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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Maryland affirmed the denial of John Orlando Satterfield’s petition for post-
conviction DNA testing under Maryland Criminal Procedure § 8-201. The Court held that testing a
cigarette butt found near the crime scene did not have a reasonable probability of producing
exculpatory or mitigating evidence. The Court also held that the circuit court was not required to hold
a hearing or permit a reply to the State’s answer, although it did not comply with one procedural rule
and remand would have been futile.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Satterfield demonstrated a reasonable probability that DNA testing of the cigarette butt had the
scientific potential to produce exculpatory or mitigating evidence under Criminal Procedure § 8-201(d)
(1)(i).

2. Whether the circuit court was required to hold a hearing before denying the petition under Maryland
Rule 4-709.

3. Whether the circuit court was required to await or consider a petitioner's response to the State's answer
under Maryland Rules 4-707 and 4-708.

4. Whether the circuit court's failure to provide written reasons for denying the petition without a hearing
required remand under Maryland Rule 4-709(e).

HOLDINGS

1. A petitioner seeking post-conviction DNA testing must demonstrate a reasonable probability that the
requested testing has the scientific potential to produce evidence tending to clear the petitioner of guilt,
establish innocence, or mitigate the conviction or sentence. Satterfield failed to make that showing
because a match to either witness would not tend to disprove his guilt or negate his presence at the crime
scene.

2. The circuit court was not required to hold a hearing before denying the petition because, as a matter of
law, the facts alleged did not entitle Satterfield to relief under § 8-201.

3. Maryland Rules 4-707(a) and 4-708 do not require a circuit court to await or consider a petitioner's
response, or the expiration of the response period, before denying a petition when the Rule 4-707(a)
grounds for denial are satisfied. The petitioner therefore was not entitled to submit a response before the
circuit court ruled.

4. Although the circuit court failed to comply with Maryland Rule 4-709(e)'s requirement that an order
denying a petition without a hearing state why no hearing is required, remand was unnecessary because
it would be futile.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The results need not exonerate the petitioner or prove that someone else committed the crime.” (at 10-11)

“We hold that Petitioner has failed to establish that a reasonable probability exists that the DNA testing of the
cigarette butt has the scientific potential to produce exculpatory or mitigating evidence.” (at 30)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Satterfield was convicted of participating in a 2006 home-invasion robbery during which Eric Fountain was shot
and killed and Randy Hudson was injured. A cigarette butt recovered with other trash and debris in an alley near
the victims' home contained female DNA, excluding Satterfield as the source; Satterfield sought additional
testing to determine whether the DNA belonged to witnesses Tori Kucz or Chalene Smith and thereby impeach
their credibility. The record also contained eyewitness testimony, testimony placing Satterfield with the
participants, a firearm and ammunition linked to the shooting, cell-phone evidence, and Satterfield's DNA on a
hat recovered from the property.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Satterfield was convicted in the Circuit Court for Baltimore County of fourteen offenses, including first-degree
murder, and received a sentence of life imprisonment plus 150 years. The Appellate Court of Maryland affirmed
his convictions in 2010, and his later petition for ordinary post-conviction relief was denied. In 2022, he filed a
petition seeking DNA testing of a cigarette butt recovered near the crime scene; the circuit court denied it
without a hearing, denied reconsideration, and the Appellate Court transferred the appeal to the Supreme Court
of Maryland.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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