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City of Kissimmee

Employee Information

Name  lsabelJohnson pate 10“6/2920

| [Type of |

Position  Crime Scene Techniclan ~ ~ ~ |Evaluation  AnnURl
Department  Pofice supervisor JemnlferHelms

|

i s '

Raview Period October1 2019 — September 30, 2020
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’; 1 = Ramly 2 Somatlmas 5 3 Oﬂen 4 Alrncst Always f 5 Aiways
;Time Management - 0 | . - } -
| el ¢ S8 I b Gl 1 L.
s work accomplished on schedule? | a |

8

Isabel shows great dl!tgence to have all wark completed inan approprsate tlme frame Any tnstan( ] in wmch a report may taks Iongef than ‘
! ‘2he 14-day expectation is due to minimal staffing or increased caseload. Any time this has occurre 1, Isabel has natified me of the delay.

‘Comments

Effectiveness ! A o . o | 0
Is the work product of the expected quality? | ‘ ; ‘ i -
- ik b 1 i ; }

! ‘Esabal s work product is almcst always of expected quality In rewewing lsabe| s report Ior case 2C O(IG349 isabel d;d not utlhze all ava:lable

i processmg methods on seme items. This was brought to her attention at the time, and she was ac vised there should be a minimum of 2

‘Comments processes utilized on an item. In regards to 20-002822, Isabel did not photograph footwear impres sicns in the apprapriate format and did
not utilize a blood enhancement chemical on bloody fingerprints. This was addressed with Isabel ¢ nd she was aware of the photography

format mistake and also knowlectgeable of the chemical enhancements for blood, but they were n( it performed dunng this case.
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'Compllance ! i ; 5
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Are all City and department rules and guidelines | i {7 f
bemg followed'? 1 ; @ i

™
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1sahe| vmtated me chaln af command on Mamh 26 2020 at 0733 hours when she sent an emanl i rezgards tu work-related 1ssues The
i 1enrnau was sent to DC Schad, Chief O'Dell, and Pam Koski. Isabel did not include her chain of com ‘nand (myself, Gapt. Layne, or DC !
‘Comments Holland) nor notified us of the issues at hand prior to this email. Isabel and | discussed the violatic i via phone and she advised the email
i was sent because she knew | had already once addressed her concern, and she felt it needed to | ' to Figher hands. DC Holland also had
: rba} and emanE communlcahon (sent March 26 2020 at 1105 hours) Mth tha umt in regards to v 131=:i|ng the cham sf command :
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Personai Development

{Does employee place priority on staying prepared i
i.e. ongoing training, adapting to change, { ‘ |
welcommg and acceptmg feedback etc.? . '3

| i
Isabe# is dshgent in ensurmg her department vehlcls is prepared with the necessary supp iesin ord ar f o be prepared for rsquested ca:i ouis

) tsabel is welcoming of training opportunities, but, unfortunately, due to COVID-19, some of those ¢ pportunities were lost, Isabel also took it |
‘Comments upon herself to study and take the certification examination for her next leve! of crime scene certifi ation, which she passed. i

Productivity | - -
‘Are tasks properly organized and prioritized? ' | -




Isabel prioritizes her casework based on the severity of the crime and the date of the incident. !
Comments |
Flexibility |
s employee able to shift their work focus when | ’ = J’ - o i
inecessary without impacting their normal work i.e. i L i Lt g L & : I
ihandllng unexpected interruptions, emergencies, ! i i i
special projects? i | |

The Forensic Unit is consistently met with unexpected interruplions, emergencies, and special pro ects. Isabel has shown her ability to shift !
| ther work focus in order to assist with such unexpected events, but, at times, it has impacted her n ral worlk. During this evaluation period, |
‘Comments lsabel became one of only two crime scene technicians in the unit, and later became the only tech sician in the unit. She was able to shift
] focus to cover the necessary calls, but, as expected, this did impact her normal work. It should be 1dted this did not appear to impact the

! Qquality of her work.

3 1 = Rarely J 2= Sometimes ; 3 = Often 4= Almost Always ; 5= Always .
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Advocacy f j ; | |

fDoes employee approprialely represent the City I i e 7 [ . |

and department in dealing with citizens, clients, . i art i - i = ;

customers, vendors, and other agencies? ! | |

fisabel interacts well with citizens and other agencies while performing her work.

:ECommen!s

o L § ‘

Teamwork ! ! é

Does employee properly represent the City and ' ! i i

department in dealing with other City employees | ] 3 i I I i . i

including offering support to peers, supervisors, ! - | : . ) -

iand subordinates throughout the department and | I i i !

the City? : J‘ ; i

Elsabel shows a willingness to support the Forensic Unit. Isabel stepped up at a time of minimal staf |ng to meet the needs of the i
department, Isabel has expressed several complaints in regards to her peers and supervisors, and | want to encourage her to find ways she!

ECommenrs écan be mare constructive with her words. I

i *On 1/14/2020, 3/26/2020, 3/30/2020, 4/23/2020, and 5/18/2020 | documented instances of complz ints from Isabel via supervisory notes. |
rr hese notes will be included in this evaluation for documentation, i

Professionalism i |

[Does employee operate with integrity when taking ‘ . :’ i i i - r 4

laction or making decisions? | Ll ‘ = : el : | L

{ ! i

i i

Isabel takes ownership of her actions and decisions, regardiess of whether they impact her or other : il a negalive or positive way. Isabel
tends to allow her attitude ta impact the level of professionalism she could have. An incident during his evaluation period was discussed
with Isabel, myself, Deputy Chief Holland, and Chief O'Dell in regards to an unprofessional convers ticn Isabel hac with another

%Commenrs department employee. Chief O'Deli was made aware of a conversation Isabel had with ancther emy ‘oyee, in which she suggested to the
| iemployee that she may have been discriminated against because of her ethnicity and she should s¢ ik out a lawyer. i
Safety | ) 3 " ! . { , |
Does employee practice strong safety habits in the | £l ; L L f il & |
workplace? | | : ; :
jlsabel aiways 'pracﬁces sti’ong safety habits in the wérkplace. |
;;Comments
Attitude | |
Is the employee a positive presence in the i | ] i I 3 |
department or division? | |



il i e e —

[orum I told Helms | would go and explain to Captain Alicea what/how | meant 1 ‘e comment to be. It should be noted lhat

both | and CST Koski have been approached numerous times about the fact tha Supervisor Helms does not answer her |
phon. These employees include both Forensic Unit staff, patrol staff and CID sti if. in one incident of which CST Koski. |
responded to the hospital on a call and was made to wait in a waiting room of Ct vid infected patients, she had texted !
Supervisor Helms and received no response. Captain Layne was immediate%y € Ivised of the incident (07/08/2020). On |
another case, CST Koski and CST Monroe were at a pond recovering a firearm 'or a homicide (case 20-003516). Being !
that neither Pam nor Michelle were certain how to proceed with the collection of he gun, they independently calleditexted ;
Supervisor Helms, but did not receive an answer. A short time fater, approximal :ly 45 minutes, Helms did contact them in|
ireference to the case.

In response lo the comments made under the professionalism section, in referer e to a conversation | had with another
employee, | fully admit to passing along information to that employee as to her re gquirement to respond to the police
department during this pandemic. Two white female supervisory employees, wh 3 were pregnant, were allowed to work

om home, when two, non-supervisory, hispanic females were assigned to tight luty tasks requiring their physical
Eresence at the police department. In my over 16+ years, | have seen many incitl2rts of prejudice, be it for gender, race of
exual orientation. | have never commented on these incidents, being a victim ¢ gander discrimination myself during
those years. The impression given to those on the outside looking in seems pre 'y clear. In the environment in which we
live in, any and all actions or decisions made by staff should be clear and applie(| {0 all employees, no matter their position|
;or race and find that the comment made in my evaluation of the incident to be of 4 retaliatory nature.

i T e

All the above listed attempts to communicate to supervisiory staff of the immedic le need to help correct CST Monroe's |
subpar work product went unheeded, was ignored, or not followed up enough to énsure a better outcome on subsequent |
cases. | had on several other occasions, contacted Supervisor Helms about isst es with Michelle's work product. During |
those times | did not interfere or ask questions about what had been done and re ported my concerns to Supervisor Helms, |
\as she requested. This ultimately was used against me in two meetings held in | sference to a hamicide (20-003516).
{During this investigation, Michelle failed to process the scene, both interior and ¢ xterior, without anyone's knowledge. 1 |
had been called to assist Michelle with that case in which she was the lead techr ician. Upon my arrival, Michelle advised |
me of the things she needed to process and tasked me to complete them, name ; documentation, analysis and collection !
of blood spatter evidence. Michelle had been on scene over 8 hours and had be jun the processing prior to my arrival. |
Supervisor Helms was not on scene due to Covid resfrictions, and was working { om home. When Michelle and | were
‘done, prior to leaving the scene, Michelle contacted Helms, in my presence, via | ipeaker on her department issued cell !
phone. At that time, Melms asked Michelle directly if she had completed all the r 2cessary processing. Michelle advised |
that she had and we cleared the scene. It should be noted that Supervisor Helr s was not on scene herself, making it
impossible to know exaclly what areas or items should be processed for the bes! results. Although she was not on scene,
Supervisor Helms did speak with Michelle and was advised everything was done | At that moment, being fully aware of
Michelie's prior issues, Helms should have asked specific questions to ensure th § investigation was thorough and
complete. This failure to process the scene was later discovered by me on that « ame day and upon our return to the
police station for the storing of evidence. | was on my way fo the Criminal Inves! galions Unit and happened to ask
Michelle if she had pulled any good prints from the scene. She advised me that ha did not process the scene at all for |
latent fingerprints due to the fact that the shooting had occurred from outside of | 1e rear patio door and prints were not |
ineeded. | immediately notified Captain Alicea, who was the only supervisor in { e building at that time. This discovery,
and my immediate report to the Captain, resulted in two subsequent meetings in which | was accused of failing to ask her
rlfail the items/areas processed had been done. Not only was | accused of faifing t¢ act, | was also advised | had violated
[chaln of command when | spoke to the Captain about my concerns, and addition dlly, that | waited 48 hours before
informing staff of my suspicions, both of which were faise. | was direcled by Sug 2rvisor Helms not to approach Michelle
labout any on scene issues, of which Helms admitted to in both of the meetings ¢ scussed above. Although Supervisor |
IHelms was working from home, she could have easily responded to the scene a d using appropriate PPE, could have
monitored Michelle’s processing. This point was brought up by and added to the conversation by Deputy Chief D. Schad

uring the first of the two meetings (06/21/2020 and 07/02/2020). The ultimate ¢ itcome of that investigation resulted in
Michelle being immediately removed from the forensic unit and transferred to the records depariment, it also resulted in
{the above stated false accusations made of both myself and CST Pam Koski, wt 5 was told fo attend both meetings even
hough she had no involvement in the case.

ever before received. For the first time, my actions are portrayed as negative at ributes of my character, All the issues
1m\.'oh.ving CST Monroe's inadequate and poor work ethic had been reported to st ff time, and again. Ultimately, the
idecisions made by Supervisor Helms and other staff supervisory staff members, allowing CST Monroe to continue to
frespond te homicides and other cases, unmonitored, knowing full well of her sub sar work product, should not be held
against me in this evaluation. | will continue to stand on my convictions and will | nzintain my ethical and moral values, no
imatter what the cost.

1All the listed incidents above have resulted in an annual evaluation, which after 1 5+ years of exemplary service, | had

SBy signing this form, you confirm that you have discussed this review in datail with your supervisor. Signing this | s does not necessarily indicate that
Fau agree w1th rms evaluation. f
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