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Spring has sprung....finally!

At the beginning of May, we attempted to host our 1% an-
nual golf outing, but were forced to cancel due to lack of
participation. Hopefully, next year we will be able to gen-
erate more interest in the outing and be able to have our
second 1* annual golf outing!

Conference time is fast approaching, so fast that I think we have failed to an-
nounce the dates. Therefore, the board and I have chosen Monday, September 9
- Wednesday, September 11t as the dates for our 20" Annual Educational Confer-
ence. In years past, it seems as though the conference has been moved around to
Inside this give our members a chance to enjoy the various areas of our state. This year, we
issue: have chosen the Hollywood Casino and Hotel located in Lawrenceburg, Indiana
as the host venue for our conference.

Letter from 1

the President

We already have some fantastic speakers scheduled for the conference. Dr. Neal
Haskell has agreed to be our keynote speaker. The Virginia State Police will pre-

Confs -
yiniealliat sent the Virginia Tech Homicides, which sadly is now the second largest school

Information

shooting in U.S. history after the recent tragedy in New Town. There will also be a
Members 5 speaker regarding the origination of the Amber Alert and the Amber Hagerman
Appreciation case. The board and I are working on planning an INIAI Member Appreciation
Night night out in honor of our 20™ year celebration to The Great American Ball Park to
Does the 7. see the Cincinnati Reds take on the Chicago Cubs on Tuesday night, September
«CSI’ Effect 12 10", Don’t forget about the photo contest at the conference. Be thinking of a pho-
exist? tograph, whether personal or work-related, that you would like to submit for judg-

ing (see the attached flyer for details regarding the contest).

As always, feel free to contact me with any questions and/or concerns
(lgibbs@jisp.in.gov)!

Cheers,

Lorinda Gibbs



Advanced technology for police

and crime scene investigators

Foster + Freeman USA Inc.

Tel: 888 445 5048

fosterfreeman.com

Fax: 888 445 5049

46030 Manekin Plaza, Sterling, VA 20166 USA

usoffice@fosterfreeman.com

foster+freeman - MVC 3000

Light Sources
Latent Fingerprints
Trace Evidence
Shoe & Tyre Prints
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Hollywood Casino and Hotel
Information

- | Hollywood Casino & Hotel is located in Lawrence-
burg with local attractions including Creation Mu-

J seum. Dining options at Hollywood Casino & Hotel
linclude 5 restaurants. Complimentary high-speed
(wired) Internet access is available in public areas.
ATy, Only 30 miles away from Cincinnati, Ohio, which

' offers even more things to do, like visiting the Great
B American Ballpark or Newport Aquarium.

Room rate: $89+ tax

Group code: GRIA13A

177 Hollywood Blvd Lawrenceburg, IN 47025
(888)274-67971

http://www.hollywoodindiana.com/
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Member Appreciation Night

@ ememman <2
REDS

GREATA MERICAN
BALL PARK

Reds vs. Cubs 7:10pm
September 10, 2013

Interested???

The INIAI is planning to host a members appreciation
night! We NEED your feedback to know who is inter-
ested so we can purchase the appropriate amount of
tickets. Please email lgibbs@isp.in.gov to let us know
if you would like to attend the Reds game on Septem-
ber 10, 2013 at 7:10pm.

Lab & Scene Volume 17, Issue 2
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PHOTOGRAPHY CONTEST

The Indiana Division of the International Association for Identification is announcing our annual PHOTOGRAPHY CONTEST
(sponsored in part by Robert’s Camera of Indianapolis), which will be held at our educational conference in September. This
is your chance to show off your photography abilities from either a “FORENSIC” case or something more “PERSONAL” (i.e.
nature or family). Prizes will be awarded for the top entries in both categories.

REQUIREMENTS:

Maximum of two submissions per person
Black and white, color, film and/or digital are all acceptable
Photo size minimum 8” x 10”, maximum size 20 x 24

Each submission should be mounted on foam or card board without borders and should include a
brief description of the photo, the type of media used, and any other significant information
needed to explain the picture.

Participants should submit any entries at the conference registration area no later than 4:00PM on Monday, September 9th.
The winning entries will be announced on Wednesday, September 11%. The participants will be responsible for pick-
ing up entries following the awards.

**Please email the registration forms to Chuck McMichael at Imcmichael @ greenfieldin.org by August 30, 2013.

PHOTOGRAPHY CONTEST REGISTRATION FORM

Participant’s name:

Agency:

Phone Number:

Email:

Number of photographs submitting (maximum of 2): _
Brief description of each photo:

1. Forensic/Professional or Personal 2. Forensic/Professional or Personal

2012 Winner: Larry Deckard 2012 Photo Contest entries

Lab & Scene Volume 17, Issue 2



Volume 17, Issue 2 Page 1

0"‘“&. ,’i)él’/s, . e
S Socn 2013 Indiana Division of the

7,
A

S International Association for Identification
S

20" Annual Educational Conference
Registration Form

Attendee Information

Name:

Agency:

Job Title:

INIAI Member: Yes No
Address:

City:

Phone:

Fax:

E-mail:

Attending: Full Conference: Yes/No Single Day(s): 9" 10" 11"

Conference Information
Location: Hollywood Casino and Hotel

777 Hollywood Boulevard
Lawrenceburg, Indiana 47025
Phone: (888) 274-6797  Fax: (812) 539 — 8822

Dates: September 9 — 11, 2013

Fees: Member Registration Fee: $150
Non-Member Registration Fee: $175
Single Conference Day Attendance Fee: $75 per day
Student Attendance Fee: $35 per day

Hotel: Hollywood Casino and Hotel

777 Hollywood Boulevard
Lawrenceburg, Indiana 47025
Phone: (888) 274-6797

$89.99 per night + taxes

Make sure to mention that you are attending the INIAI Conference and the group code GRIA13A to receive the dis-
counted room rate when making your reservation.

Please send your completed registration form either through email or US Mail along with your registration fee either by
check (made payable to: Indiana Division IAl) or through our website using PayPal to:

Sean Matusko, Secretary/Treasurer, 550 West 16" Street, Suite C, Indianapolis, IN 46202, sdmatusko@comcast.net

*See the INIAI website at www.iniai.org for updates, map, and hotel information.
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The ‘CSI” Effect: Does It Really Exist?

By Honorable Donald E. Shelton

C rime and courtroom proceedings have long been fodder for film and television scriptwriters. In recent

years, however, the media’s use of the courtroom as a vehicle for drama has not only proliferated, it has
changed focus. In apparent fascination with our criminal justice process, many of today’s courtroom dramas
are based on actual cases. Court TV offers live gavel-to-gavel coverage of trials over the Internet for $5.95 a
month. Now, that’s “reality television™!

Reality and fiction have begun to blur with crime magazine television shows such as 48 Hours Mystery,
American Justice, and even, on occasion, Dateline NBC. These programs portray actual cases, but only after
extensively editing the content and incorporating narration for dramatic effect. Presenting one 35-year-old cold
case, for example, 48 Hours Mystery filmed for months to capture all pretrial hearings as well as the 2-week
trial; the program, however, was ultimately edited to a 1-hour episode that suggested the crime remained a
“mystery” . . . notwithstanding the jury’s guilty verdict.

The next level of distortion of the criminal justice system is the extremely popular “reality-based” crime-
fiction television drama. The Law & Order franchise, for example, appears on television several nights a week
promoting plots “ripped from the headlines.” It and other television programs pluck an issue suggested by an
actual case and weave a story around it.

The most popular courtroom dramas—whether actual, edited, or purely fictional—focus on the use of new sci-
ence and technology in solving crimes. CSI: Crime Scene Investigation has been called the most popular tele-
vision show in the world. Not only is CSI so popular that it has spawned other versions that dominate the tradi-
tional television ratings, it has also prompted similar forensic dramas, such as Cold Case, Bones, and
Numb3rs. According to one 2006 weekly Nielsen rating:

m 30 million people watched CSI on one night.
m 70 million watched at least one of the three CSI shows.

m 40 million watched two other forensic dramas, Without a Trace and Cold Case.

Those ratings translated into this fact: five of the top 10 television programs that week were about scientific
evidence in criminal cases. Together, they amassed more than 100 million viewers.
How many of those viewers reported for jury duty the next day?

Claims and Commonly Held Beliefs

Many attorneys, judges, and journalists have claimed that watching television programs like CSI has caused jurors to wrongfully
acquit guilty defendants when no scientific evidence has been presented. The mass media quickly picked up on these complaints.
This so-called effect was promptly dubbed the “CSI effect,” laying much of the blame on the popular television series and its prog-
eny.

I once heard a juror complain that the prosecution had not done a thorough job because “they didn’t even dust the lawn for finger-
prints.” As one district attorney put it, “Jurors now expect us to have a DNA test for just about every case. They expect us to have the
most advanced technology possible, and they expect it to look like it does on television. *



Volume 17, Issue 2 Page 9

But is this really the expectation of today’s jurors? And if so, is it the fault of CS/ and its ilk?

To date, the limited evidence that we have had on this issue has been largely anecdotal, based primarily on
prosecutor interviews with jurors after trials. Now, however, we have some findings based on a formal study
that two researchers and | recently performed.

Gregg Barak, Ph.D., and Young Kim, Ph.D., criminology professors at Eastern Michigan University, and | sur-
veyed 1,000 jurors prior to their participation in trial processes. The prospective jurors were questioned re-
garding their expectations and demands for scientific evidence and their television-watching habits, including
CS/ and similar programs. Our goal was to determine if there was any empirical evidence behind the com-
monly held beliefs that juror expectations for forensic evidence—and their demand for it as a condition for
conviction—are linked to watching law-related television shows.

Gregg Barak, Ph.D., and Young Kim, Ph.D., criminology professors at Eastern Michigan University, and | sur-
veyed 1,000 jurors prior to their participation in trial processes. The prospective jurors were questioned re-
garding their expectations and demands for scientific evidence and their television-watching habits, including
CSI and similar programs. Our goal was to determine if there was any empirical evidence behind the com-
monly held beliefs that juror expectations for forensic evidence—and their demand for it as a condition for
conviction—are linked to watching law-related television shows.

What Programs Do Jurors Watch?

In June, July, and August 2006, a written questionnaire was completed by 1,027 randomly summoned jurors in
Ann Arbor, Michigan. The potential jurors, who com-pleted the survey prior to any jury selection, were as-
sured that their responses were anonymous and unrelated to their possible selection as a juror.

First, we obtained demographic information and asked the prospective jurors about their television-viewing
habits, including the programs they watched, how often, and how “real” they thought the programs were.
Then, we tried to determine what these potential jurors expected to see in terms of evidence from the prose-
cutor.

The survey asked questions about seven types of cases:
1. Every criminal case.
Murder or attempted murder.

Physical assault of any kind.

Breaking and entering.

2
3
4. Rape or other criminal sexual conduct.
5
6. Any theft case.

7

Any crime involving a gun.

Lab & Scene Volume 17, Issue 2
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With respect to each of these categories of crimes, we then asked what types of evidence the prospective
jurors expected to see:

m Eyewitness testimony from the alleged victim.

m Eyewitness testimony from at least one other witness.
m Circumstantial evidence.

m Scientific evidence of some kind.

m DNA evidence.

m Fingerprint evidence.

m Ballistics or other firearms laboratory evidence.

Then, we got to the heart of the matter: not only did we want to explore jury expectations regarding
scientific evidence, we also wanted to discover whether the prospective jurors would demand to see
scientific evidence before they would find a defendant guilty.

We asked the survey participants how likely they would be to find a defendant guilty or not guilty based on
certain types of evidence presented by the prosecution and the defense. Using the same cases and evidence
described above, we gave potential jurors 13 scenarios and five choices for each:

1. I would find the defendant guilty.

2. | would probably find the defendant guilty.

3.l am not sure what | would do.

4. | would probably find the defendant not guilty.
5. I would find the defendant not guilty.

To help ensure that all of the survey respon-dents were operating from the same legal guidelines, we gave
them the burden of proof and reasonable doubt instructions that are given to all seated jurors in criminal
cases in Michigan.

Juror Expectations for Forensic Evidence
Did the survey respondents expect the prosecution to present some kind of scientific evidence? Our survey
indicated that:

m 46 percent expected to see some kind of scientific evidence in every criminal case.

m 22 percent expected to see DNA evidence in every criminal case.

m 36 percent expected to see fingerprint evidence in every criminal case.

m 32 percent expected to see ballistic or other firearms laboratory evidence in every criminal case.
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The findings also suggested that the jurors’ expectations were not just blanket expec-tations for scientific evi-
dence. Rather, expectations for particular types of scien-tific evidence seemed to be rational based on the
type of case. For example, a higher percentage of respondents expected to see DNA evidence in the more
serious violent offenses, such as murder or attempted murder (46 percent) and rape (73 percent), than in
other types of crimes. Our findings also indicated that a higher percentage wanted to see fingerprint evi-
dence in break-ing and entering cases (71 percent), any theft case (59 percent), and in crimes involving a gun
(66 percent). (See graphic on p. 4, "Percentage of Jurors Who Expect Scientific Evidence From Prosecution.")

The Envelope, Please.. . .

It was not a surprise that Law & Order and CS/ were the two most frequently watched law-related television
programs (45 percent and 42 percent, respectively, of the surveyed jurors). We found that frequent CS/ view-
ers also frequently watched other law-related programs, and those who did not watch CS/ tended not to
watch such programs. We also found that CS/ viewers, in general, were more likely to be female and politi-
cally moderate. Respondents with less education tended to watch CS/ more frequently than those who had
more education.

|II

As to how “real” a television program was perceived to be, our results indicated that the more frequently ju-
rors watched a given program, the more accurate they perceived the program to be.

What role, then, did watching CS/ play in the respondents’ expectations and demands for forensic evidence?

Forensic Evidence and Jury Verdicts

For all categories of evidence—both scientific and nonscientific—CS/ viewers (those who watch CS/ on occa-
sion, often, or regularly) generally had higher expecta-tions than non-CS/ viewers (those who never or almost
never watch the program). But, it is possible that the CS/ viewers may have been better informed jurors than
the non-CS/ viewers. The CSI viewers had higher expectations about scientific evidence that was more likely
to be relevant to a particular crime than did the non-CS/ viewers. The CS/ viewers also had lower expectations
about evidence that was less likely to be relevant to a particular crime than did the non-CS/ viewers.

Although our study revealed that the prospective jurors had high expectations for scientific evidence, the
more important question, | believe, is whether those expectations were more likely to result in an acquittal if
they were not met. In other words, do jurors demand to see scientific evidence before they will find a defen-
dant guilty?

Interestingly, in most of the scenarios presented, potential jurors’ increased expectations of scientific evi-
dence did not translate into a demand for this type of evidence as a prerequisite for finding someone guilty.
Based on our findings, jurors were more likely to find a defendant guilty than not guilty even without scien-
tific evidence if the victim or other witnesses testified, except in the case of rape.1 On the other hand, if the
prosecutor relied on circumstantial evidence, the prospective jurors said they would demand some kind of
scientific evidence before they would return a guilty verdict.
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It’s Not CSI!

There was scant evidence in our survey results that CS/ viewers were either more or less likely to acquit de-
fendants without scientific evidence. Only 4 of 13 scenarios showed somewhat significant differences be-
tween viewers and non-viewers on this issue, and they were incon-sistent. Here are some of our findings:

¢ Inthe “every crime” scenario, CS/ viewers were more likely to convict without scientific evidence if eyewit-
ness testimony was available.

¢ In rape cases, CS/ viewers were less likely to convict if DNA evidence was not presented.

¢ In both the breaking-and-entering and theft scenarios, CS/ viewers were more likely to convict if there was
victim or other testimony, but no fingerprint evidence.

Hypothesis and Discussion on What It Means

Although CSI viewers had higher expecta-tions for scientific evidence than non-CS/ viewers, these expecta-
tions had little, if any, bearing on the respondents’ propensity to convict. This, we believe, is an important
finding and seemingly very good news for our Nation’s criminal justice system: that is, differences in expecta-
tions about evidence did not translate into important differences in the willingness to convict.

That said, we believe it is crucial for judges and lawyers to understand juror expecta-tions for forensic evi-
dence. Even though our study did not reveal a so-called “CS/ effect” at play in courtrooms, my fellow re-
searchers and | believe that a broader “tech effect” exists that influences juror expectations and demands.

During the past 30 years, scientific advances and discoveries have led to a technology revolution. The devel-
opment and miniatur-ization of computers and the application of computer technology to almost every hu-

man endeavor have been primary forces in new scientific discoveries. At the same time, new technology has
created a revolution in information availability and transmission. The Internet is an obvious example, and, in
many ways, it has been the catalyst for this ongoing revolution.

Science and information feed off each other; advancements in science are fostered by the ability of scientists
to exchange and transfer information. At the same time, scientific developments almost immediately be-
come available not only to scientists but also to the entire world. It is hardly unexpected that the media grab
scientific discoveries and quickly make them part of our popular culture.

Many laypeople know—or think they know—more about science and technol-ogy from what they have
learned through the media than from what they learned in school. It is those people who sit on juries. Every
week, the ever-evolving scientific and information age comes marching through the courtroom door in the
psyche of almost every juror who takes a seat in the box.
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The Jury Is Always ‘Right’

Our legal system demands proof beyond a reasonable doubt before the government is allowed to punish an
alleged criminal. When a scientific test is available that would produce evidence of guilt or innocence—but
the prosecution chooses not to perform that test and present its results to the jury—it may be reasonable for
a jury to doubt the strength of the government’s case. This reality may seem unreasonable to some, but that
is not the issue. Rather, it is how the criminal justice system will respond to juror expectations.

One response to this change in expectations would be to get the evidence that jurors seek. This would take a
major commitment to increasing law enforcement resources and would require equipping police and other
investigating agencies with the most up-to-date forensic science equipment. In addition, significant improve-
ments would need to be made in the capacity of our Nation’s crime laboratories to reduce evidence backlogs
and keep pace with increased demands for forensic analyses.

Another response would be to equip officers of the court (i.e., judges, prosecu-tors, and defense lawyers)
with more effective ways to address juror expectations. When scientific evidence is not relevant, prosecutors
must find more convincing ways to explain the lack of relevance to jurors. Most importantly, prosecutors,
defense lawyers, and judges should understand, anticipate, and address the fact that jurors enter the court-
room with a lot of information about the criminal justice system and the availability of scientific evidence.
The bottom line is this: Our criminal justice system must find ways to adapt to the increased expectations of
those whom we ask to cast votes of “guilty” or “not guilty.”

NCJ 221501

For More Information

= The complete results of this study are reported in Shelton, D.E., Y.S. Kim, and G. Barak, “A Study of Juror Expectations and De-
mands Concerning Scientific Evidence: Does the ‘CSI Effect’ Exist?,” Vanderbilt Journal of Entertainment and Technology Law 9 (2)
(2006): 331-368, available at www.law.vanderbilt.edu/journals/jetl/articles/vol9no2/Shelton.pdf.

Notes

1. Only 14 percent of respondents said that they would find a defendant guilty in a rape case if the victim’s testimony was presented without
any scientific evidence; 26 percent answered that they would find the defendant not guilty without scientific evidence.

2. Editor’s Note: For information on the National Institute of Justice’s work on increasing the capacity of crime labs to process forensic evi-
dence and reduce backlogs, see www.ojp.usdoj.gov/nij/topics/forensics and www.dna.gov.

About the Author: Donald Shelton has been a felony trial judge in Ann Arbor, Michigan, for 17 years. He is on the fac-
ulty at Eastern Michigan University (EMU) and conducted the research that is discussed in this article with two other
EMU criminology professors, Young S. Kim and Gregg Barak. Shelton presented the results of the study discussed in this
article at the 2007 NIJ Conference. He has written extensively on the impact of technology on the law and the right to a
trial by jury.
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Attention:

We want your
Feedback!

Did you enjoy the last
conference?
Learn anything new?
Who was your most and least fa-
vorite speaker?
Did you like the location?
What can we do better this year?
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- Essential Ridgeology Concepts

Ohio Police Officers Training Academy
London, OH

Instructor: John Black, CLPE, CFWE, CSCSA
Dates : December 9-13,2013

Cost: $600

Know of any
upcoming training?
E::lnail me@ a}t .
adagnon@isp.in.gov
to include it ?n the
next newsletter.

2013 Officers and Board Members Contact Information

President
Lorinda Gibbs
Email:
lgibbs@isp.in.gov

Vice President
Rodney Vawter
E-mail: rvaw-
ter@greenfieldin.org

Board Members

Wally Lewis Kacie Proffitt
E-mail: E-mail:
wlewis@dearborncounty.i kproffitt@isp.in.gov
n.gov

Rachael Donaldson

Chuck McMichael E-mail: |
E-mail: Rachael.Donaldson@indy

Imcmichael@qreenfieldin., =9V




The Indiana Division of the IAI was chartered July 29, 1994.

This organization was established as a not-for-profit or-
ganization to associate persons working in the fields of
forensic investigation, examination, and identification
for the following purposes:

e To encourage communication and the sharing of ideas
and information among the forensic science and crimi-
nal justice communities.

¢ To keep members advised of the latest developments
in the forensic and identification sciences.

e To encourage research into new methods and tech-
niques of forensic investigation, examination and iden-

2013 INIAI Officers and Board

President: Lorinda Gibbs
Vice President: Rodney Vawter
Secretary/Treasurer: Sean Matusko
Board Chair: Rachael Donaldson
Board Member: Wally Lewis
Board Member: Allyson Dagnon
Board Member: Shane Slack
Board Member: Kacie Proffitt
Board Member: Chuck McMichael
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2012 Indiana Division of

Let’s all get involved and
malke this
a great newsletter!
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