IN TEE DISTRICT COURT OF TEE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT

IN AND FOR SALT LAKE COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH

STATE OF UTAK : MEMORANDUM DECISION
Plaintiff, : CASE NO, 981908353
Ve, H

r

RAYMOND LYNN BUTTERFIZLD
Defendant, S
Afcer naving conducted an evidantiary fearing, heard arguments

en the law, and read memcranca wit- 2ttached exhibics, ehe Cours,

-
[

feing fuily advisacd in the prezises, now hRereby crants the State’s
Metion to Intzoduce ONR Evidence at Trial., Specificaliy, the Cour:
2llows the 3zate te incroduce evicencs thaz DNA from 2 bloodszain
on an LDS undergarment which the defandarc was wearing wass he was
arrested on May 17, 1999 (identified at wha evidaniiary hearing as

item Q2Zb! matcnes the DNA e¢f the aliegad viciim V.R. (identifias a-

3

Lhe evidentizry hea:;ng 25 VL). This zuling facludes aligwing In2
intregduczion of Tastimeny by exsert state Wwitness, Lab criminalist,

Pilar Shertsleeve, with regard te the statistical prebagilitias of
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Before ruling Le eilow the admission at trial of this DNA evidence
nce,
this Court has appliad the Rizmasch stancard for admictcing
£ for in
sclentiiic avidence (and reviewed the casa law in Support theresf) .
1. The Ccurt has determined anc finds that the scientifie
principles ard technicues of DNz testing zre inhersntly reliable
These principlas and technigues have bsan generally recognized and
accapted by.the legal and scientific cemmunitiag.
In the £cientific community, The Naticnal Researchk Courncii‘’s
Report released in May of 1996 (Nme Report) reaffirms an eaclier
1882 repecr: 5tating thks:t zhe molecular technology used in DNA

testing is thorcugil ing 2 ; $
T gisy scund and highly feaproecucible whern apprcprizta
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guality co £ol The N I
5 A follewed. The NRC Repore also irdicates
£ : P '
Appreval of cthe use gof gagrt candem repaas (STRY ONWA cyping
Faas 2 Fing
racegnizing Lt

In the lagal nunig g
S§4% community, every state ard the Distriect of

Colurmbkia, excentc Ners =i : .
’ Pe Norzh Dakese (which nzs legislatively provided or
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the gdmissib?

which 13 T T
hicn has held thaz pur Cesting results aras admissible in cour
- - - —— -al -

£olliow : se chay :
Ecllowing polyrerase chain reaction amplificatior (ZCR) DNA testinc
- - - - [ [ 3
is admissicle. Mesg recently, irn Magsachusatrmg and Nab 3
L I cz : Nekz-agka,

et lan e ma . A
gpper-&ie courly nave uphels the admissicn ¢f PCR STR DNA te
= nOoDLR 2sting

rasglss. The Nelmrisks Couw : T -
s s +08 Nerraske Courst fourd “EIA testing is similar ir
R L Amla =
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principle to the RFLP (or UNTR) methed, whick hes been found to be
retiakle.”

Based upon the State’s expert witness testimony zbeut the
scientific concepts, protecel and procedures of énalysis, the nature
ct matériaié vsed in DNA testinc, che basic workings of test
nstruments including Principles invelves in their funetiens, about
numercus vaiidaticn studies and about usace througheut the country,
the Court believes STR based evnluaticn ha= been shown te yield

This Ceurt 2ls0 believes and hereby finds that the scientific
principles &nd metheds used im STR GNA tasting 2ze sufficisntly
similar co thosa used in other PCR-based DNA testing and restriciion

fragment length poiyvmorphisms (RFLE) DNR tescting te ke able to ba

1-

considered inherantly relias
2. The Couzt has detsermined and finds tha: the DNA testing ir this
case was pesformed properiv by gquzlified experts who zze highly
experiasnced and are well-trainmss, weriking in ar accreditad lak which
iz subject te internal and external audits, uses procedures and

nes and employs

o
N

protecols that comply with generally zccepted guicel]

n
wy

instzumentsation which hes undergone = rigorous validatior process.
Specifically in chis zasz, 21l rzcassacy ane appropriate prokbgcols

and procecures warse paricsmed by these cualifiag eNperts.



STATE V. BUTTERFIELD "BAGE FOUR MEMCRANDUM DECISTON

3. The Court has determined ang find? that the DNA evidence cffered
in this cas2 12 more Erobative than.prejudicial. The State alleges
that the blood on the Cefencant’s undercazrmenc links nim ko the
crime scere. This certainly is a prebztive piece of evidanca if
believed by the trie; of facr. &t ﬁhe Same time, there is minimal
danger, if any, of unfair prejudice to the defeadent. This evidence
is not culmulative, needless nor = waste cf time. It wlill net rasulre
in undue deiay, confusicn cf issues, or misleading the jury. rt can
ke zdeguately presented irn a simplified manner and is subject to
differing expert oginien.

There is no basis upor which to deny the entry of this evidence
et wmrisl. The Court therefere €rants the State’'s Mortion Ce

Introduce CONA Evidenca, adopting all of the Stage s argumants in

[£]

surrerc thareof, The State is cdirscted o




