$1,000 Reward Offered To Anyone Who Answers 20
Questions To Prove Kirstin Lobato Is Guilty

www.justicedenied.org/lobatocontest.pdf

A $1,000 reward is being offered to anyone who can answer 20 questions to prove Kirstin
Blaise Lobato is guilty beyond a reasonable doubt of Duran Bailey’s homicide on July 8, 2001.

The reward is being offered by the Justice Denied based in Seattle, Washington, which
began investigating Kirstin Lobato’s case in 2003.

Mr. Bailey died in the trash enclosure for the Nevada State Bank across from the Palms
Casino in west Las Vegas. His body was hidden behind a dumpster and covered by “trash” from
the dumpster.

Ms. Lobato gave a Statement to Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department detectives on
July 8, 2001. She described that prior to mid-June 2001 she used her pocket knife to fend off a
rape attempt rape late at night in the parking lot of a Budget Suites Hotel on Boulder Hwy. in
east Las Vegas. She said her assailant as alive when she escaped in her car.

During her trial in 2006 Ms. Lobato vigorously disputed the prosecution’s contention her
Statement concerned Bailey’s homicide, and not an attempted rape weeks earlier in another part
of Las Vegas.

Ms. Lobato’s alibi defense was that during the entire weekend of July 6 to 8, 2001 she
was at home in Panaca, 165 miles north of Las Vegas.

The jury convicted Ms. Lobato of voluntary manslaughter and sexual penetration of a
dead human body. (The latter charge was based on a non-fatal injury to Mr. Bailey’s rectum
from an unknown cause. One doctor has opined it was caused by a kick from a foot, while
another has opined a knife was involved.) She was sentenced to 13 to 35 years in prison and is
currently incarcerated.

The rules for the contest are:

1. Open to anyone — journalists, commentators, students, public, etc.

2. All 20 questions must be fully answered referencing credible evidence that includes
transcripts, case evidence, and reproducible (i.e., scientific) experiments, that establishes Ms.
Lobato’s guilt beyond a reasonable doubt.

3. All submissions must identify the participant’s name, address, and driver’s license
number.

4. Submissions that have conclusions for any of the 20 questions with no acceptable
supporting evidence will not be considered.

5. Justice Denied reserves the right to make the determination as to whether a contestant
has satisfactorily answered all 20 questions and is entitled to the $1,000 reward.

6. By entering a contestant knowingly acknowledges and accepts that Justice Denied’s
determination is final as to whether a contestant has satisfactorily answered all 20 questions.

7. Submit answers on or before October 1, 2017 to: contest@ justicedenied.org .



The 20 questions are:

1. Explain how Ms. Lobato could have committed Mr. Bailey’s homicide when there is
no physical evidence, no forensic evidence, and no direct evidence from an eyewitness,
surveillance video, gas receipt, or confession she was in Las Vegas at any time on July 8, 2001,
while at least 13 people are known to have seen or talked with her throughout the day in Panaca
from before sunrise until after Bailey’s body was discovered that night.

2. Explain how Ms. Lobato could have committed Mr. Bailey’s homicide by driving
round-trip from Panaca to Las Vegas in her car when there is no direct evidence it was in Las
Vegas on July 8, 2001, or even that it had moved from where it was parked in front of her
parent’s house in Panaca and driven at any time on July 8, 2001.

3. Explain how Ms. Lobato could have committed Mr. Bailey’s homicide when there is
no direct evidence she had ever met him, that she knew who he was, that she knew anyone who
knew him, or even that she had ever been to the Nevada State Bank where his homicide
occurred.

4. Explain how Ms. Lobato could have committed Mr. Bailey’s homicide while high on
methamphetamine as the prosecution speculated during her trial, when there is no direct evidence
she took any methamphetamine at any time during the month of July 2001, and she tested
negative for methamphetamine after both a blood draw on July 5 and a urine sample collected on
July 7.

5. Explain how anyone other than Mr. Bailey’s assailant could have made the shoeprints
imprinted in blood leading away from his body and imprinted on cardboard covering his body —
which forensic testing establishes were not made by Ms. Lobato, and they were all made by the
same size and model of athletic shoe — considering that all the crime scene blood was covered by
cardboard and other items when police officers first arrived at the scene. (The shoeprints are 2-
1/2 to 3 sizes larger than Ms. Lobato’s shoe size, and they don’t match the soles of any of her
shoes seized by police.)

6. Explain how Mr. Bailey’s homicide — that involved a very physical altercation between
him and his assailant, and which was notable for how much blood was on and around him at the
crime scene — could be the same event Ms. Lobato described in her Statement when the
prosecution doesn’t deny that during that event she was wearing high-heeled platform shoes that
have no blood on the soles or sides of the shoes and they have no scuff marks. (Those shoes were
impounded by the police on July 20, 2001 from the trunk of her car, and remain as evidence in
her case.)

7. Explain how Mr. Bailey’s homicide — which was notable for how much blood was on
him and at the crime scene — could be the same event that Ms. Lobato described in her Statement
when under questioning by two homicide detectives she didn’t mention a single time that there
was any blood on her, her clothing, her shoes, or her car, and confirmatory forensic tests of her
car were negative for the presence of any blood.



8. Explain how Ms. Lobato’s Statement could be an admission to Mr. Bailey’s homicide
when his autopsy determined his primary cause of death was brain swelling from a head injury
(“blunt head trauma”), and a contributory cause was stabbing and incised wounds (particularly a
severed carotid artery), while she neither states she inflicted a head injury to her assailant or that
he fell and hit his head, nor that she inflicted a cutting wound to her assailant’s neck.

9. Explain how Ms. Lobato was prosecuted in good faith for Mr. Bailey’s homicide when
trial testimony by the prosecution’s medical expert, Dr. Lary Simms, establishes his head injury
that was his primary cause of death occurred at least two hours prior to the event in the trash
enclosure where his body was found, and that latter event — hours after his head injury occurred
and from which he was in the process of dying — was the only one the prosecution alleged Ms.
Lobato was involved in.

10. Explain how Mr. Bailey could have been dead at the time his rectum was injured
when crime scene photographs establish he bled profusely from multiple wounds after receiving
that injury, and if he was dead his heart wouldn’t have been beating to circulate the blood that
flowed from those wounds.

11. Explain how Ms. Lobato’s Statement could not describe an attempted rape at the
Budget Suites Hotel in east Las Vegas that occurred weeks prior to Mr. Bailey’s homicide, when
nine witnesses have provided an affidavit or statement that between late May 2001 and July 4,
2001 they learned from Ms. Lobato details about the attempted rape described in her Statement —
and it is impossible there was collusion by those people because many of them aren’t
acquaintances, each of them learned about the assault at a different time from Ms. Lobato, and
some were told about it by her in Panaca, some in Las Vegas, and one while they were driving to
Utah together.

12. Explain how Ms. Lobato’s Statement could be an admission to Mr. Bailey’s homicide
when it doesn’t contain a single essential element of either voluntary manslaughter or sexual
penetration of a dead human body:

a. It doesn’t identify she was in Las Vegas on July 8, 2001, the day of his homicide;

b. It doesn’t identify she was in the trash enclosure at the Nevada State Bank when his
homicide occurred;

c. It doesn’t identify that she inflicted a lethal wound on the assailant who she said
attempted to rape her at the Budget Suites Hotel prior to mid-June 2001;

d. It doesn’t identify Mr. Bailey or someone matching his physical description as her rape
assailant;

e. It doesn’t identify that she inflicted any wounds to the neck, head, and rectum of her
rape assailant;

f. It doesn’t identify she in any way caused any penetration of her assailant’s rectum;

g. It doesn’t identify that she did anything beyond defending herself against an attempted
rape by a man who grabbed her from behind in a dark parking lot, and that she fled from him at
her first opportunity, and;

h. It doesn’t identify that her assailant was dead when she fled, to the contrary, she states
he was alive.



13. Explain how — considering that the foundation of forensic science is Locard’s
Exchange Principle that every contact leaves a trace — Ms. Lobato could have committed Mr.
Bailey’s homicide when her fingerprints don’t match those found at the crime scene, her DNA
doesn’t match the crime scene evidence that has been DNA tested, her shoeprints don’t match
those imprinted in blood leading away from Mr. Bailey’s body and on the cardboard covering his
body, and her car’s tire treads don’t match those identified as evidence near the trash enclosure.

14. Explain how Ms. Lobato, who at the time was an 18-year-old high school graduate
with no specialized skills, could have performed precision cutting of Mr. Bailey’s groin area that
forensic pathologist Dr. Glenn Larkin has opined was performed by a person “skilled either with
medical knowledge or animal husbandry.”

15. Explain how Ms. Lobato could have committed Mr. Bailey’s homicide when the
prosecution contends he was killed in the early morning of July 8 — possibly before sunrise — and
then laid undiscovered in the open air trash enclosure all day, yet there were no fly eggs (or
rodent or insect bites) on his body when it is scientifically known that flies are opportunistic
diurnal insects that during daylight lay eggs in orifices and wounds on a body within minutes of
a person’s death. (The prosecution concedes that on July 8 Ms. Lobato was in Panaca at 11:30
a.m. — and possibly 10 a.m. — until after his body was found that night. There was trial testimony
of a three-hour travel time from Las Vegas to Panaca. So based on the prosecution’s contention,
for it to have been unreservedly possible for her to have committed the crime his death needed to
occur sometime prior to 7 a.m.)

16. Explain why Las Vegas Metro PD homicide detectives didn’t investigate as suspects
Diann Parker and her male “Mexican” friends who all lived 100 yards from where Mr. Bailey
died, when they had the motive, means and opportunity to commit what multiple experts have
opined was his revenge type homicide. (Prior to arresting Ms. Lobato the detectives didn’t obtain
statements from Parker and her male friends, they didn’t compare their fingerprints, DNA, shoe
size, shoe soles, and car tire treads with crime scene evidence, and they didn’t have their shoes
and clothes forensically tested for the presence of Mr. Bailey’s blood. The detectives failed to
conduct any investigation even when Parker admitted to them that the morning after Mr. Bailey’s
homicide she had a bloody shirt and pants, that may have had his blood on them. Parker made
that admission three days after Ms. Lobato’s arrest.)

17. Explain why the Clark County District Attorney’s Office wants to prevent the police
officer whose phone number was handwritten on two pieces of paper found in Mr. Bailey’s pants
pockets, from testifying in court under oath about what he may know about Mr. Bailey’s
homicide, and person or persons who may have committed the crime or have information about
the crime.

18. Explain why Clark County DA Steven Wolfson adamantly opposes post-conviction
DNA testing of numerous evidence items collected at the crime scene, by DNA testing
techniques perfected since Ms. Lobato’s trial that could identify the DNA profile of Mr. Bailey’s
assailant, and that could be uploaded to the FBI’s national DNA database to search for a match.
(Trial testimony established that DNA testing of a limited number of crime scene evidence items
excluded the presence of Ms. Lobato’s DNA.)



19. Explain why the DA’s Office has disregarded the unequivocal determination of Las
Vegas polygraph examiner Ron Slay that “I am certain Ms. Lobato is innocent of Mr. Bailey’s
murder,” when he has conducted over 27,000 polygraph examinations and the DA’s Office has
so much confidence in his competence as a polygraph expert that it has relied on him to
determine if suspects are telling the truth.

20. Explain why the DA’s Office has disregarded the unequivocal public declaration by
current United States District Court Judge Gloria Navarro that was published in the Las Vegas
Review-Journal in 2002, that Ms. Lobato is innocent and she was “convicted of a crime that she
did not commit” — based on her first-hand knowledge of Ms. Lobato’s case as one of her lawyers
at the time — when President Barack Obama endorsed Judge Navarro’s legal ability and sound
judgment in December 2009 by accepting Nevada Senator Harry Reid’s recommendation and
nominated her to be a U.S. District Court judge, and the United States Senate expressed its total
confidence in Judge Navarro’s legal ability and judgment by unanimously confirming her to a
lifetime appointment by a vote of 98-0 in May 2010. (Judge Navarro has not retracted her
declaration, and she referenced the 2002 Review-Journal article in her written submission to the
U.S. Senate prior to her confirmation as a U.S. District Court judge.)

Send any questions regarding the contest to: contest@justicedenied.org .

Extensive information about Ms. Lobato’s case 1s available on Justice Denied’s website
at, www.justicedenied.org/kbl.htm .



