
Ms. Halbrooks has taken great effort to confuse others by confusing facts with lies, and in the process has apparently gotten confused herself. An “offer of proof” is a very serious thing; it is, in essence, lawyer as witness, and when two lawyers can be demonstrated to have overtly lied, claiming to have been on non-existent websites specifically in order to bring into evidence (and to the public) information damaging to my character, reputation, and credibility, I believe it is a serious offense. They have every opportunity to show evidence they have been on these sites, and any evidence showing they were pornographic and further, that they were concerned with promoting sexual liaisons.  Those were the elements they “testified” to; in this one circumstance, two lawyers lied three times in tandem, and cursory examination of the evidence, or lack of it, would readily confirm my complaint.


When a lawyer makes allegations of misconduct against another lawyer, it is a very serious thing.  The defense lawyers made just that assertion against the prosecutors, claiming never to have heard of the bloody footprint report they, the defense lawyers, had in their possession. Their combined explanation is that she forgot about the report, a fundamental, key crime scene document.  It would have rationally been at the top of the stack of crime scene forensics reports, since I believe it is clearly labeled as the initial crime scene report. Mr. Powell has every opportunity to provide evidence this document was withheld from him, which is what he asserted to.  Obviously, he cannot.  He could only claim he, too, made the same questionable error his partner did, and it destroys the credibility of both to even claim it.  Truly random errors do not generally occur in tandem unless, of course, they are occurring very frequently, and neither conclusion serves them well here.  When a lawyer so overtly violates ethics in order to accuse another lawyer of violating ethics, I believe it is a serious offense.     


When the defense team simply denies outright three high-probability DNA matches to their client, it is the attempted refutation of an undeniable fact.  When they purposely misrepresent a scientific test in order to claim conflicts in the results, it is in the extremes of contrivance.  And when they further misrepresent the evidence to suggest the infamous bloody pubic hair, the most key piece of evidence against her client, is consistent with my DNA profile, it is a lie with 100% certainty. 


When Ms. Halbrooks made the claim that Karen had a “daily male visitor,” it was a serious claim.  It was in her opening statement, along with assertions that Karen had a “drastic change in appearance” soon before her death, that we had a dog at the time of the murder and I was lying about it, and assertions that she could show our lifestyle, including the assertion Karen was having at least one affair at the time of her murder, to be so “shocking and offensive” as to convince the jury of her client’s innocence. As ridiculous as it sounds, this was actually the outline of her defense. 


The majority of her assertions made in the opening statement were related directly and exclusively to their witness, Mrs. Kidd.  Ms. Kidd never offered any evidence there was a “drastic change in appearance,” a “daily male visitor,” a boyfriend, or a dog.  Ms. Halbrooks managed to lead her witness to make her sensational and incorrect pseudo-identification of Mr. Nowlin, but she failed in her attempts to get her to say much else, including any reference to the frequency of the visitor other than an oblique “occasional” behavior of her dog. Their defense never had anything to do with the facts, and it is highlighted in Ms. Halbrooks’ sensational and overtly dishonest opening statement.  It had to do with decreasing sympathy for the victim of a tortuous, painful death and for her grieving husband.  It was a defense based solely on obfuscation.  That it didn’t work is little solace, given the damage done. 

