
Ms. Halbrooks continues to contend the infamous bloody pubic hair at issue is consistent with my DNA profile and not that of her client, and she makes every attempt here to rationalize her clumsy deception.  She begins with a discussion of a hair from a towel on the floor, which I’ll call “Hair A.”  She asserts Hair A was viewed under a microscope and found to be consistent with Daniel Moore, which is true.  It was a similar color and size to the defendant’s.  She then says Hair A was sent to Roger Morrison for DNA testing, who also said “it” was consistent with DNA from Karen.  This is not true.  Roger Morrison did not do genomic DNA testing on Hair A, or on any other hair, because it can’t be done; hair cells don’t even have nuclei, so there’s no genomic DNA there to test.  Roger Morrison did not do mitochondrial DNA testing on anything, because the State forensics lab doesn’t have the capacity to do the test.  That’s why all the hair samples were sent to Reliagene—for mitochondrial DNA testing and identification of the donor, if possible.  In layman’s terms, to look for a DNA “match.”  


Roger Morrison was only able to test for genomic DNA in attached skin tags or from the body fluids associated with the hairs.  Hair A had no attached skin tag; the laboratory report clearly states this is a serological test—simply put, what Roger Morrison did was identify Karen’s body fluid on Hair A, but his testing did not have the capacity to determine a DNA profile of the Hair A or any other.  


Hair A, according the Ms. Halbrooks, was then tested by Reliagene (mitochondrial DNA testing on hairs) and shown to be my hair.  That’s true—and that’s exactly how it was presented by the prosecution: one of several hairs belonging to the owner of the house.  


Ms. Halbrooks’ claim of inconsistency or conflict between any of these tests is a total contrivance that does not stand the scrutiny of even casual examination.  She misrepresents Roger Morrison’s genomic DNA testing to give the impression Hair A was first identified as possibly Moore’s, then with genomic DNA as Karen’s, and finally with mitochondrial DNA as mine.  The truth is much simpler. Every test done was found to be valid, and there were no inconsistencies in their results. Additionally, the defense had every opportunity to retest hairs, but chose not to do so. 


The hair that Ms. Halbrooks doesn’t mention (but hopes you’ll confuse with the one above) is the one from the bloody washcloth on the bed.  I will refer to it as Hair X.  Hair X was first looked at under a microscope and found to be consistent in appearance with the defendant’s known hairs.  Specifically, Hair X was similar to a known pubic hair belonging to the defendant.  So the skin tag from the base of Hair X was subjected to genomic DNA testing, showing two profiles in mixture, consistent with a combination of the defendant and the victim.  Hair X itself was washed, and separated from the skin tag, in effect separating the mixture of the two DNA profiles found in the skin tag, and a mitochondrial DNA study was done on the remaining “clean” Hair X.  It matched the defendant’s DNA profile with a certainty of 99.8%.  


Once the mixtures were thus separated, calculations could be made regarding the genomic DNA mixture of the skin tag of Hair X.  Roger Morrison testified to this in court, indicating there was a 2 billion to 1 “likelihood ratio” the body fluid/blood component came from the victim, and a 7.5 million to 1 “likelihood ratio” the hair came from the defendant. Dr. Sinha, an internationally-recognized expert in DNA, also verified these ratios in extended testimony.  


Ms. Halbrooks’ one-sentence quote from Dr. Sinha is patently ridiculous; she fails to show the rest of the answer and the context, which is that a DNA “match” can never be 100% certain; it is reported, instead, at a likelihood of statistical probability. In this case, the numbers were 99.8%, 99.8%, and 7.5 million to one, reflecting the “likelihood ratios” of the mitochondrial DNA “match” on two separate hairs, and genomic DNA study from the “bloody pubic hair” skin tag, respectively.   


Even with these established facts on record, Ms. Halbrooks says, “Furthermore, no witness for the state testified that the DNA found at the Tipton residence matched my client’s DNA.”  The defendant’s DNA profile matched two different hairs at the levels of certainty listed above. It was all testified to at great length, and is a matter of public record in transcripts and laboratory reports. I emphasize there were absolutely zero discrepancies between any of the laboratory tests, and Hair X with the skin tag was matched to the defendant by separate genomic and mitochondrial DNA studies. I was ruled out as a donor to Hair X with 100% certainty. The defense team, through the local press, has misled thousands of people into believing it is Hair X that has “conflicts” in the testing, and that it might well have been mine, rather than the defendant’s.  And even with clarity as to which sample is being discussed (nonexistent in her statements to the Court and the press), the alleged conflicts simply do not exist.  

