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• A nne Ar undel  County 
Police Department, 
Maryland

• Populat ion: 510,000
• Size : 600 square miles
• PD:    700 swor n               

  250 civ i l ian



Case Management Issues from Crime Scene 
to Court Room

• Cr ime stat istics:
• 15 mu rders
• 100 rapes
• 2,500   Part  1 V iolent  Crimes
• 15,000 Par t  1 Proper ty Crimes



Case Management Issues from Crime Scene 
to Court Room

• Or ganization
• Cr ime Lab –             CDS analysis                           

                                                                                          
                                  

                                      Serology/ DNA
• Ident ifi cation Unit  - Crime Scene Uni t

     Ev idence Coordi nators
     Latent  pr int
     Photo lab



Case Management Issues from Crime Scene 
to Court Room

• “To trace, or not  to trace……….”
• Ev idence coordinators make decision based 

upon:
- Type of physical evidence collected
- Suspect or  no suspect 
- Suspect in custody  
- I f  no suspect, init ial  emphasis on evidence wi th 

dat abases (DNA  &  fi ngerpr ints)
• Ident ifi cation v. case enhancement
• Relat ionships

• Pandor a’s box 



Case Management Issues from Crime Scene 
to Court Room

• Most pr obat ive 
results:

• Tr ace considered dur ing 
init ial  labor ator y 
screening - equal footing 
w ith serology/ DNA

• Least pr obat ive 
results:

• Tr ace analyses considered 
secondar i ly or  as a “last 
resort ”

• Trace evidence 
since 1985:

• 1985 - early  90’s  MSP 
&  FBI  Labs

• mi d 90’s -  our own  
Trace Unit   

• Cur rent ly - 
outsour cing



How  is tr ace evidence viewed in 
our  system?

• Cr ime Lab
- Emp hasis on DNA
- No pl ans to br ing back 

tr ace examiner posit ion

• Investigators
- Pr efer  database-type 

evi dence
- Gr eater emphasis on 

forensic sciences

• Pr osecutor s
- Pr efer red tr ace evidence
- Moved towards DNA
- Jur ies expectations shift  

emph asis back to tr ace
- Hai r  compar ison w ith 

mt DNA  

• Jur ies
- Can’t  get enough!
- I f  you coll ected it , w hy 

di dn’t  you analyze it ?



Scenar io #1: A murder
   Female victim found on the shoulder of a highway
    Ligature strangulation
    Partially clothed with possible sexual assault

• Scene Exami nations 
( a.k .a. - whatever  we can get 
away w ith)

• Search body  w /UV  and ALS
• Collection of extraneous 

hairs/fi bers
• Latent s from body
• Trace evidence vacuum
• Ink less fingerpr ints/ 

fi ngernail  scrapi ngs
• Wr ap body  in sheet
• Soil /vegetation standards

• Autopsy Exami nations
• V isible exam 
• Sexual Assault  Ki t
• Head and pu bic hair  combings
• Fi ngernail  scrapi ngs
• Collect standar ds
• Collect clothing
• Collect sheet for  trace



Scenar io #1: A murder
   Female victim found on the shoulder of a highway
    Ligature strangulation
    Partially clothed with possible sexual assault

• Labor atory submi ssions
• Sexual assault  k it  and clothing to Serology/ DNA
• Combi ngs and any  extraneous collections/vacuumi ngs 

di rectly to Tr ace wi th victim’s standards

• Tr ace Examinations
• Inv estigative - ini t ial  exami nations to ident ify hai r s/fi bers 

foreign to victim t hat may establ ish per imor tem 
env ironment

• Comparative – event ual  exami nat ion w ith 
k now ns/unk now ns fr om suspect( s)  



Scenar io #2:  Vehicle recovered from a carjacking
two male subjects fitting the description of the carjackers

used the vehicle during an armed robbery of retail        
establishment 1 hour later 
• Vehicle examinat ions
• Usual search and pr ocessing for  physical evidence
• Collect hairs/fi bers indi vidual ly or  vacuum
• GSR collections, if  appropr iate
• Lat ent  pr ints inter ior /exter ior  sur faces (swab steering 

w heel-DNA )
• Collect standar ds
• Suspects - collection of know ns/unk now ns 



Conclusions

• More comprehensive tr aining of Serology /  
DNA  analysts
• Shift  back to the collection and analysis of 

t race evidence, driven by:
- Jur y expectations
- Realization that there ARE l imi tat ions to 

DNA
- Hai r  compar isons confir med w ith mtDNA
- Technol ogical advances


