
Ms. Halbrooks verifies her assertion of a “daily male visitor” in her opening statement, and her response here includes an excerpt from Mrs. Kidd’s testimony.  She then says, “I believe that any statement and/or argument I made about a male visitor at the Tipton’s residence was supported by the evidence.”  But there is no evidence supporting any of her documented statements, and the very transcript she quotes demonstrates it.  Close reading of Mrs. Kidd’s testimony shows she never testified to the frequency of the visits except to use the word “occasionally,” never used the term “daily” or “regular,” and Ms. Halbrooks has no material evidence regarding the sex or any other identification of the driver, except for a known regular visitor, Sarah Holden, who meets the general description of the visitor described by Ms. Kidd. Interestingly, Mrs. Kidd and her dog had never noted Ms. Holden’s regular known visits in the months prior to Karen’s murder.   


 The credibility of the witness’s actual testimony was strongly challenged under cross-examination, but that part of the transaction is not included in Ms. Halbrooks’ excerpt, which shows only the last few moments of the cross-examination.  Also not included is Mr. Nowlin’s assertion under oath he had never had an affair with Karen; he testified he never knew either of us at all and had never been to our home.  The defense lawyers objected to him even being allowed to testify and offered no cross-examination, although they themselves had manipulated and abused two witnesses (Mrs. Kidd and Mary Dalton) in order to implicate him before the Court and in the press.  You see, it was not only widely rumored Mr. Nowlin was the boyfriend, it was widely rumored he was connected to the murder in some way.  It was utterly without fact, but there were likely thousands of people who believed it because of the rumors pervading Decatur since Karen’s murder.  It was an opportunistic attempt to use already vicious and destructive rumors to cast doubt on the investigation.  It was expedient, at the cost of the facts, the law, and reputation.  


Ms. Halbrooks suggests it is reasonable to assume Karen had a “daily male visitor” or “regular male visitor” in the absence of any evidence to support it, and despite evidence to the contrary.  Further, she was so confident in the veracity of her “conclusion” that she used it as a cornerstone of her defense, in court, and in the press.  


Even after trial when Mrs. Kidd complained to the Decatur Daily that Catherine Halbrooks was overtly lying in the headlines, they reported that “Defense co-attorney Catherine Halbrooks confirmed, however, that Kidd testified that the visitor went to the Tipton home daily.”  This is particularly telling, because it shows the newspaper deferring (as they all did many times) to Ms. Halbrooks as an authority and source of the truth, despite the events at issue being public and heavily attended by the press.  Once the transcript was made available, even the Decatur Daily felt compelled to retract the “daily male visitor” claim.  As they put it, “Excerpts from the official transcript of Daniel Wade Moore's murder trial confirm that defense witness Bonnie Kidd did not testify that she saw an automobile arrive at murder victim Karen Tipton's Southwest Decatur home every day.”


Mrs. Kidd has removed any possible contrived doubt about her testimony and her previous statements, as well, both publicly and privately.  I have included a copy of her open letter to me, in which she says, “I never told anyone that I had seen a daily male visitor to the Tipton’s home; this is a fiction maintained by Catherine Halbrooks.”  It demonstrates Mrs. Kidd’s overall experience with Ms. Halbrooks, and how she was unethically manipulated to defame a local attorney/businessman, who was totally unrelated to the case except for unfounded rumors he and my late wife were having an affair.  I’m confident Mr. H.M. Nowlin, a respected member of the Bar, could provide a unique and telling perspective of the defense team’s manipulations.  It could help demonstrate how wide the path of destruction has been.  


Ms. Halbrooks says there was no evidence of a female friend making regular visits in a truck.  In fact, Sarah Holden was in court, and testified that she was Karen’s friend, she drove a small truck part of the time, and that she visited regularly, usually in mornings after taking her children to school. It was not a point belabored by the prosecution, because, like so many other defense ploys, it had “nothing to do with the State of Alabama v Daniel Wade Moore.”

