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Investigation into the death of Karen Lee Mahlo

Email enquiry from Rory Callinan, Sydney Morning Herald:
Question 1
“Due to the nature of the scene it was not appropriate to take the temperature of the deceased body”.  This does not answer the question it just confirms that no temperature was taken. Can you please explain why the “nature of the scene” meant it was not appropriate or did you mean this was because there were already signs of rigor mortis and lividity?

Response 1

Due to the inherent inaccuracy of the method and possible impact on DNA, the QPS does not use the rectal temperature measurement method as a matter of routine.  Rather, QPS officers are trained to record observations including an estimation of body temperature (in terms of cold or warm to the touch) and recording signs of rigor mortis and lividity.

The examination appears to have been conducted in compliance with forensic procedures at the time and in consultation with investigators, senior scientific officers and supervisors.

The attending paramedic pronounced Mrs Karen Mahlo deceased just after 5am.  He identified signs of rigor and lividity which was consistent with the last known call from the deceased’s residence at around 3am.  

Question 2

The response says that after giving a statement to police John Hehir “was transported back to the scene where investigators ESCORTED him into the residence so that he could collect some of his belongings”.

This appears seriously wrong as it in no way matches the evidence given in both the trial over the will and the inquest and in a statement given Detective Jodie Allen who dealt with Hehir personally on the day. 

I provide the exact wording from both hearings see below and also the exact wording from Det Allen’s statement that confirms this. 

AT THE INQUEST _ 

The transcript of Hehir giving evidence reads as follows: 

Counsel assisting Chowdury: “Then you went back to the house at William Street?   

Hehir:” That’s where they (the police) dropped me back off to.”  

Chowdury: “Right.  To collect – and you did that – well, did you ask to be dropped back there?”    (Hehir) That’s where my car was.  

Chowdury “Right?”

Hehir “   That’s where – that’s where they (the police) left me.  That’s where I was.”

Chowdury: “And then you went into the office to collect some items.  Am I understanding that correctly?”

Hehir “   I went into the (Dr Mahlo’s) house and that’s where I eventually went, yes.  And I collected a heap of paperwork and – the only reason I know it was because I spilt it everywhere when I went up the stairs.”  

ETC

------------------

AT THE WILL trial the following exchange took place as documented in the transcript.

Treston (counsel representing the Mahlo family) “So you might have gone back in the house; You can’t be sure and you don’t know precisely what time you were there. Are both those facts correct?”

Hehir “I know I didn’t just walk through the house. I know I got to the door and I just had this absolutely – I can remember the feeling of being – standing in that door and I don’t know whether I took a step inside or not. If I went in the house it was only by one step. I just remember the feeling”.

Treston “You never told the police that, that if you went into the house it was only by one step did you?

Hehir “I think I did I remember having – telling them about how I felt”.

------------------------------------------------

ALLEN STATEMENT

Det Jodie Allen who was the main person dealing with Hehir said the following in her statement.

“I then took a detailed statement off Hehir and returned him back to the vehicle at the front of Mahlo’s residence. I advised Hehir that Mahlo’s daughter had asked that he not enter the residence until she had sorted things out. Later this day Mahlo’s daughter and her aunt attended the Caloundra Police station and I explained what would be occurring to Karen Mahlo’s from the police point of view. I took no further part in the investigation.”

----------------------------------------------------

As you can see this does not match what you have just told me happened.  This appears to be a highly concerning contradiction. Can you please clarify what is going on with the statement above…. Was there some other officer who has now admitted to escorting Hehir back into the property and if so who was this officer and why was this not recorded in the evidence at any point by anybody??? Or was it the case that the officer forgot to put it on the record that they took him back inside. 

Response 2

When Mr Hehir was returned to the residence by Detective Allen, after providing a statement to police, he was not escorted into the residence by officers.  This was at approximately 11.30am at which time the crime scene was no longer under police control and had been handed back to the family.  There were no other police at the house.  As you have indicated Detective Allen outlined in her statement she returned Mr Hehir to his car which was at the deceased’s residence and told him not to go into the house.   

There are no other known police statements, notes or documents which contradict the evidence provided by Detective Allen.  The confusion surrounding this has been the misinterpretation of the evidence provided by Mr Hehir at the inquest.  The Coroner’s findings in relation to this evidence at the inquest by Mr Hehir is as follows:  

Mr Hehir admitted he entered Dr Mahlo's house on 28 May 2008 after police dropped him off outside to pick up his car. He said he had asked police if it was alright for him to pick up a few of his belongings.   

Chowdury: “And then you went into the office to collect some items.  Am I understanding that correctly?”

Hehir “   I went into the (Dr Mahlo’s) house and that’s where I eventually went, yes.  And I collected a heap of paperwork and – the only reason I know it was because I spilt it everywhere when I went up the stairs.”

The police investigation did not reveal this occurred and police obtained no evidence to this effect.  If Mr Hehir entered the deceased’s residence to collect his belongings, he did so when police were not present at the house and against advice.  

During the police interview conducted on 20 January 2011 with Mr Hehir, officers questioned him about entering the residence when dropped off by Detective Allen.  Hehir denied going back into the residence when being dropped off by police and further stated “that the day is just a blur”.  

It is understood, the reference to escorting Mr Hehir relates to him entering the house, but not the primary crime scene where the deceased was located.  This entry occurs at some stage in the morning when a forensic examination was being conducted in the primary crime scene area.  This entry was in the company of police and witness Veronica Went, into the lower section of the residence, where he was seated in the lounge room briefly before being removed outside to the pool area.  This information is not contained in any police statements and was not a matter which was raised by any persons at the inquest as best as can be determined.  This had no impact on the investigation, crime scene or findings by the Coroner.  

Question 3

You say that a police scientific officer conducted blood stain analysis. This took place many months later and is not strictly accurate as according to the statement given by scientific officer involved - Sergeant Leticia Everist – she said she was presented with photographs of the blood stains at the crime scene and and COULD NOT classify the stains because the photographs taken on the day were not to “scale” and the bedspread had been thrown out and that there had been no DNA analysis.

FYI the only other inspection of the blood stains was undertaken by a “Scenes of Crime” officer Peter Batchelor – who also took the not to scale photographs.

Response 3

The circumstances as outlined are correct.  However, a blood stain analysis was undertaken based on the data provided, but failed to provide a result.  The forensic officer undertook a forensic examination of the crime scene.  This examination involved making an interpretation of the scene in consultation with a Scientific Officer and investigators.  

The crime scene examination involved observations of the deceased’s location and positioning, knife protruding from her chest and clutching a pillow with her left arm.  This officer observed a box cutter, knives and documents located in this bedroom.  The pooling of blood was observed on the bedding and pillows, and the deceased wearing pyjamas that were blood soaked.  In the study area of the residence a computer was observed with a document on the computer screen and contained in the printer were two documents.  The forensic officer took a number of photographs, processed exhibits, and conducted fingerprint examinations.  He later obtained swabs for DNA comparison from the knife and undertook a further fingerprint examination of the knife.  

As part of the internal quality controls processes a review of the forensic officer’s examination was undertaken which was found to meet forensic controls, practices and guidelines.  

The attendance of a scientific officer at the scene for an analysis was a decision made after conducting a crime scene interpretation and in consultation with a scientific officer.  It was noted there were no blood splatters within the crime scene.  At a later time a blood stain analysis was undertaken by Sergeant Leticia Everist who was provided with a number of photographs from the scene and information provided by the investigator.  Sergeant Everist was able to identify areas of staining and possible cause.   She was not able to provide a definitive classification of the apparent bloodstains.  

This analysis failed to determine what object made the stain and she was unable to give a definitive classification of the apparent bloodstains.  It was unable to be determined if the bloodstains were caused by the actions of the deceased or another person.  

The crime scene examination was undertaken in compliance with forensic procedures at the time and in consultation with investigators, senior scientific officers and supervisors.  

Forensic procedures are continually being reviewed and modified to reflect the changing environment and requirements of forensic clients.   Numerous layers of quality assurance have been implemented to provide levels of review and compliance.  

Notwithstanding the Coroners’ findings, the Queensland Police Service undertakes to investigate any new credible, reliable and admissible information in relation to this matter.

At the completion of any investigation the Queensland Police Service explores opportunities to improve its investigative response to incidents.  
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