CALIFORNIA CRIME LABORATORY REVIEW

TASK FORCE

Minutes: March 5, 2009
California Department of Justice Jan Bashinski DNA Laboratory
1001 W. Cutting Blvd., Richmond, CA 94804

Member Present. Dane Gillette (Chair) Barry Fisher (Vice Chair), Dolores Carr,
Elizabeth Johnson, Jennifer Friedman, Jennifer Mihalovich, Jim McLaughlin,
Arturo Castro, Robert Jarzen, William Thompson, Jeff Rodzen

Staff Present. Mike Chamberlain (DOJ - Staff Counsel)

Members of the Public: Clay Larson (Dept. Public Health); Kevin Davis (CHP),
Bill Phillips (DOJ — BFS), Kurtis Smith (DOJ — BFS), Joe Fabini (Santa Clara
County DA Crime Lab), Paul Holes (Contra Costa Sheriff's Crime Lab), Mary
Gibbons (Oakland PD Crime Lab), Cecilia von Beroldingen, Linton von
Beroldingen (DOJ-BFS), Ken Konzak (DOJ-BFS)

Chair Dane Gillette called the meeting to order at 10:40 a.m. Chair Gillette
welcomed attendees, and thanked the Department of Justice laboratory staff for
hosting the meeting and offering tours of the facility.

Department of Justice representative Ken Konzak also welcomed attendees and
provided a brief overview of Richmond Laboratory operations.

Minutes
By motion and vote, the minutes from the February 2009 meeting were approved
as amended.

Chair’'s Report

All laboratory director interviews have been completed and reports submitted
with the exception of those for the DOJ-Santa Rosa and Eureka and Santa Clara
DA labs. DOJ staff will provide Task Force members with a consolidated
collection of the interview reports on CD once all final reports are received.

Forensic Science Education

Dr. Cecilia von Beroldingen, the Director of the California Criminalistics Institute
(CClI), described CCI’s history, mission, instructors, facilities, program areas,
course offerings, budget and funding, future goals, and challenges. A copy of
her PowerPoint presentation is appended to these Minutes, and incorporated by
reference.

Among other topics, Dr. von Beroldingen discussed the potential for increased
coordination between U.C. and C.S.U. programs and CCI. Of particular value



would be the involvement of university professors in CCI instruction and course
development.

Additionally, while there is a need for more student research opportunities at CCl,
DOJ’s often lengthy background check process presents a significant obstacle.
The Task Force discussed ways in which to increase the speed and efficiency of
laboratory employment background checks. Possible solutions may include
information sharing among agencies (e.g., a common government criminalist
employment procedure) or a student-phase background check that could later be
updated instead of re-done.

Upcoming Schedule of Discussions

April 2, 2009 (Los Angeles): Certification of criminalists
Funding sources
Laboratory staffing

May 6, 2009 (Santa Clara): Workload demands
[Note: this meeting takes place on a Wednesday]

June 4, 2009 (Los Angeles): Statewide accreditation
July 2, 2009 (Sacramento): TBD

Once substantive discussions have been completed, DOJ staff will integrate the
topical subcommittee drafts into a single document. Issues where no consensus
exists will be highlighted for additional discussion. Supplemental reports may be
required. DOJ staff will draft an executive summary and prepare the various
appendices. References to the NAS report on forensic science may be relevant
in multiple contexts in the final report, and should be included.

Review and Discussion of Education Subcommittee Draft Report

The Task Force members agreed that adequate training for and education of
criminalists—at both the entry-level and as continuing education—is critical. Bill
Thompson and Arturo Castro presented their draft report on education issues. In
addition to the existing text, they will (1) add a discussion of the P.O.S.T.
educational model, (2) address webinar and distance learning tools, (3) provide
additional detail on training lawyers in forensic science in partnership with law
schools and/or professional associations, (4) discuss the failure of forensic
science programs at CSU Sacramento and Long Beach State, (5) address the
need for supervisorial training in order to identify and cultivate future lab
managers and supervisors and plan for succession, and (6) make further note of
the benefits of subsidizing forensic science graduate studies as is done in
“traditional” academic fields. A major obstacle to forensic science becoming a
mainstream academic program is the availability of interested professors, as well
as sufficient external funding for basic research. Along these lines, the difference




between fundamental scientific research and technique validation should be
recognized and those subjects addressed separately in the final report.

The report will describe and endorse FEPAC (“Forensic Science Education
Programs Accreditation Commission”) standards, and provide a history of
FEPAC and its effects on forensic science education.

The Task Force debated the concept of a forensic science “finishing school,” and
whether such a program would provide pre-hire or on-the-job training. In theory,
this training would bridge the gap between undergraduate science studies and
employment as a criminalist, and would expedite later in-lab training. The “police
academy” concept was noted as a potential model. Members generally agreed
that entry-level forensic “academy” training, if offered through CCI, should be
available at several locations statewide to reduce travel costs for students.
Cooperation with universities could be a key component of this educational
system.

Ideally, CCI funding would come from the state or federal government, and not
from local laboratory assessments. Lab training budgets are often very lean, and
are among the first items to be cut in difficult economic times.

Chair Gillette thanked Bill and Arturo for their diligent efforts.

The meeting was adjourned at 2:45 p.m.



