public Administrator

Please let me know if there is any additional information you may need for
clarification on our position. An informational copy of our responses is being provided to
the County’s Board of Supervisors, as required by law.

Best Rega(dgs,

Rod Hoops, Sheftiff-Coroner

cc: County Board of Supervisors
Enclosures

" SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT s
655 East Third Street « San Bernardino, California 92415-0061 Post Office Box 569 ¢ San Bernardino, California 92402-0569



2011-12 GRAND JURY REPORT
RESPONSE FORM

GROUP Law & Justice ' DATE _ August 15, 2012
DEPARTMENT Sheriff — Coroner (SID) RECOMMENDATION NO. 12-27
SUBMITTED BY Rod Hoops PAGE 83

FINDING — AGREE/DISAGREE ( If disagree, explain why )

Finding #1 - Agree

Some maintenance on the existing facility had been deferred due to the belief that the Division
would be moving to new space. Now that it appears that the Laboratory will be using the facility
for at least the next few years, work to rectify these issues has been initiated.

It should be noted that none of the items identified by the Grand Jury would in any way impact the
accuracy of analytical work conducted in the Laboratory.

RESPONSE

The Grand Jury recommends that the Department “renovate, repair and clean the facility.
This is to include replacement of floor tiles and stained/broken ceiling tiles, exposed wiring
and uncovered electrical cords.”

/n addition to routine maintenance and cleaning, the new maintenance contract for the building
includes routine stripping and waxing of the floors and cleaning of the carpets. These items were
not included in the former confract. The floors and carpets have been recently cleaned and will be

again in six months.

Additionally, the hallways and clerical area have been repainted. The clerical area and
conference room have been re-carpeted, ceiling tiles have been ordered and the damaged floor in

the chemistry area is scheduled for repair.

Although some of the “uncovered” electrical cords mentioned in the report are extension cords
located in areas not used for foot traffic, steps are being taken to relocate these off of the floor.



2011-12 GRAND JURY REPORT
RESPONSE FORM

GROUP Law & Justice : DATE _ August 15, 2012
DEPARTMENT __Sheriff - Coroner RECOMMENDATION NO. _12-28
SUBMITTED BY __Rod Hoops PAGE __ 83

FINDING —~ AGREE/DISAGREE ( If disagree, explain why )

Finding #2 - Agree

RESPONSE

The Grand Jury recommends that the Department “replace workstations and chairs for
those that have been ergonomically designed for duration and detailed work.”

SID is working with Melvin Green, the Risk Management Specialist assigned to the Sheriff's
Department, to schedule ergonomic assessments of employee workstations. The Clerical Unit
and LIMS Office assessments have already been completed. Once the assessments have been
completed, Scientific Investigations Division will seek adequate funding fo make appropriate
changes.



2011-12 GRAND JURY REPORT
RESPONSE FORM

DATE _ August 15, 2012
RECOMMENDATION NO. _12-29

PAGE _ 83

GROUP Law & Justice
DEPARTMENT _ Sheriff - Coroner
SUBMITTED BY  Rod Hoops

FINDING — AGREE/DISAGREE  ( If disagree, explain why )

Finding #3 - Agree

RESPONSE

The Grand Jury recommends that the Laboratory “complete the protocols and distribute
the breathalyzers for immediate distribution and use.”

There have been delays in deploying the new breath testing equipment. Initially these
delays were caused by a lack of available staffing.

Recent hiring has mitigated this issue and currently the Laboratory is waiting for the
vendor to provide appropriate “firmware” for the instruments. The initial version of the
firmware had several defects that had to be eliminated. It is expected that the final version
of the firmware will be received within the next 60 days and the project will proceed.



2011-12 GRAND JURY REPORT
RESPONSE FORM

GROUP Law & Justice DATE August 15, 2012
DEPARTMENT _ Sheriff — Coroner (SID) RECOMMENDATION NO. 12-30
SUBMITTED BY Rod Hoops PAGE 83

FINDING — AGREE/DISAGREE ( If disagree, explain why )

Finding #4 - Agree

RESPONSE

The Grand Jury recommends that the Laboratory “fix, replace or dispose of out-of-service
equipment.”

The Laboratory has recently sent several obsolete out-of-service instruments to salvage. it
should be noted that some of the equipment marked out of service is awaiting the completion of
validation testing prior to be placed in service. This is required by laboratory policy and
accreditation standards.



2011-12 GRAND JURY REPORT
RESPONSE FORM

GROUP Law & Justice DATE August 15, 2012
DEPARTMENT  Sheriff ~ Coroner (SID) RECOMMENDATION NO. 12-31
SUBMITTED BY Rod Hoops PAGE 83

FINDING - AGREE/DISAGREE  ( If disagree, explain why )

Finding #5 — Disagree

The Firearms trailer is an alarmed, secure facility located in a secure parking area. Locking the
door to the room where ammunition is stored during times when the laboratory is open will not
significantly improve security. It will negatively impact productivity and is simply unnecessary.

RESPONSE

The Grand Jury recommends that the Firearms and Toolmark Unit “secure the door of the
room containing live ammunition when not in use.”

To provide an increase in off-hours secuh‘ty, the Laboratory will begin securing the door to the
room where ammunition is stored on nights and weekends when the laboratory is closed.



2011-12 GRAND JURY REPORT
RESPONSE FORM

GROUP Law & Justice DATE _ August 15, 2012
DEPARTMENT __ Sheriff — Coroner (SID) RECOMMENDATION NO. _12-32/33
SUBMITTED BY _ Rod Hoops PAGE __83-84

FINDING - AGREE/DISAGREE  (If disagree, explain why )

Finding #6 — Disagree

Case files are stored in the Clerical Unit and on the mezzanine level of the secure laboratory
building. Only personnel assigned to the Division are allowed unescorted access to these areas.
Previous inspections by the American Society of Crime Laboratory Directors — Laboratory
Accreditation Board have found no issues with the manner in which case files are stored.

An archiving system for case files is now operational. As per Laboratory protocol, case files more
than 6 years old are being scheduled to be archived.

RESPONSE

The Grand Jury recommends that the Laboratory “locate or store historical (case) files in a
protected area or in secure containers.”

The Grand Jury recommends that the Laboratory “develop and implement procedure for
purging and archiving case files.”

Current case files are stored in the Clenical Unit. Older case files are normally stored in file
cabinets on the mezzanine level of the secure laboratory building. These are the only spaces

available in the facility for this use.

Archiving of case files by Information Services Department was discontinued several years ago
due to errors discovered in the archiving procedure. Due to this issue, the volume of case files
being stored has increased and there has been some overflow into box sftorage. The Laboratory
has obtained its own archiving sysfem and the box storage should be eliminated as cases are
archived. More than 2,000 case files have been archived since the beginning of 2012 and the

clerical staff is performing this work on a routine basis.



2011-12 GRAND JURY REPORT
RESPONSE FORM

GROUP Law & Justice DATE _ August 15,2012
DEPARTMENT  Sheriff — Coroner (SID) RECOMMENDATION NO. 12-34

SUBMITTED BY _ Rod Hoops PAGE __ 84

FINDING — AGREE/DISAGREE ( If disagree, explain why )

Finding #7 — Agree

RESPONSE
The Grand Jury recommends that the Laboratory “process crime scene vehicles in an
adequately spaced enclosed area to remove workplace hazards and control possible
cross-contamination.”

The one existing indoor vehicle search area in the facility is undersized and normally used for
other functions such as the processing of incoming crime scene evidence. Vehicles are normally
processed in a fenced area on the west end of the parking lot commonly referred to by laboratory

staff as the “bull pen.”

Although the "bulf pen” is a fenced and covered area, it is clearly not as suitable as an inside area
for vehicle searches, but until a Capital Improvement Project can be completed, it is the only
alternative available to the CSI staff.



2011-12 GRAND JURY REPORT
RESPONSE FORM

GROUP Law & Justice DATE  August 15, 2012
DEPARTMENT  Sheriff — Coroner (SID) RECONMENDATION NO. 12-35

SUBMITTED BY  Rod Hoops PAGE 84

FINDING - AGREE/DISAGREE  ( If disagree, explain why )

Finding #8 — Disagree

Historically, the Department took custody of vehicles involved in major crimes and stored them
until the case was resolved and all appeals had been exhausted. Due to exposure to the
elements, these vehicles deteriorated over time and their evidential value was questioned.

Several years ago discussions between the Laboratory and Homicide resulted in a change in the
procedure for dealing with vehicles seized pursuant to on-going investigations. Rather than store
these vehicles, they are now processed and released. The vehicles remaining in storage were

seized prior to this change.

RESPONSE

The Grand Jury recommends that “with the assistance of the Office of District Attorney,
develop and implement procedures for disposal of processed vehicles to ensure disposal

on a periodic basis.”

SID continues to work with the District Attorney’s Office and Homicide Unit fo dispose of the
approximately 30 remaining vehicles.



2011-12 GRAND JURY REPORT
RESPONSE FORM

GROUP Law & Justice DATE _ August 15, 2012
DEPARTMENT __ Sheriff — Coroner (SID) RECOMMENDATION NO. 12-36

SUBMITTED BY __Rod Hoops PAGE _ 84

FINDING — AGREE/DISAGREE  ( If disagree, explain why )

Finding #9 — Agree

RESPONSE

The Grand Jury recommends that the “Sheriff request that Risk Management conduct an
ergonomic evaluation of the workspaces and furniture for Specialists.”

SID is working with Melvin Green, the Risk Control Specialist assigned to the Sheriff's
Department, to schedule ergonomic assessments of employee workstations. The Clerical Unit

and LIMS Office assessments have already been completed.



2011-12 GRAND JURY REPORT
RESPONSE FORM

GROUP Law & Justice DATE August 15, 2012
DEPARTMENT Sheriff - Coroner (SID) RECOMMENDATION NO. 12-37
SUBMITTED BY _ Rod Hoops PAGE 84

FINDING - AGREE/DISAGREE  ( If disagree, explain why )

Finding #10 — Agree

RESPONSE

The Grand Jury recommends that the “Sheriff request that Risk Management conduct an
immediate Risk/Hazard Assessment evaluation of the SID facility.”

Laboratory staff will meet with Melvin Green, the Risk Confrol Specialist assigned to the Sheriff’s
Department, to request this assessment.



ATTACHMENT I

2011- 2012 GRAND JURY REPORT
RESPONSE FORM

DATE _ August 15, 2012

GROUP Law & Justice :
DEPARTMENT Sheriff — Coroner/Public Administrator RECOMMENDATION NO. 12-39
PAGE 100

SUBMITTED BY Rod Hoops

FINDING - Agree

The respondent agrees with the findings and recommendation for the Public Administrator to
implement a bar code system to befter track estate property.

RESPONSE:

The respondent met with the Sheriff's Department Property Division management team and
began the process of expanding the existing Sheriff Property Evidence Tracking System (PETS)
to include Public Administrator property held af the Public Guardian warehouse. The PETS

system is a barcode —based data management system.
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