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FOREWORD


Jukka Lahti was murdered at his home in the town of Ulvila in Finland on the night of 1 December 2006. Two years after the murder, the police had still not been able to determine who had murdered Lahti, and for this reason, the investigation returned to the beginning and to Lahti’s wife, Anneli Auer, who was verifiably present at the time of the murder. The police had two distinct objectives in their investigation: to prove that only the members of the family were present at the time of the killing and to make Auer confess. That way Auer’s guilt would be proven and no other evidence would be required against her. In reality, there was no other evidence.


The police built their investigation on the recording of the emergency call because by far its best characteristic was its ambiguity. As implied by the title, this book recounts the emergency call of the Ulvila murder and explains how and why it became the most important piece of evidence relating to it.


The book is based on the public material of the pre-trial investigation and of the trial itself, the courtroom recordings and the sentences passed in the case. I have also had the opportunity to familiarise myself with the classified material related to the case. The purpose of the book is to reflect on what is known about the Ulvila murder on the basis of the emergency call, on how the emergency call can be used to assist the criminal investigation and on what can be proven with it. I have studied expert statements issued about the emergency call and considered their trustworthiness and weight as evidence. I have sought to evaluate what can and cannot be reliably said of the case. The emergency call recording that is part of the trial material has been available on the internet for years for anyone to listen to, meaning that everyone has the opportunity to investigate the matter if they wish to do so.


The emergency call recording has been used as a piece of evidence to prove both the guilt and innocence of the mother who made the emergency call, but can it be used to reliably arrive at either conclusion? Is it possible to use the emergency call recording to prove that there were no outsiders present, or is the murderer’s voice audible in the background? Can you trust the expert statements? Is the soundscape of the emergency call real or can you hear pre-recorded sounds in it? Is the emergency call recording identical to the original emergency call made to the emergency response centre?


What is the truth behind the Ulvila murder emergency call? All will be revealed on the pages of this book.









TRANSLATOR’S FOREWORD


The original Finnish transcriptions of the emergency call can be found in the appendices. Anything reproduced from the original transcriptions, including comments from the transcribers, has been kept in the format originally used as much as possible in order to preserve detail, resulting in some differences in portrayal in the book text. Any exceptions to this have been mentioned separately. In the body text, spoken lines quoted from the transcriptions are presented with the Finnish original first, followed by the English translation in brackets. For example: ‘Mitä siellä nyt tapahtuu?’ (‘What is happening there now?’). In the lists highlighting certain parts of the transcriptions, the treatment of quoted spoken lines is explained separately. Comments of the transcribers are presented with the English translation only, unless there is a special need to include the Finnish original. Sound depictions are presented only in English in square brackets in a similar manner as they are presented in the original transcriptions. For example: [faint steps], [clatter]. Sounds, which depict screams, groaning and other kinds of non-verbal vocalisations, such as ‘Auuu’, ‘Aii’ and ‘Öh’, are presented in the translation as they are in the transcriptions.









1. THE ULVILA MURDER


An unusual homicide and its unusual investigation


Jukka Lahti was murdered at his home in the town of Ulvila in Finland during the night of 1 December 2006. He was accompanied by his wife and the four children of the family. The emergency response centre of the Satakunta region received an emergency call at 2.43 a.m. from Anneli Auer, wife of Jukka Lahti, who explained that an unidentified man had forced entry into their home and was attacking her husband with a knife. She had also been stabbed. The emergency call lasted four minutes and 20 seconds, during which time Lahti was killed. Auer left the phone at one point, and during this period the eldest child of the family, Amanda, then a 9-year-old girl, spoke to the emergency services. The police arrived at the scene approximately nine minutes after the beginning of the emergency call, but by then it was too late: Lahti was dead, and the perpetrator had managed to escape. The call was recorded on the system of the emergency response centre, and a copy of the emergency call recording was given to the police for the homicide investigation first thing in the morning.


According to Finland’s national statistical institute Statistics Finland, the percentage of homicides solved in Finland is high every year, close to one hundred per cent, and only a very small number of homicides are left unsolved. In any other type of offence, the percentage solved is nowhere near the same level. This may create the impression that the police would be particularly skilled in solving homicides, but the truth is different – on average, a typical homicide in Finland is solved easily and quickly because the guilty party is often found at the crime scene, or can be named by other people who have been present, or the guilt is otherwise very evident in some other way. A quarter of the guilty turn themselves in to the police.


A typical homicide in Finland is a so-called manslaughter resulting from an argument under the influence, which means the homicide is heavily connected with the use of intoxicants. According to Statistics Finland and the Finnish Institute of Criminology and Legal Policy, in most cases, both parties are socially excluded, middle-aged substance-abusing men, and over 80 per cent of the killers and about 70 per cent of the victims are under the influence of alcohol or some other intoxicant at the time of the criminal act. Homicides are usually committed in private residences among familiar people drinking together using an edged weapon found in the household.


Even though the percentage of homicides solved is high and more effort is put into their investigation than into any other type of offence, a few homicides remain unsolved each year. The murder of Jukka Lahti was not a typical homicide because it was not preceded by the consumption of alcohol with the perpetrator. Instead, the perpetrator forced entry into the house at night with the intention of killing. Furthermore, the perpetrator was not identified and did not turn himself in. The murder of Jukka Lahti is one of over 200 homicides in Finland where the perpetrator remains unknown.


If the murder of Lahti was an unusual homicide, the pre-trial investigation was not quite standard either. To solve the crime, the police consulted a clairvoyant, used hypnosis and conducted a covert operation.


Next, I will recount in more detail a few more of the unusual things related to the pre-trial investigation.


Contamination. A bloody piece of firewood gathered from the murder site contained Lahti’s DNA as well as DNA from the unidentified man, suspected to belong to the murderer. All those who were deemed suspects at the early stages of the investigation were tested, and most were eliminated from the investigation as soon as their DNA results arrived. This element of the investigation included a so-called mass testing of over 700 men, mainly people associated with Lahti’s workplace – in his job, Lahti had participated in the redundancy process of hundreds of people, and initially the motive for the murder was thought to be personal revenge. The investigation soon discovered that Lahti had not been well-liked at his workplace. In addition, relatives told detectives that Lahti had received job-related threats.


When Anneli Auer was prosecuted for murder, another explanation had to be found for the above DNA results, and this is when it was suggested that the DNA could actually belong to anyone and originate from anywhere. According to the investigator in charge, Pauli Kuusiranta, the DNA could be from, for example, a mosquito: ‘If a mosquito that has sucked itself full of blood is killed, it is likely that the place where it was killed will also contain DNA.’


It was not until seven years later that it was revealed that the DNA belonged to a forensic laboratory analyst at the National Bureau of Investigation (NBI, Finland). According to a new laboratory report, DNA contamination took place despite the fact that the analyst in question had not even worked in the laboratory areas where the piece of firewood had been kept and examined – the laboratory report presumed that the DNA had been transferred to the piece of firewood either via the air or the work equipment (e.g. a camera) used by staff collectively.


Humans have DNA in their blood, semen, skin cells, saliva, hair follicles, bones and teeth, as well as small amounts in their faeces and urine. None of these can transfer to another room by air. The piece of firewood examined was in the laboratory in December, which means the DNA could also not be from a mosquito. If the laboratory did indeed have a collectively-used camera, it would be possible that the analyst had sneezed near the camera or somehow accidentally got saliva on it, or that skin cells had been transferred onto it from their hands and remained there. The DNA would then have had to be transferred from the camera to the hands of another analyst who used the camera. Furthermore, this transfer process would then require that the second analyst must have touched the piece of firewood and transferred the DNA from their hands onto that. This sounds unbelievable, but it could also be true. It is possible that the murderer may have been disregarded in the investigation due to this mistake.


Calls to the City of Porvoo Police Station. One of the peculiarities in the case related to the ‘Porvoo branch’ of the investigation. During the murder investigation, it became clear that Lahti had made three phone calls to the extension number of the senior constable of the Porvoo Police Station in May 2006 (on 4, 8 and 10 May). This same number had called Lahti twice (on 19 June and 1 September). During the call Lahti made on 10 May, the username of an investigation secretary had logged into the police information system and conducted searches for information tagged with Lahti’s name and personal identity code. The search terms included the dates 2006-04-29 and 2006-04-30 (in the format used by the police) as well as the codes P101 and 6590. Of these, 6590 is the Porvoo region code but there is no certainty what P101 is, it could even be a code relating to Lahti. On the basis of this, it can be deduced that the system was used for searching for information on a police matter in which Jukka Lahti would have been involved in one way or another which related to the Porvoo Police Station during the time period in question. I do not know the meaning of search code P101, and the police refused to tell it to me because according to them ‘The information belongs to the emergency response centre’s system and is part of the tactical and technical methods used by the police in the same manner as patrol identifiers and location data, which are classified information under section 24, subsection 1, paragraph 5 of the Act on the Openness of Government Activities’.


When asked about the matter (in 2008 and 2010), the senior constable expressed that he did not converse with Lahti or know him. If what he said was noted down correctly, this constable must have a remarkable memory for names – he remembers phone call conversations from years ago with people previously unfamiliar to him. The investigation secretary stated in her hearing (in 2012) that she did not know Lahti and did not remember answering Lahti’s calls. According to the secretary, she had not answered the senior constable’s phone, and she had also not called Lahti from the senior constable’s phone because she had only ever used her own phone.


The police later informed the media that the senior constable whose extension number was called was off duty at the time when the phone calls were made. The question is: was this person actually on duty, nevertheless? The murder investigation material includes lists of police work shifts from the time period in question, and according to these, the senior constable was in fact working on both days when the phone in his personal use was used to call Lahti. A quick look at the work shift list makes it appear that the senior constable had been on leave on 10 May, which is precisely when searches were made into the police information system during Lahti’s call. Upon closer examination of the work shift list, it can actually be seen that the time period marking at the top has been cut off, and that the list does not represent May 2006 but instead February–March 2009. This can be confirmed from the days and dates mentioned, as in 2009 the 28th day of the month is a Saturday and Sunday is the 1st of March. The work shift list had been received by fax from the investigation secretary of the Eastern Uusimaa Police Department on 27 February 2009 and its covering letter read only ‘in reference to the phone conversation’. But what do the work shift lists of the Porvoo police from the year 2009 have to do with the Ulvila murder, a crime that took place over two years earlier?


The shift list for May 2006 would seem to be completely missing from the investigation material, even though, according to the covering letter, it has been delivered at the same time (in June 2008) with the June and September lists for 2006 which still remain present. At one point, I enquired after the whereabouts of this missing work shift list, and Detective Chief Inspector Erik Salonsaari reassured me that the police do also have the May 2006 work shift list, stored in a safe place.


A further investigation report dated 4 April 2011 reads as follows: ‘The phone calls to the Porvoo Police Station and from there to Lahti’s work cell phone have not been cleared up. However, nothing has emerged that would suggest these phone calls relate to the killing of Lahti.’ The question is, how could anything have emerged when nothing was found out about the calls? According to their statement, the police do not know who answered Lahti’s calls at the Porvoo Police Station and what Lahti wanted to discuss with the police, or who from the police called Lahti or what the reason was for those calls. None of Lahti’s close relatives, friends or workmates were aware of any connections Lahti would have had in Porvoo itself or with the Porvoo police. This ‘Porvoo branch’ was left completely unresolved, but for some reason it was important for the police that it appeared that the senior constable in question had not been working during the most important phone call. Why was this so important? According to the senior constable, he knew nothing of the entire matter.


Secrecy. The material of the pre-trial investigation included almost none of the material gathered during the time of the first investigator in charge, Juha Joutsenlahti, and the existence of that material had been concealed. The concealed material included several documents that were important for solving the crime, such as details of the questioning of people associated with Lahti, and of people associated with Auer, expert statements, transcriptions made from the emergency call, police-made reconstructions and forensic investigations. No mention of the omitted material had been made in the pre-trial investigation report, and therefore the defence had no knowledge of their existence.


Oikeustoimittajat ry (the Finnish Association of Legal Journalists) later awarded the Sumuverho (or ‘smoke screen’) award to the Satakunta region police for this concealment of the majority of the pre-trial investigation material relating to the Ulvila murder. Their reasoning for the decision was that the police of Satakunta had withheld over 80 per cent of the pre-trial investigation reports and their attachments in a murder case that had received enormous attention. According to Oikeustoimittajat ry, this cover-up by the police seriously endangered both the legal safety of the accused and the right of the public to receive information. The cover-up was justified by the police as being to do with protection of privacy for all the parties concerned, but it still aroused a well-founded suspicion that the intention was also actually to cover mistakes and failures made by the police themselves.


This could be deduced, for example, from the fact that different versions had been made of the photograph appendix of the official pre-trial investigation report. The original version made by a technical investigator included a photograph that was important for the accused as it could be used to deduce that one of the police reconstructions had been made with incorrect measurements. However, someone had decided to keep this photograph secret and had replaced it with another unrelated one in the material received by the defence and the prosecution. The incorrectly-made reconstruction had been included in the pre-trial investigation report without any mention that the result did not correspond to reality.


It was pure chance that the replacement of this photograph was later revealed. If the police could modify the evidence to create untrue versions to suit their liking, what else could they do?


Endless investigation. The pre-trial investigation of the homicide ended a little after three years since the murder, on 13 January 2010. The case was transferred to the prosecutor who then brought murder charges against Auer. However, the criminal investigation by the police did not stop there – it continued throughout the entire legal proceedings, all the way to their conclusion. The prosecutor asked for further investigation 17 times, the last time as late as 2015.


The murder was argued in court for two full rounds of proceedings. The case was litigated twice in the Satakunta District Court, twice in the Vaasa Court of Appeal and then twice in the Supreme Court. In addition to the actual murder, the litigation also dealt with the handing over of the covert activity report to the defence, and this matter went all the way to the Supreme Court as well. The murder trials finally ended when the Supreme Court dismissed the application for leave to appeal by the prosecutors in 2015, and the acquittal of the Vaasa Court of Appeal remained legally binding.









2. USING AN EMERGENCY CALL AS A PIECE OF EVIDENCE IN A CRIMINAL CASE


What kind of proof is an emergency call?


The primary purpose of recording emergency calls is to record the conversation between the caller and the emergency response centre operator, but the recordings themselves can sometimes provide unique evidence of crimes. In the case of a homicide that takes place during a phone call to the emergency response centre, it is natural to utilise all the available information in the recording for the criminal investigation.


The Ulvila murder emergency call provided a lot of information. Among other things, the following was established: the time when the call was made, the duration of the call, the caller’s immediate explanation of what had happened, the behaviour of the caller and how they had answered the operator’s questions. The emergency call provided a basis for deducing different things, such as what happened in the house during the call, the time the victim was probably killed and how much time had elapsed between the start and end of the emergency call and the arrival of the police. The emergency call also made it possible to compare the crime scene and its traces with the caller’s description of events and see if they corresponded.


Not all the sound information from the crime scene can be heard from the emergency call recording. It is naturally impossible to hear sounds on the recording that did not carry from the fireplace room of the house (a room commonly found in detached houses in Finland), which was also being used as the bedroom of the parents of the family, to the kitchen where the emergency call was made. The transmission of sound through the phone is influenced by the distance of the sound source from the phone receiver. The landline phone used to make the emergency call was located about 10–12 metres from the actual crime scene, which was the fireplace room. Then, of the sounds that reached the phone only a proportion were transmitted forward through the phone call.


In the normal operation of a telephone, the microphone is optimised to best transmit sounds that are coming from nearby – in other words speech directed to the phone – and correspondingly to fade out other sounds. For this reason, very faint sounds or sounds coming from a further distance do not necessarily transmit through the phone at all. Loud background sounds may still be transmitted but could be much fainter than the original sound in the resulting recording.


Simultaneous sounds may also cover each other in a manner leading to some sounds not being audible at all or only being partially heard. The voice spoken into the microphone can cover up sounds from the background quite efficiently. The direction of the phone’s receiver also affects the sound being recorded – when the receiver is pointed in the direction of the source of the sounds, they are heard more clearly compared to when the receiver is pointed away.


The frequency band of a telephone line is limited with filters to about 300–3,500 hertz. Within this range are the frequencies important for understanding speech, that is 500–2,500 hertz. Frequencies that are lower and higher than standard phone filtering are filtered out, and the frequency band of a telephone will start to muffle sounds below 300 hertz and above 2,500 hertz. Because of this filtering some of the sound information is left outside of this range. Very low thump sounds and correspondingly very high glass clinking and chinking sounds, for example, are not transmitted to the other end in a phone call because of the filtering and so they may be neither audible nor recorded. Filtering may also remove a part of the characteristics of a sound. When, for example, high tones are not recorded within the high-pitched clink of glass, the sound resulting may be heard completely different in a recording and, for instance, it may end up sounding like a clicking sound.
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