Response to Ms. Halbrooks


Of the very long list of complaints I have against Catherine Halbrooks, I have focused here on a handful of the most overt examples of professional misconduct.  I wish to emphasize, however, that her overall pattern of professional behavior has been profoundly pathological, with a multitude of abuses that might not reach the threshold for intervention by the Alabama State Bar, especially if considered singly, isolated from overall context.  

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.”

Ms. Halbrooks continues to contend the infamous bloody pubic hair at issue is consistent with my DNA profile and not that of her client, and she makes every attempt here to rationalize her clumsy deception.  She begins with a discussion of a hair from a towel on the floor, which I’ll call “Hair A.”  She asserts Hair A was viewed under a microscope and found to be consistent with Daniel Moore, which is true.  It was a similar color and size to the defendant’s.  She then says Hair A was sent to Dr. Roger Morrison for DNA testing, who also said “it” was consistent with DNA from Karen.  This is not true.  Dr. Morrison did not do genomic DNA testing on Hair A, or on any other hair, because it can’t be done; hair cells don’t even have nuclei, so there’s no genomic DNA there to test.  Dr. Morrison did not do mitochondrial DNA testing on anything, because the State forensics lab doesn’t have the capacity to do the test.  That’s why all the hair samples were sent to Reliagene—for mitochondrial DNA testing and identification of the donor, if possible.  In layman’s terms, to look for a DNA “match.”  

Dr. Morrison was only able to test for genomic DNA in attached skin tags or from the body fluids associated with the hairs.  Hair A had no attached skin tag; the laboratory report clearly states this is a serological test—simply put, what Dr. Morrison did was identify Karen’s body fluid on Hair A, but his testing did not have the capacity to determine a DNA profile of the Hair A or any other.  

Hair A, according the Ms. Halbrooks, was then tested by Reliagene (mitochondrial DNA testing on hairs) and shown to be my hair.  That’s true—and that’s exactly how it was presented by the prosecution: one of several hairs belonging to the owner of the house.  

Ms. Halbrooks’ claim of inconsistency or conflict between any of these tests is a total contrivance that does not stand the scrutiny of even casual examination.  She misrepresents Dr. Morrison’s genomic DNA testing to give the impression Hair A was first identified as possibly Moore’s, then with genomic DNA as Karen’s, and finally with mitochondrial DNA as mine.  The truth is much simpler. Every test done was found to be valid, and there were no inconsistencies in their results. Additionally, the defense had every opportunity to retest hairs, but chose not to do so. 

The hair that Ms. Halbrooks doesn’t mention (but hopes you’ll confuse with the one above) is the one from the bloody washcloth on the bed.  I will refer to it as Hair X.  Hair X was first looked at under a microscope and found to be consistent in appearance with the defendant’s known hairs.  Specifically, Hair X was similar to a known pubic hair belonging to the defendant.  So the skin tag from the base of Hair X was subjected to genomic DNA testing, showing two profiles in mixture, consistent with a combination of the defendant and the victim.  Hair X itself was washed, and separated from the skin tag, in effect separating the mixture of the two DNA profiles found in the skin tag, and a mitochondrial DNA study was done on the remaining “clean” Hair X.  It matched the defendant’s DNA profile with a certainty of 99.8%.  

Once the mixtures were thus separated, calculations could be made regarding the genomic DNA mixture of the skin tag of Hair X.  Dr. Morrison testified to this in court, indicating there was a 2 billion to 1 “likelihood ratio” the body fluid/blood component came from the victim, and a 7.5 million to 1 “likelihood ratio” the hair came from the defendant. Dr. Sinha also verified these ratios in extended testimony.  

Ms. Halbrooks’ one-sentence quote from Dr. Sinha is patently ridiculous; she fails to show the rest of the answer and the context, which is that a DNA “match” can never be 100% certain; it is reported, instead, at a likelihood of statistical probability. In this case, the numbers were 99.8%, 99.8%, and 7.5 million to one, reflecting the “likelihood ratios” of the mitochondrial DNA “match” on two separate hairs, and genomic DNA study from the “bloody pubic hair” skin tag, respectively.   

Even with these established facts on record, Ms. Halbrooks says, “Furthermore, no witness for the state testified that the DNA found at the Tipton residence matched my client’s DNA.”  The defendant’s DNA profile matched two different hairs at the levels of certainty listed above. It was all testified to at great length, and is a matter of public record in transcripts and laboratory reports. I emphasize there were absolutely zero discrepancies between any of the laboratory tests, and Hair X with the skin tag was matched to the defendant by separate genomic and mitochondrial DNA studies. I was ruled out as a donor to Hair X with 100% certainty. The defense team, through the local press, has misled thousands of people into believing it is Hair X that has “conflicts” in the testing, and that it might well have been mine, rather than the defendant’s.  And even with clarity as to which sample is being discussed (nonexistent in her statements to the Court and the press), the alleged conflicts simply do not exist.  

Ms. Halbrooks claims to have never made any representations the defense team knew to be false “regarding the pornography found on the Tipton’s computer.”  Yet it is a matter of public record that the defense team claimed to have actually been on pornographic, matchmaking websites themselves, linked by cookies found on the computer.  Ms. Halbrooks added her opinion these temporary Internet files showed Karen was “aroused” at the time of her murder, a difficult contention given the autopsy and crime scene reports.  This demonstrably false “offer of proof” is not addressed in her response.  The defense lawyers claimed to be eyewitnesses to an event that is impossible, and the falsity of the claim is proven by basic knowledge of cookies and temporary Internet files—knowledge the defense team obviously never gleaned in their preparation for trial.  


“Cookies” are small amounts of data a computer automatically releases to another computer on the Internet, and the record of the event is also called a “cookie.”  It is part of the automatic “computer-to-computer” communications that occur when anyone—or any machine--is on the Internet.  This record is kept within the Temporary Internet Files in Windows, and the record of a cookie is automatically added to the user’s computer there.  While the cookies on a person’s computer are not websites in and of themselves, they do contain identification of the “machines” involved, or at least the machine’s “address.” In this case, the websites referred to by a “sextracker cookie” are not pornographic or matchmaking sites themselves; rather, they are marketing devices automatically added to the user’s computer, used by to collect marketing information such as number of “hits” to a website. 

The only other identification available from the cookies, which are otherwise not text files at all, is the “name” of the computer of the user.  In this case, “david” was the name of our computer.  So when a cookie on our computer says “david@sextracker” it only means my computer automatically identified itself to an unwanted marketing company—not that any specific person was on the “sextracker” website, or any other.  As a matter of fact, the “sextracker” website, attached here, clearly identifies itself as a marketing venture.

More specifically, none of the cookies on our computer were ever “connected” to the very temporary Internet files the defense lawyers dishonestly claimed to be pertinent in their “offer of proof.” Since cookies are automatically dated and timed, as are all temporary Internet files, it is a simple matter to specify exactly when the event took place, such as the production of the “sextracker cookie.”  Based on evidence presented at trial, I am unaware of any cookies at all present on our computer from the time frame the defense gave—the few hours before the murder.  There were, indeed, several occurrences of the infamous “sextracker” cookie (e.g. “david@counter7.sextracker.com”) prior to the murder, with the last, to my knowledge, being over a month before the murder.  Even if a “sextracker cookie” had been produced during that time, it can hardly be offered as “proof” that Karen was “downloading homosexual pornography” in the hours before her murder, much less that Karen was seeking sexual liaisons through the computer at the time.  Also, none of the pornographic temporary Internet files were ever “connected” to a website, either, so their source is unknown.  Most importantly, none of the pornographic temporary Internet files released on the basis of their dishonest “offer of proof” was ever shown to be related to the State of Alabama v Daniel Wade Moore.   It was pertinent to their case only in the sense it allowed them to attack the character and reputation of the victim—the very basis of their defense overall. 

In order to meet the standard of the “offer of proof,” the defense lawyers each made three key lies in this matter.  They (1)asserted the cookies in the temporary Internet files on our computer showed Karen, specifically, had been connected with specific pornographic websites within a few hours of her murder and that (2)these websites were dedicated to promoting sexual liaisons; otherwise, it was clear in the in camera hearing none of the material would be admissible, even in the absence of the rape shield law.  The judge made it clear he didn’t even consider looking at pornography on the Internet a sexual behavior at all, his justification for not applying the rape shield law in this same hearing, moments before. And, finally, (3)the defense lawyers represented to the judge to have actually been on these websites themselves, and that they were pornographic matchmaking websites.  Pertinently, Judge Thompson had already refused the defense  claim that the computer evidence was admissible on the basis of me as a suspect, because of the strength of my alibi, which had already been presented in court. Their “offer of proof” was only accepted by the judge (who freely admitted to being computer illiterate), after the defense lawyers gave their personal assertion of their eyewitness knowledge of the existence and character of the websites.  

The defense lawyers can’t prove Karen was on such websites as they described; they can’t even show they themselves were on them.  It would be easy to do; Ms. Halbrooks has displayed the skill of printing off documents from a website in her response, and it took less than a minute to find the sextracker website and print it, as I did here. While they assert expert knowledge of our computer, their limited computer knowledge kept them from knowing it could be so easily proven they were lying.

Ms. Halbrooks claims vindication for her actions on the basis of the FBI victimology report, without ever addressing this complaint.  The report contains a large number of allegations regarding the past sexual behavior of the victim.  As such, it is covered under the rape shield law, with clear procedures outlined covering this very type of evidence.  This “evidence”—a collection unfounded hearsay, which has yet to even be considered in its required in camera hearing (and certainly not proven)--has already been in the headlines of the Decatur Daily, and on local television news.  A lengthy excerpt from the report has been published on a local Internet forum page in Decatur, although the document itself is protected, confidential, and sensitive to a capital murder trial.  Excerpts from two witnesses deposed by the defense in anticipation of a second trial have been published, as well.  Details of my banking account records three and a half years after the murder have been made public.  

Most of this public disclosure on the Internet has been done by a Linda Kubina, whom I’m confident did not receive her confidential, protected documents from the police or the prosecution. Ms. Kubina has made over a thousand defamatory and harassing entries on a local Internet forum, and continues to do so daily.  Ms. Kubina called the victim’s sister to make allegations against me regarding my bank account records, indicating my children might be in danger from me.  She is another sideshow of hatred and absurdity created and fueled by Catherine Halbrooks.

Ms. Halbrooks verifies they called Mr. Powell’s son-in-law as an expert computer witness.  He “met the legal requirements” and was allowed to testify as an expert, precisely because the defense team withheld the fact he was directly related to the defense team, and had an obvious conflict of interest in representing himself as an unbiased expert.  The prosecution didn’t object to his qualification as an expert witness, because they weren’t aware until near the end of his testimony that he was, indeed, co-counsel’s son-in-law.  They certainly made their displeasure known at that point. As for his alleged expertise, he stated no prior experience as an expert witness, reported no training in computer forensics, and made simple technical errors in his testimony.  There were two or three family and friends of the victim sitting in court that were more expert than Mr. Powell’s son-in-law in the area of temporary Internet files.

Ms. Halbrooks verifies, rather indirectly, that she and her co-counsel claimed in court to have never heard of the bloody footprint.  She now says, “I did not recall ever having seen it.”  And then, “after the trial, I realized we did receive a copy of the three-page report on July 16, 2001.”  Well, in trial, she didn’t say “I don’t recall ever having seen it.”  I believe their wording was “we never heard of it,” and it was said with the greatest of certainty, accusing the prosecution of withholding it from them.  The lift of the print at issue was not allowed into evidence, as a result of their overt misrepresentation.  Now she’s saying it was just an error—she’d just forgotten it. Apparently co-counsel forgot it, too.  Furthermore, in the very document she admitted she’d had the report long before trial, she and Mr. Powell elsewhere contended this very evidence had been withheld from them, thereby casting her alleged remediation for her “error” in significant doubt.  It is perhaps forgivable for one attorney to forget one document, but it is altogether different when two attorneys simultaneously forget an important initial crime scene report and then represent to the Court they never received it, and further, that the prosecutors were, and are lying in their assertions it was properly provided.

Ms. Halbrooks defends Diane Murphy’s credibility in general terms, but fails to respond to the key points of my initial complaint: namely, they presented her written statement as evidence which was known to be false—so obviously unbelievable as to be almost humorous—and if it was not discernible to them, then perhaps they have deficits of judgment as well as memory.  The points regarding the non-existent photo and the non-existent crime tape remain unanswered; surely repetitive lack of diligence is not an acceptable excuse for lack of candor before a tribunal. 

And when she refers here to the “fact that Diane Murphy had provided evidence in the case,” and that the police and prosecutors are lying in their denials of ever being contacted by Mr. Murphy at all, she is asserting one woman’s ridiculous assertions are “fact” in the absence of any credible evidence--hardly an effective guise for the alleged “conclusions and opinions” to which they are “entitled.” Diane Murphy “identified” Karen on the basis of a photograph that did not exist and identified our house on the basis of crime scene tape that never existed—two claims of being eyewitness to events that never occurred, and can be easily proven to have never occurred.  Furthermore, this proof was in the possession of the defense lawyers, so they can hardly claim lack of knowledge of it.  

Ms. Halbrooks inappropriately released information regarding the marijuana in open court with the press present, while the alleged evidence was under protective order of the Court, in the context of ongoing in camera arguments regarding admissibility of sensitive, personal information.  Ms. Halbrooks repeatedly asserted hashish was found, which is not the case; her alleged quote of my testimony fails to convey I clearly testified the material was not hashish, rather than that it “appeared to be” hashish as she claims here.  She has no evidence confirming the substance as hashish, although simple testing is readily available for such a purpose.  There was no evidence the small amount of marijuana was for anything other than my personal use, not Karen’s, and there was absolutely no evidence connecting the marijuana to the State of Alabama v Daniel Wade Moore in any material way.  

In this circumstance, she managed to put protected and highly inflammatory information in the headline of the newspaper the day before the jury was sequestered by bypassing due process; she lied in her offer of proof regarding the evidence in order to offer it as evidence in court; grossly misrepresented the evidence repeatedly in court (with every associated witness’s testimony debunking her wild and irresponsible accusations) and in the press at every opportunity; and continues to misrepresent her actions to this point in this regard.  It is my recollection that some of these very headline “news” stories were prominently displayed at both the entrances and exits from the courthouse, both before and after the jury had been sequestered.    


Ms. Halbrooks admits their secretary wrote a letter to the editor of the Decatur Daily immediately following the convictions.  Ms. Halbrooks has read it, and sees nothing improper about it.  I have included a copy of her letter, which certainly speaks for itself.  In the context of a high-profile murder trial, Ms. Varnagatis is attacking the police, the prosecutors, and me—and failing to point out her role as a member of the defense team.  The defense lawyers clearly have no mechanism in place to assure compliance with appropriate standards of ethics for their employees, and exert no diligence or remediation for misconduct.  Manipulation of an already exploitative and sensationalistic local press was, and is, a fundamental part of their transparent strategy to prejudice the administration of justice.  


The newspaper was happy to promote the deception, and delayed two months the publication of a letter to the editor identifying the alleged unbiased observer of being the defense lawyer’s secretary. As a matter of fact, they published a series of inappropriate letters attacking me, and even published one on Christmas Day repeating Ms. Halbrooks’ libelous assertions, while delaying publication of any letter supportive of the victims until well after sentencing.  

Although Ms. Halbrooks denies she has worked closely with the Decatur Daily, it is difficult to consider how they would have obtained the information they have printed in their sensational, exploitative articles and utterly biased summaries otherwise.  Indeed, their stories have come directly from the defense team, without regard for actual events in court.  Simply put, their bias is too great to be random, their “conclusions” too extreme to be reached independently.  


They printed “daily male visitor” repeatedly, although the only person who ever claimed it was Catherine Halbrooks.  It is a prime example that the newspaper was covering Ms. Halbrooks rather than reality. The newspaper retracted their claim only when the trial transcript became public—transcript of events their own reporter attended.  The newspaper even reported a direct quote from me on the stand that I did not make, and that could have come only from protected documents—presumably supplied by the defense lawyers and/or their staff.  

I look at over a year of circumstantial evidence intimately connecting the Decatur Daily and the defense lawyers, and I can draw no other conclusion.  Sworn testimony from Sheryl Marsh, a Decatur Daily reporter, and other members of the press, would be required to determine just how “closely” they were working, how much private, protected information was released inappropriately, and how many times Ms. Halbrooks misrepresented the truth to them.  

The Decatur Daily has been an eager participant in the sleaze campaign against me and my late wife; it has been their biggest local story in years.  The newspaper itself had been printing tacky, thinly-veiled accusations against me for three and a half years prior to trial.  The Decatur Daily has violated roughly half their own professional ethics in this case; however, their compliance with such rules is purely voluntary.  Their sensational “script,” written purely on the basis of profitability, was Ms. Halbrooks’ perverse template for what followed.  Her deceptions, deceits, and manipulations have been transformed into headlines claiming to be the truth, resonating perfectly with the newspaper’s own biased and exploitative pre-trial coverage.  Ms. Halbrooks’ twisted view of truth has become their truth, and it has served the newspaper’s purpose of selling more newspapers, and their self-professed anti-death penalty activism.  Sensational lies sell better than somber truths, and the local press has never let the facts get in the way of a good story.  Most pertinently, none of the assumed safeguards and practical checks on a defense lawyer’s manipulations have existed in this case.  They have acted with impunity; victims’ rights have been non-existent, including rights included in The Constitution of the United States guaranteed to all.     

I have no apologies for my website, which is dedicated to justice for Karen.  Rather, I encourage anyone interested to see the website for themselves, at www.karentiptonmurder.com.  It contains ten times the volume of this summary document.  After four years of silence, in order to maintain the integrity of the investigation, the prosecution and the trial, it was only four months ago, and six months following trial that I made these first public statements regarding the surreal events that have dominated my life all this time.  I made no comment at all to the press until after trial, and my first public statement of any kind from the time of the murder was my victim impact statement (attached) in court three and a half years later.  While Ms. Halbrooks was breaking all the rules, I have been silent out of my respect for the legal process.  While she was working feverishly, and unethically, to attack the character and reputation of the victims, I was displaying integrity and discretion with my silence.  But after this series of absurd travesties, I am unwilling to remain silent any longer.  If I can be forced so unwillingly into being such a public figure, then this public figure will use his influence to fight those who have attacked Karen, me, my family, and my friends—and to fight for every victim’s right to be free from such gratuitous abuse.  Ms. Halbrooks characterizes my website as rambling, hard to follow, and offensive.  I submit it was not designed for her pleasure, and apparently not for her reading level, either.

Ms. Halbrooks claims I have no respect for the law, the Court, the truth or my wife’s memory.  I respect the law, or I would not have cooperated fully with it all this time.  I have great admiration for many wise judges who have served as a model and the conscience of their profession and our society; I have none for any judge who does not dispose of his or her duties competently and fairly.  I have no respect for evil, and am determined to fight it.  I certainly have no respect at all for Ms. Halbrooks, the woman who accuses my late wife of being a whore and a pervert, and me of being a killer.  Above all else, I do have respect for the truth, and I intend to tell it as publicly and as frequently as I can, for the rest of my life.  The truth is the antidote to Catherine Halbrooks.  

And I must say, I have much more than just casual respect for the memory of my late wife.  I loved her dearly, and she was sexually tortured and stabbed twenty-eight times in our home.  I lost my mate; our children lost their mother.  I have the deepest possible fury at what was done to her, and for the high-profile posthumous attacks, as well.  Her memory has been attacked by small-minded rumor-mongers, by an exploitative small-town press, and foremost, by two unscrupulous lawyers who have violated every concept of professionalism and common human decency in order to continue their client’s assault.  Other than Daniel Wade Moore, Catherine Halbrooks is the person on earth who has done the greatest violence to Karen.  And she accuses me of disrespect to the memory of my late wife—as if she is in a position to judge expressions of my grief and rage while she and her well-connected colleague stab Karen again and again.  

In Ms. Halbrooks’ entirely gratuitous addendum to her response, she neglects to recognize it is her behavior that is at issue here, not Karen’s.  I have made no complaint regarding evidence properly submitted in trial, and I certainly have no power to direct the prosecution whatsoever.  The prosecutors obviously do not work for me—they represent the best interests of the State of Alabama.  

My “chief complaint” is that Catherine Halbrooks has overtly violated the word and intent of multiple rules of professional conduct, and shown an utter disregard for the rights of third parties, and victims in particular. Her fourteen new accusations against Karen are examples of material she has already made public with front page stories in the Decatur Daily—public proof of her direct violation of the rape shield law. And although she has claimed it innumerable times, Karen’s past sexual history has never been connected to the crime or The State of Alabama v Daniel Wade Moore in any material way, nor has any of the other personal information they have exploited. The defense attorneys simply lied in their “offers of proof” in order to divulge the information in the first place, and although they are defense lawyers, they seem to have difficulty defending these actions here.

In the context of this high-profile case, with public opinion being deliberately manipulated with hearsay, implication, and innuendo in the press, what Ms. Halbrooks is saying is that Karen was such a degenerate that “someone else” might have motive to kill her.  The “someone else,” in the context of this trial, is me.  Her entire defense of her client is that either an unidentified lover killed her, or that I killed her because of her alleged perversity.  Since no one has ever found the alleged lover, they are left implying and insinuating in a thousand ways that I killed her, although I have an alibi and was cleared in the police investigation within three days of the murder. 

Ms. Halbrooks’ defense of Daniel Wade Moore depends on presenting a 39-year-old housewife, mother of two, past elementary school teacher and physician’s wife as a degenerate living on the edge; and me, her husband, as a torturer and killer when I was 45 minutes away in Huntsville all day seeing patients. She tries to “prove” it by saying things like Karen had a daily male visitor.  She had to grossly misrepresent material fact, because she had no material fact to connect me with the crime in any way, and no material fact to show Karen was living a dangerous, lethal lifestyle.  After four and a half years, there has been absolutely no evidence found connecting anyone, in any way, with Karen’s torture and murder other than the defendant. And when your client is matched by multiple DNA samples and a mountain of other evidence, it is convenient to simply deny there is any such evidence and quickly move on—to attack the victims’ character and private lives, past and present.  

This is an untenable defense, because it can only be executed outside the limits of professional ethics and credibility.  Indeed, it is her duty to put on a legitimate defense, and to do so competently, and consistent with the duties and responsibilities of an officer of the Court. And although she attempts to portray me as some master manipulator, withholding information and conspiring against her client, I actually learned much of her “shocking” material for the first time in the newspaper, and to this day all I have ever seen of this vaunted FBI report has been quotes in the newspaper and a local Internet forum. Ms. Halbrooks has also claimed the fact of FBI involvement was withheld from them, when it was common knowledge ( even in the newspaper) at the time.  After making fourteen additional inappropriate attacks on the character and reputation of my late wife, she then asserts she has not made false statements about Karen, as if further misleading and sensational accusations against Karen justifies her repeated claim of a daily male visitor.  It is defense by distraction, done through the attempted destruction of victims—a “one size fits all” defense.  It functions without regard to the facts, except in their purposeful misrepresentation.

Although already a lengthy document, my response here is only the briefest summary of a mountain of incompetent misrepresentations made by the defense team.  Ms. Halbrooks, for example, made the ridiculous assertion I did not mention my children during the 911 call, when it’s one of the first things on the tape.  She accused me of improper demeanor upon discovering my wife’s nude, mutilated body on the basis of my not searching the house for them prior to making the 911 call.  


The Court spoke unfavorably with regard to her “conclusions” on the proper behavior of the victim of profound emotional trauma, and the 911 tape itself more than remedied the indefensible lie, or any implications of my demeanor under these circumstances.  Nevertheless, it is a common argument given repeatedly in public venues here by activists for the defendant, and is further evidence of not only the pattern of misrepresentation, but the clumsiness with which it was attempted. 

Ms. Halbrooks closes her lengthy response, saying “If the evidence sheds the victim, the victim’s husband and their friends in a negative light that is not the concern of the defense attorney.”  Yet, by her own admission, the very “evidence” she’s quoting at length (the FBI report) was not even in trial, and has no relation to evidence of presented there, or in my complaint here.  Instead, it is information sensitive to a possible second trial--already improperly disseminated by the defense team with hope of materially prejudicing a capital murder trial, with statements related to the character, credibility, and reputation of the victims, creating a substantial risk of prejudicing an impartial trial. 

It is certainly their intention to do so.  Indeed, it is their most fundamental and intentional strategy to destroy the character and reputation of the victims; it is not simply an unfortunate consequence of the legal process in its search for the truth.  It is a strategy available only to defense attorneys who share Ms. Halbrooks’ utter lack of concern for the victims of violent crime, and who believe they are free to do anything they can get away with. 

Professional ethics are always focused squarely on competence, diligence, and the humane practice of the profession.  Professional ethics are concerned with the reputation the profession will enjoy; its credibility and effectiveness hang in the balance.  But more than anything else, professional ethics are concerned with the great damage that is done to the victims of misconduct.  Defense lawyers interact with people who have already been horrifically victimized by violent crime, and must be particularly sensitive to avoid gratuitous pain being added to their burden.  I’m aware some states are studying ways to encourage and improve communication between defense lawyers and victims of the clients they represent; the premise is that they are not enemies, and that defense lawyers—indeed, all professionals--have a lot they can learn from victims. 


I am fully aware that any ethical attorney has to regularly expend considerable effort to avoid collateral damage from the adversarial process at the heart of the justice system. Indeed, contentiousness is avoided because of the professional courtesy and mutual respect that pervades the legal profession.  Further, few professionals are awarded the latitude and discretion afforded defense lawyers, particularly in a capital murder trial. I respectfully submit all parties to a capital murder trial are deserving of similar respect and serious consideration for the essential role each plays in the process.  After all, these are matters of life and death, and there is simply no room for anyone’s misconduct.    

A physician who fails to show competence, diligence, or humane treatment of patients is subject to severe sanction, regardless of the cause.  But any physician who purposely did harm to any patient (and, arguably, to any human) would deserve the harshest criminal penalty, and would be considered unfit to practice medicine.  From my point of view, Catherine Halbrooks has purposely done great harm to me, a party to a capital murder trial.  I am here because my wife was tortured and stabbed twenty-eight times.  I am a homicide survivor; I am here because it is my life and my late wife’s death that are at issue. I am here only because I am a victim.


I deserve better than to be attacked needlessly in the most public forum imaginable by questionably competent and unquestionably evil defense lawyers.  I am here because I have survived, and I am here to remind you that Karen didn’t.  Karen was given no chance to live, although she fought mightily.  She deserves better than to be stabbed again and again by the killer’s hired help. 

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. 

I will soon leave my home state, my extended family, and my friends in order to live and work free from the siege mentality required of me here.  My children and I can no longer live in the place we chose to call home, not just because of Karen’s murder, and not because of any inevitable consequences of the legal process.  Instead, my family and friends and I are paying the ultimate price for a character assassination defense gone wild.  Our very home, and all that implies, has been taken from us, and my greatest single resentment is that so much of our suffering has been unnecessary. 

Mr. Powell used his son-in-law as an “expert” witness.  His secretary attacked the police, prosecutors, and me in her letter to the editor; his brother-in-law followed up by attacking the jury for reaching their four guilty verdicts so quickly.  He used his considerable small-town influence to lend his credibility to Ms. Halbrooks’ so-called “conclusions and opinions,” but he has done little else, except lie and demonstrate his distance from the evidence and the defense of his client. 


Ms. Halbrooks, however, has been a walking ethics violation.  She is a perverse caricature of a defense lawyer, overzealous and transparent.  Her weakness is that she always shrinks from the truth, and large doses of truth tend to cause uncontrolled fits of histrionic lies to compensate.  With months to prepare, she can exhibit controlled fits of histrionic lies, like in her opening statement, or in her discussion of DNA here. Either way, she tends to reveal her misconduct through a genuine (as opposed to feigned) ignorance of established, reproducible facts.  I am not in a position to judge whether Ms. Halbrooks is a competent lawyer.  What I am asserting is that she’s an incompetent liar, and the evidence to test my assertion is readily available to the Alabama Bar Association.  And if my “opinions and conclusions” here shed some light of truth on her lies, and highlight the plight of victims further victimized by unethical defense attorneys, I will have accomplished one goal of this complaint.  

I am aware of the gravity of my assertions, and I do not make them frivolously or selfishly.  For one thing, I make this complaint on behalf of my children, who will deal with Karen’s murder anew with each stage of life.  When a mountain of hate-filled lies has been heaped upon your murdered mother, it is something that could influence your life in catastrophic fashion, if not for the truth to quell the anger.

And while responding to lies is extremely difficult, responding to the truth is as natural as taking your first breath.  It’s relatively easy to maintain truth, because you can always support it with more truth; only lies are difficult, because they must always be supported by new lies. 

Faithfulness to the truth should be the primary concern of all parties to a capital murder trial.  And in the end, if factual evidence of lies and deceit have unfortunate personal consequences for those who lie and deceive, it is not the concern of the victim.   
David Tipton, M.D._____________________________
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