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“substantial” ground. A stay is not warranted based on the issues 

themselves. Bell v. State, 415 So. 3d 85, 107 (Fla.) (denying a stay 

because the defendant failed to establish substantial grounds citing 

Gaskin v. State, 361 So. 3d 300, 309 (Fla. 2023)), cert. denied, 145 S 

Ct. 2872 (2025) 

SNP DNA Test Results 

The DNA analyst employed by DNA Labs International (DLI) 

who performed the actual SNP DNA testing on the biological material 

from the slide, Dr. Oefelein, appeared at the March 31, 2026 hearing 

before the state postconviction court. Dr. Oefelein verified that the 

SNP DNA testing had consumed the entire sample as expected. She 

explained that the SNP DNA results were “inconclusive” under DLI’s 

policy. She explained that DLI has a policy that they will not report 

that a suspect’s DNA profile is included within the population 

without the corresponding statistical calculations. The lab requires 

the statistical calculations be performed before they will label the 

results as anything other than inconclusive 
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“ s u b st a nti al”  g r o u n d . A st a y  i s  n ot  w a r r a nt e d  b a s e d  o n  t h e  i s s u e s 

t h e m s el v e s .  B ell v.  St at e ,  4 1 5  S o. 3 d 8 5,  1 0 7  ( Fl a.) (d e n yi n g  a  st a y 

b e c a u s e t h e d ef e n d a nt f ail e d t o e st a bli s h s u b st a nti al g r o u n d s  citi n g  

G a s ki n v. St at e , 3 6 1 S o. 3 d 3 0 0, 3 0 9 ( Fl a. 2 0 2 3)), c e rt. d e ni e d , 1 4 5 S. 

Ct. 2 8 7 2 ( 2 0 2 5) . 

 

S N P D N A T e s t R e s ul t s  

T h e  D N A  a n al y st e m pl o y e d  b y  D N A  L a b s  I nt e r n ati o n al  ( D LI), 

w h o p e rf o r m e d t h e a ct u al S N P D N A t e sti n g o n t h e bi ol o gi c al m at e ri al 

f r o m t h e sli d e, D r. O ef el ei n , a p p e a r e d at t h e M a r c h 3 1, 2 0 2 6 h e a ri n g 

b ef o r e  t h e  st at e  p o st c o n vi cti o n  c o u rt. D r. O ef el ei n  v e rifi e d  t h at  t h e 

S N P D N A  t e sti n g h a d c o n s u m e d t h e e nti r e s a m pl e  a s e x p e ct e d . S h e  

e x pl ai n e d t h at t h e S N P D N A r e s ult s w e r e “i n c o n cl u si v e ” u n d e r D LI ’ s 

p oli c y.  S h e e x pl ai n e d t h at D LI h a s a p oli c y t h at t h e y will  n ot r e p o rt 

t h at  a  s u s p e c t’s  D N A p r ofil e  i s  i n cl u d e d  wit h i n t h e  p o p ula ti o n  

wit h o ut t h e c o r r e s p o n di n g  st ati sti c al c al c ul ati o n s . T h e l a b r e q ui r e s 

t h e st ati sti c al  c al c ul ati o n s  b e  p e rf o r m e d  b ef o r e  t h e y  will  l a b el  t h e 

r e s ult s a s a n yt hi n g ot h e r t h a n i n c o n cl u si v e.  















Duckett could have sought SNP DNA testing years ago. The 

ForenSeqg® Kintelligence Kit that DNA Labs International is currently 

used to perform the SNP DNA testing on the small amount of DNA 

taken from the slide has been available since 2021. Evaluation of the 

ForenSeq® Kintelligence Kit and the FORensic Capture Enrichment 

Panel for Unidentified and Missing Persons Casework, 139 INT. J 

LEGAL MED. 2047-2062 (April 7, 2025) (comparing the Kintelligence 

Kit with another type of DNA testing kit and concluding, that while 

both were accurate, the Kintelligence kit was more sensitive). 

U.S. 553, 561 (1983). There is nothing inconsistent in the State not 

making a timeliness argument regarding the testing itself based on 

the statute but making a delay argument regarding vacating the stay 

based on United States Supreme Court precedent 

3 The State may rely on scientific articles published in law reviews, 

such as the International Journal of Legal Medicine, to establish 

basic facts, such as the date that a particular DNA testing method 

became available under the reasoning of this Court’s caselaw. Cf 

Hadden v. State, 690 So. 2d 573, 579 (Fla. 1997) (stating an appellate 

court should consider the issue of general acceptance at the time of 

appeal rather than at the time of trial citing Hayes v. State, 660 So 

2d 257 (Fla. 1995)); Brim v. State, 695 So. 2d 268, 274 (Fla. 1997) 
State v. Sercey, 825 So. 2d 959, 979 (Fla. Ist DCA 2002) (noting a 

court “may examine “scientific and legal writings, and judicial 

opinions in making its determination” regarding reliability and 

admissibility of scientific testing) 
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D u c k ett  c o ul d  h a v e  s o u g ht  S N P  D N A  t e sti n g  y e a r s  a g o. T h e 

F o r e n S e q ® Ki nt elli g e n c e Kit t h at D N A L a b s I nt e r n ati o n al i s c u r r e ntl y 

u s e d  t o p e rf o r m t h e S N P D N A t e sti n g o n t h e s m all a m o u nt of D N A 

t a k e n f r o m t h e sli d e h a s b e e n a v ail a bl e si n c e 2 0 2 1. E v al u ati o n of t h e 

F o r e n S e q ®  Ki nt elli g e n c e  Kit  a n d  t h e  F O R e n si c  C a pt u r e  E n ri c h m e nt 

P a n el  f o r  U ni d e ntifi e d  a n d  Mi s si n g  P e r s o n s  C a s e w or k , 1 3 9  IN T . J.  

L E G A L M E D . 2 0 4 7 - 2 0 6 2  ( A p ril  7,  2 0 2 5)  ( c o m p a ri n g  t h e Ki nt elli g e n c e 

Kit wit h a n ot h e r t y p e of D N A t e sti n g kit a n d c o n cl u di n g, t h at w hil e 

b ot h w e r e a c c u r at e, t h e Ki nt elli g e n c e kit  w a s m o r e s e n siti v e) . 3  

 

U. S. 5 5 3, 5 6 1 ( 1 9 8 3 ). T h e r e i s n ot hi n g i n c o n si st e nt i n t h e St at e n ot 
m a ki n g a ti m eli n e s s a r g u m e nt r e g a r di n g t h e t e sti n g it s elf b a s e d o n 
t h e st at ut e b ut m a ki n g a d el a y a r g u m e nt r e g a r di n g v a c ati n g t h e st a y 
b a s e d o n U nit e d St at e s S u p r e m e C o u rt p r e c e d e nt.  

 
3   T h e St at e m a y r el y o n s ci e ntifi c a rti cl e s p u bli s h e d i n l a w r e vi e w s, 
s u c h  a s  t h e  I nt e r n ati o n al  J o u r n al  of  L e g al  M e di ci n e,  t o  e st a bli s h 
b a si c f a ct s, s u c h a s t h e d at e t h at a p a rti c ul a r D N A t e sti n g m et h o d 
b e c a m e a v ail a bl e  u n d e r  t h e  r e a s o ni n g  of  t hi s  C o u rt’ s  c a s el a w.  Cf.  
H a d d e n v. St at e , 6 9 0 S o. 2 d 5 7 3, 5 7 9 ( Fl a. 1 9 9 7) ( st ati n g a n a p p ell at e 
c o u rt s h o ul d c o n si d e r t h e i s s u e of g e n e r al a c c e pt a n c e at t h e ti m e of 
a p p e al r at h e r t h a n at t h e ti m e of t ri al  citi n g H a y e s v. St at e , 6 6 0 S o. 
2 d 2 5 7 ( Fl a.  1 9 9 5) ); B ri m v. St at e , 6 9 5 S o. 2 d 2 6 8, 2 7 4 ( Fl a. 1 9 9 7); 
St at e  v.  S e r c e y ,  8 2 5  S o.  2 d  9 5 9,  9 7 9  ( Fl a.  1 st  D C A  2 0 0 2) (n oti n g  a 
c o u rt  “ m a y  e x a mi n e “ s ci e ntifi c  a n d  l e g al  w riti n g s,  a n d  j u di ci al 
o pi ni o n s  i n  m a ki n g  it s  d et e r mi n ati o n ”  r e g a r di n g r eli a bilit y  a n d 
a d mi s si bilit y  of s ci e ntifi c t e sti n g ). 
 
 
 










