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              truth and to refrain from conduct that impedes truth.” 
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“Extremism in the defense of liberty is no vice.  

         And moderation in the pursuit of justice is no virtue.” 

 

-Barry Goldwater (1964) 
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FORWARD 

 

 

On January 25, 1990, 26-year-old Susan Taylor was brutally murdered in a drug house in upper 

middle class La Costa, a suburb of San Diego, California.  On a Sunday morning four days 

earlier, 20-year-old Cheri Lynn Dale had gone to that house to buy drugs.  That would prove to 

be the biggest mistake of her life.  Five years later she was convicted of first-degree murder and 

sentenced to 26 years to life in prison for a crime she did not commit. 

 

The murder of Susan Taylor was an infamous crime that somehow turned into a cold case within 

a year.  Despite the conflicting statements and unsubstantiated alibis of numerous obvious 

suspects, active investigation into the killing ceased after three months.  The story that follows 

presents a case where every mechanism that is intended to safeguard against convicting the 

innocent failed.  Nearly every page of this story contains exculpatory evidence that Carlsbad 

police narcotics detective Robert Wick and San Diego Deputy District Attorney Thomas 

Manning either ignored, suppressed, or manipulated for the express purpose of convicting an 

innocent woman.  If you find this claim too pernicious to be true I challenge you to read on.  

What you find will most assuredly shock you.  Every claim made herein is supported wherever 

possible by documentation and citation to the official record. 

 

The primary purpose of this paper is to provide a compelling case for the innocence of Cheri 

Lynn Dale by examining solid medical, ballistic and other forensic evidence.  This paper will 

also evaluate other evidence including witness testimony and other evidence to show that Wick 

and Manning ignored several obvious suspects.  Thereafter, the author will recount the events 

leading up to the death of Susan Taylor and will conclude by identifying the persons most likely 

to have committed her murder.  Finally, this paper will reveal how the investigation of Susan 

Taylor’s murder, the arrest of Cheri Lynn Dale, her prosecution and ultimate conviction stands as 

one of the worst cases of prosecutorial and police misconduct in recent history. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

 

I knew Cheri Lynn Dale when I was a teenager growing up in Encinitas, California.  Her parents 

owned a small antique store in Leucadia.  I left California and joined the military in 1988.  While 

in college in 1993, I contacted Cheri’s parents to see how she was doing.  They explained to me 

that Cheri had been charged with the murder of Susan Taylor, but that she was innocent and had 

been released on her own recognizance pending trial.1  I didn’t think much of it because I could 

not see how Cheri could have committed such a crime.   

 

After college I went to law school, and while there received a call from Cheri’s parents 

explaining that she had been convicted of first degree murder.  They asked for my help and sent 

me documents from her post-conviction proceedings and habeas corpus briefs.  I read everything 

and, in my fledgling legal opinion, concluded that the state had proved a pretty good case.  What 

troubled me though was the complete absence of any physical evidence linking Cheri to the 

crime.  She had been convicted based upon a statement to police that she had been at the scene of 

the crime and provided information that only a person who was there would know.  I put the file 

away in a box and didn’t think much more of it.   

 

I graduated law school a year later and began practicing with a firm.  Eight years later, while 

cleaning out my garage I found the box containing Cheri’s paperwork.  By then an experienced 

lawyer, I sat down to give the matter a fresh look.  What I found completely shocked me.  Not 

only was it obvious that Cheri could not have committed the crime, it was clear that one or more 

of a specific group of people did. 

 

Over the next three years I investigated every aspect of the case that I could.  I accumulated over 

6,000 pages of documents including grand jury and trial transcripts, witness statements, evidence 

logs, hair analysis reports and DNA comparisons.  The inescapable conclusion I reached was that 

two years after the crime was committed and the case had gone cold, Detective Wick and DDA 

Manning knowingly built a false case against Cheri Dale.  They did this by pressuring witnesses 

to give false and conflicting statements, mishandling, and in some cases destroying evidence, and 

by ignoring and suppressing evidence that should easily have exonerated her.   

 

Having built his case against Cheri, Thomas Manning prosecuted her knowing full well she was 

not guilty and for the sole purpose of pressuring her into revealing the name of the real killer.  

What Manning did not realize at the time was that Cheri did not know who killed Susan Taylor, 

and by the time he came to believe this it was too late.  He had spent enormous time and 

resources prosecuting her and rather than drop the case he simply let it go to a jury. 

 

In January of 2011, former Public Defender Christopher Plourd (now a judge in Imperial County, 

California) came forward and requested a visit with Cheri’s family.  Mr. Plourd was familiar 

with Cheri’s case because he had worked in the same office as Cheri’s first attorney, Public 
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Defender Stephen Wadler.  Cheri’s family presented Plourd with the research I had done to date.  

Thereafter, the California Innocence Project agreed to take Cheri’s case (as of 2009 they had 

twice declined to take the case).  Nearly two years later, with the Innocence Project having made 

no progress, I completed the first draft of this paper and presented it to them for review. 

 

Throughout the course of my research I tracked down several key witnesses, one of whom 

admitted that her statement to Detective Wick was false and coerced.  Other witnesses stated 

they had no doubt Cheri was innocent because the universal consensus of everyone who knew 

the victim pointed to one or two other people.  One witness with firsthand knowledge identified 

the person actually responsible for the murder. 

 

Despite these developments and the overwhelming weight of the evidence presented in this 

paper, the Innocence Project stated in March of 2013 that they could find no DNA evidence to 

exonerate Cheri and promptly withdrew from her case.  The Innocence Project did, however, 

make some progress.  On January 9, 2012 they obtained a Joint Stipulation for Post Conviction 

DNA Testing whereby the San Diego District Attorney’s Office agreed, and the Court ordered, 

DNA testing of certain items of evidence.  These items included the strands of hair that were 

found in the victim’s hand and a vile of blood taken from the victim at autopsy.  This vile of 

blood is the subject of discussion later on in this paper because in 1994 a forensic laboratory 

stated it was “unable” to obtain a DNA profile from this blood.  That same laboratory excluded 

Cheri Dale as the source of the hair found in the victim’s hand, and a 1990 microscopic 

comparison of that hair with the victim's hair taken at autopsy excluded the victim as being the 

source of the hair. 

 

With these exclusions, prosecutor Manning had to explain whose hair was in the victim's hand, 

so he hypothesized that it was the victim's own hair, thereby diffusing the possibility that it could 

belong to the real killer, or anyone else for the matter.  This hypothesis, of course, runs contrary 

to the earlier microscopic exclusion mentioned above.  Nonetheless, Manning sought to "prove" 

his hypothesis through DNA testing, the results of which stated that the victim "could not be 

excluded" as the donor of the hair.  With this, Manning represented to the judge and jury that the 

hair was in fact the victim's own hair.  I believe this was wrong, not only because "could not be 

excluded" does not equate to a match, but also because it requires that a DNA test overruled a 

microscopic exclusion, something that academic studies have shown is highly unlikely. 

 

With this background, the 2012 Joint Stipulation for Post Conviction DNA Testing resulted in a 

report by Mitotyping Technologies that provided a full DNA profile of the hair found in the 

victim’s hand.  The Joint Stipulation also ordered the San Diego Police Department’s forensic 

laboratory to perform a full DNA test of the victim’s blood and to upload both DNA profile’s 

into the state and national databases.  As of the date of this writing it is unknown whether the San 

Diego Police Department has completed their DNA testing and complied with the Joint 

Stipulation. 

 

As I explain later on in this paper, if the DNA profiles of the hair and blood do not match, then 

the hair found in the victim’s hand cannot be her own.  This, in turn, means that she fought for 

her life with someone other than Cheri Dale.  This alone should be grounds for a new trial. 
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THE MURDER SCENE 

 

 

At 10:49 a.m. on the morning of January 25, 1990 police received an anonymous 911 call 

advising that a girl was bleeding in the back bedroom of a house in La Costa, California.  

According to police, the call was made from a pay phone half a mile away and the caller gave the 

exact address where police could find the girl.  Six minutes after the 911 call, Officer Bruner 

responded and was the first to arrive on the scene at 10:55 a.m.  While the “bleeding girl” was in 

the house, Bruner waited in his patrol car for Officer Robert Betz to arrive as back-up.  Although 

there is a discrepancy as to the time of Betz’s arrival, he later testified he arrived at 11:08.  The 

two officers then entered the house with guns drawn.  Upon finding the body of what they had 

been told was a “bleeding girl,” the officers left the house and called for a homicide detective.  

Detective Trujillo received the call at 11:00 a.m. and arrived two minutes later.  At 11:04 

Detective Presley received a call and arrived within four minutes. 

 

Susan Taylor had been bludgeoned to death with what prosecutors would later say was a roofer’s 

axe-hammer, although such a weapon was never found.  There was a shocking amount of blood 

splattered on the walls and ceiling of the bedroom where she was found.  The house was empty 

of any furniture because its occupants were in the process of moving.  After photographing the 

scene, police left the house to await the arrival of a search warrant.  At 11:36 a.m., Lisa Stanton 

and Fatima Kesheshian drove by the scene of the crime in Kesheshian’s vehicle.  Police 

recognized Lisa as a resident of the house and pulled her over down the block as she attempted to 

drive away.  Stanton told the police that she had made the 911 call.  Officers took Stanton to the 

police department for questioning and Kesheshian followed in Lisa’s car. The remaining officers 

waited at the scene for the search warrant.   

 

At 11:41 a.m. evidence technicians and a coroner arrived, although they were not allowed to 

enter the house until after the search warrant arrived. At 3:15 p.m. another coroner arrived to 

replace the one that had been waiting.  It wasn’t until 3:54 p.m. that the search warrant finally 

was signed and crime scene technicians who had been waiting outside for hours were allowed to 

enter the house to gather evidence.  At 6:10 p.m., the medical examiner arrived to examine the 

body.  Susan’s body was removed at 7:40 p.m. 
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THE PROSECUTION’S THEORY 

 

 

The prosecutor in any criminal case must present to the jury a plausible theory of how the crime 

was committed, and must present evidence in support of that theory.  In addition, in order to 

convince a jury to convict, the prosecutor must show that the defendant had a motive and 

opportunity to commit the crime.  Deputy District Attorney Thomas Manning’s theory was built 

upon the investigation of Carlsbad Police Detective Robert Wick.  Wick was a narcotics officer 

who had nothing to do with the original 1990 investigation, but who two years later had 

requested permission to look into the case that had long since grown cold.   

 

Detective Wick stumbled into the case on January 7, 1992 after receiving a call from Jeff Hilner, 

a drug addict who manufactured crystal methamphetamine, had a history of violence, had once 

threatened to kill Susan Taylor, and who was known to frequent the house where the murder 

took place.  Hilner and Cheri Dale were married at some point after the murder, but Hilner’s 

continual violence toward Cheri caused her to leave him and move to Texas.  Shortly thereafter, 

Hilner contacted Detective Wick. 

 

Hilner suggested to Wick that he ought to look into Cheri Dale because rumor had it that she had 

been at the house at the time of the murder and had hidden in a closet.  This was not new 

information.  Homicide detectives had heard this rumor and had interviewed Cheri two months 

after the murder.  They found nothing to suspect her of having any connection with the crime and 

she was not considered a suspect.  Nonetheless, Wick took this “new” information and began 

interviewing witnesses trying to build a case against Cheri.  In June of 1992, Wick and DDA 

Manning flew to Texas to interview Cheri.  Upon their return, Wick prepared and Manning 

signed an arrest affidavit. Cheri then voluntarily returned to California to face charges for first 

degree murder. 

 

 

Alleged Motive and Opportunity 

 

Manning’s original theory of the case against Cheri Dale, as presented to the Grand Jury in 1994, 

was that on the morning of January 25, 1990, after partying and using crystal methamphetamine 

all night, Cheri had “borrowed a car from a guy, a male -- possibly a Camaro,” to go out and 

purchase more drugs.  Cheri then drove across town to the home of Lisa Stanton, a known drug 

dealer who rented a house in an upper middle class neighborhood in La Costa.  Alone in the 

house was Susan Taylor who had been staying with Lisa for a few days.  Manning alleged that 

Cheri arrived at exactly 8:00 a.m. and knocked on the door.  When no one answered she 

retrieved a roofing hammer with an axe head from the garage, broke into the house and found 

Susan Taylor.  She attacked and overpowered Susan, bludgeoned her to death with the hammer 

by striking her forty six times, and then cleaned up before leaving the house.  Manning’s theory 

as to the red car was based on Cheri’s statement to Wick and Manning during her 1992 interview 
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in Texas that she had been with friends Greg and Andy at their apartment and had borrowed a 

red car to go and buy more drugs.  Cheri’s story is discussed in detail later in this paper.  At the 

time Manning presented his case to the Grand Jury, he and Wick had been unable to verify 

Cheri’s story about being with Greg and Andy.  Four months later, Wick spoke to Gerri 

McGowan in jail where he first heard the name of Roberto Franco and his red Chevy Nova.  

Franco is discussed in detail below.  After Gerri’s interview, Manning’s theory of the case 

changed.  

 

The new theory now had Cheri borrowing Roberto Franco’s red Chevy Nova and driving to 

Gerri McGowan’s house looking for more drugs.  Upon arrival, Gerri, her husband and some 

friends pooled together $80.00 and gave it Cheri to purchase a small amount of drugs.  Cheri 

then drove Franco’s car to Lisa’s house.  After killing Susan, she returned to Gerri’s house with 

no drugs and no money. 

 

 

Problems with the Prosecution’s Theory 

 

From the onset, the prosecution’s theory had major problems and both Wick and Manning knew 

it.  The first and most obvious problem was the complete lack of any physical evidence 

connecting Cheri Dale to the crime scene.  Thus, the bulk of Manning’s investigative resources 

in the case were spent not trying to find those responsible for the crime, but rather in trying to 

build a case against Cheri with witness testimony and to then patch up the holes these witnesses 

created.   

 

The next problem with Manning’s theory is the alleged time of death.  This paper addresses 

Manning’s theory that Susan Taylor was killed at 8:05 a.m. immediately following Lisa 

Stanton’s alleged telephone conversation with Susan at 8:00 a.m.  Lisa is the only witness that 

supports the theory that Susan was alive at this time, but as shown in detail herein Lisa is 

anything but credible.  Since police did not allow the coroner to view the body until after 6:00 

p.m., no accurate forensic time of death could be established.  Except for Lisa’s testimony, none 

of the evidence in this case supports Manning’s theory as to the time of death.  On the other 

hand, if one accepts that Susan was killed much earlier than 8:00 a.m. the case begins to make 

much more sense.  As it turns out, there is reliable evidence indicating Susan was killed before 

6:00 a.m. 

 

In 2013, the author of this paper located and spoke with Gary Walker, a friend of Lisa Stanton 

who was at her house the night before and left at approximately 11:00 p.m.  Walker was 

interviewed by police the day after the murder, but he had no knowledge of the crime and was 

not interviewed again until Cheri Dale’s defense investigator spoke with him over the telephone 

a few months before trial.  The investigative report of that conversation indicates that Walker 

told the investigator he called and spoke to Susan at 9:00 a.m and that she was alive and well at 

that time.  This obviously cannot be true because the prosecution maintains that Susan was killed 

at 8:00 a.m.  Yet, there is another reason why this cannot be true. 

 

After leaving Lisa’s house Walker went home to his wife.  During the author’s recent 

conversation with Walker he denied that he ever spoke to Susan that morning and added another 
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fact about which he was adamant:  Lisa Stanton called him at approximately 6:00 a.m., while it 

was still dark and just before daylight, and told him that Susan was dead.  He also stated that his 

wife was with him in bed at the time and vividly remembers the phone call and talking to Walker 

about it after he hung up the phone.   Telephone records obtained by Detective Wick in 1992 

reveal that only one call was made from Walker’s house to Lisa’s house that morning at 7:47 

a.m. and this call lasted one minute.  Walker maintains he probably made that call to find out 

what was going on having been told by Lisa that Susan was dead. 

 

If Walker is telling the truth, and there is no reason to believe otherwise, it completely destroys 

prosecutor Manning’s theory of the case against Cheri Dale because it means that Susan had 

been dead for at least two hours earlier than he told the jury and, according to Manning’s 

timeline, places Cheri clear across town at Geri McGowan’s house at the time Susan was killed.  

Gary Walker has provided a sworn affidavit confirming that he in fact received the call from Lisa 

Stanton at 6:00 a.m.  The remainder of this paper will systematically show that Manning’s 8:05 

a.m. time of death cannot be correct, and that Lisa Stanton could not have spoken to Susan on the 

telephone at exactly 8:00 a.m.     

 

At about 9:15 or 9:30 a.m., neighbor Ron Levesque was leaving for work and saw a multicolored 

green van pull into his driveway, back out and park in front of Lisa’s house.  Two men got out of 

the van.  He wrote down the license plate and called police 45 minutes later when he arrived at 

work.  Radio logs show that Levesque placed this call at 10:08 a.m.  Officer Robert Betz 

received the dispatch at 10:10 and arrived at the house at 10:15.  At 10:18, he radioed that he was 

unable to locate the van and that there was nothing suspicious he could see from his patrol car.  

The license plate of the van was traced to Pablo Barnette.  Kevin Sturgeon would later testify 

that he and Pablo arrived in that van at about 9:15, discovered the body and quickly left to go 

fishing.   Thus, the discovery of the body was “officially” placed at 9:15 a.m. 

 

Neighbors saw several other cars at Lisa’s house between 7:00 and 10:30 that morning.  One of 

these was Ruth Winans who lived directly across the street.  She testified she saw a light blue 

van with out-of-state plates driven by a man with long blond hair parked in front of the house at 

7:00 a.m.  Ms. Winans sat down on her front porch at 8:00 a.m. and watched a total of three 

more cars arrive at different times.  The first car arrived at exactly 8:15 a.m.  This was a 

burgundy Honda Civic driven by a 27 to 30 year old man with olive skin who parked and went 

into the house.2   Two more cars arrived during the next forty minutes.  The first car left after 10 

or 15 minutes, and the two remaining cars were gone when she left for a doctor’s appointment at 

8:55.  

 

Ms. Winans wrote down the license plate numbers of all three of these cars and gave a sheet of 

paper with these numbers to a police officer at the scene.3  Police apparently lost this piece of 

paper because it was never seen again.4  Detective Presley’s notes taken shortly after his arrival, 

however, do contain the license number of the first car to arrive.  This piece of paper in Presley’s 

notes may be the single most damning piece of evidence against Manning’s theory of the case.  It 

contains Ruth Winans’ address, a notation that at 8:15 a.m. a 27 to 30 year old olive skinned man 

arrived at the murder scene driving a burgundy Honda Civic license plate number 2CMG523.  

(Fig. 1). 
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Figure 1:  Detective Presley’s notes from his interview of neighbor Ruth Winans  

 

 

Detective Presley testified at trial that he had in fact taken this information from someone at 

Winans’ residence on the day of the murder.5  Presley traced the license plate on this car to 

George Camarena6 who was at the house with Robert Amparano most of the night and into the 

morning when the two supposedly left to take Amparano home thirty minutes away.  

Accordingly, Presley’s notes indisputably place another person in the house at the exact time 

Manning alleged that Cheri Dale was there alone committing the murder.   

 

Neighbor Susan Nichols testified she saw a small, dark red late model sedan car parked in Lisa 

Stanton’s driveway at about 8:05 a.m.7  Manning was particularly interested in this car because it 

fit the time frame he had established for Cheri’s alleged arrival.  The problem with this car is that 

Ms. Winans was on her front porch at 8:00 and saw no cars arrive or leave until 8:15.  Moreover, 

Cheri was supposed to be driving a red Chevy Nova and not a small sedan.  After Ms. Winans 

saw Camarena’s car arrive at 8:15 she went back inside her house for 5 to 10 minutes and when 

she returned to her porch that car was gone.8   

 

Since Manning’s theory of the case was that Cheri had arrived at 8:00, the arrival of Camarena’s 

car and a 27 to 30 year old olive skinned man at 8:15 meant that Cheri could not, as Manning 

told the jury, have been alone in the house for “almost an hour and a half unaccounted for.”9  

Accordingly, he discounted Ms. Winans’ testimony in his closing argument by stating that the 

car Nichols saw at 8:05, and the car Winans saw arrive at 8:15, must have been the same car.  

Thus, according to Manning, the car Nichols saw at 8:05 was really Camarena’s car.10  This 

cannot be the case for three reasons:  First, if Camarena’s car was there at 8:05 and then left to 

take Robert Amparano home, it could not also have been seen by Ruth Winans at “exactly” 8:15 

when she wrote down the license number.  Second, if Cheri arrived in the 8:15 car, or either of 

the two later cars for that matter, then she could not have been the person knocking at the door at 

8:00.  Third, if Cheri arrived in the 8:05 car then Manning needs to explain the presence of a 27 

to 30 year old man with olive skin at the house while Cheri was allegedly there alone killing 

Susan.  Either way, Manning’s attempt to discount Ruth Winans’ powerful testimony cannot 

withstand scrutiny because Cheri Dale simply could not have been at the crime scene alone when 

Manning said she was. 

 

Most disconcerting, however, is Manning’s statement to the jury in closing argument regarding 

the occupant of Camarena’s car that Winans saw arriving at exactly 8:15.  First, Manning 

incorrectly told the jury that Winans said this was the “last” car to arrive.11  This is false because 

Winans unquestionably testified that this was the first car to arrive.  Second, Manning had the 

audacity to tell the jury that Winans “doesn’t remember if it’s a male, female, race or anything 
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like that.”12  This too is false because Winans unequivocally testified that she saw a clean cut, 

olive skinned man exit this vehicle and enter the house.13  This testimony was not refuted.  Ms. 

Winans said she did not recall “whether it was a man or a woman in the next two vehicles.”14   

 

It is here that Manning’s false statements reveal their prejudice to Cheri because he also told the 

jury in closing argument that “Car number three pulls up.  That’s Cheri pulling up.  She goes into 

the house.”15  By misrepresenting Winans’ testimony, Manning is trying to convince the jury that 

the car she saw arrive, but did not see leave, was the third car and must therefore have been 

driven by Cheri.16  This is not what Winans said; she said the car that she did not see leave was 

the first car, the one that arrived at exactly 8:15.17  The second and third cars, which she saw 

arrive after the 8:15 car left 10 minutes later, had also both left by 8:55.  In other words, she 

remained on her front porch from 8:25 to 8:55, and while she was there she saw the second and 

third cars arrive and leave.  If, as Manning stated, Cheri was in the “last” car to arrive, then she 

would have arrived after 8:25 and left before 8:55 when no more cars remained.  Obviously, this 

cannot be the case for a number of reasons, not the least of which is that Manning previously 

stated to the jury that upon arriving at 8:05 a.m., Cheri remained in the house for “almost an hour 

and a half unaccounted for” during which time “she was cleaning the crime scene.”18 

 

Incredibly, Manning just a few sentences later states the following: 

 

Car number one, five minutes, it’s gone.  The person comes out, they leave.  Who 

that was, we have no idea.  That could have been anybody showing up to buy 

drugs that banged on the door.  The reason the person is there five minutes, 

because Susan is not answering the door.  We know that from Lisa’s statements in 

the phone conversation they had.  That person just leaves.  Who it was, we have 

no idea.19 

 

At this point Manning is piling contradiction upon contradiction.  A year earlier, he told the 

Grand Jury that the person banging on the front door when Lisa called Susan that morning was 

the person who committed the murder.20  He also stated that this phone call took place no later 

than 8:00 a.m.21  To be sure, Lisa Stanton never wavered from her statements that she placed this 

call at 8:00 a.m.  If, as Lisa testified, she called and spoke to Susan just once, how then could the 

person banging on the door at 8:00 be the same person banging on the door from “car number 

one” which arrived at 8:15?  The answer to this question is that Manning was planning on having 

Lisa change the time of her phone call from 8:00 to between 8:00 and 8:30.  In his opening 

argument to the jury, Manning stated that Lisa would testify she made the call between 8:00 and 

8:30.  Indeed, Manning told the jury that “[s]he’s going to tell you it’s probably between 8 and 

8:30.”22  The problem for Manning was that Lisa ended up testifying that she made this phone 

call at exactly 8:00 a.m., and that the reason she could be so precise was that “I looked at a watch 

or a clock.”23  This should have been a tremendous blow to Manning’s case, but Cheri’s defense 

lawyer never said a word about it. 

 

Manning’s motivation for wanting Lisa to change the time of her phone call to Susan is obvious:  

As stated above, he wanted the jury to believe that the 8:05 car Nichols saw was the car 

Camarena and Amparano left in.  Thus, he had to move the 8:00 phone call to 8:15 or later 

otherwise he would be placing Camarena and Amparano at the scene at the exact time he 
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previously stated the killer was banging on the front door.  This is incredibly important, and if 

this timing issue is not absolutely clear the author implores the reader to re-read the last four 

paragraphs. 

 

Manning directly contradicted himself by misrepresenting the evidence in closing argument.  

California courts have held that this can be grounds for a new trial.  The mere fact that Manning 

knowingly made a false statement to the jury regarding an eye witness’ testimony at best 

strongly suggests that he was not personally convinced of Cheri Dale’s guilt, and at worse 

reveals that he prosecuted Cheri knowing she was innocent. 

 

The presence of George Camarena’s car at 8:15 a.m. is significant because in Robert 

Amparano’s original statement to police he stated that he and Camarena left the house at around 

7 or 7:30 a.m., or about “five minutes” after Mike Burns left.24  Burns had also been at Lisa’s 

house most of the night and Manning did not dispute that he left just before sunrise, which 

occurred that day at 6:48 a.m.25  Camarena stated in his interview conducted shortly after the 

murder that he and Robert left at about 6 or 7:00 a.m. and that Susan was alone in the house at 

that time.26  Robert testified at trial that after they left Lisa’s house Camarena said to him “let’s 

go back and hit that b--- in the head and rape her.”27  Robert also testified that Camarena drove 

him home and dropped him off.  Robert did not know where Camarena went from there.  

Camarena stated that he went home after dropping Robert off and that his maid named Donya 

saw him there.28  Police never interviewed the maid and Camarena has no alibi for his 

whereabouts after he dropped Robert off at home.   

 

Accordingly, with Manning’s theory that Susan was killed no earlier than 8:05 a.m., Cheri’s 

lawyer was prepared to argue at trial that George Camarena had motive and opportunity to return 

to the house and kill Susan Taylor.  At trial, however, Robert changed his story and testified that 

he and George had left the house at 8:00 a.m.29  Camarena never testified at trial because he fled 

to Mexico after his police interview.30 

 

In his closing argument, Manning stated to the jury that after arriving at Lisa’s house, Cheri 

remained inside for “almost an hour and a half unaccounted for” during which time “she was 

cleaning the crime scene.”31   In other words, Manning places Cheri alone at the scene of the 

crime from 8:05 to 9:15 or 9:30.  This statement, of course, ignores the excruciatingly detailed 

and unrebutted testimony of Ruth Winans that an olive skinned man pulled up to the house at 

exactly 8:15 in Camarena’s car, entered the house, and was gone 5 to 10 minutes later.  In other 

words, the testimony of one of the most reliable witnesses at trial placed at least one other person 

in the house between 8:15 and 8:30, in addition to a total of three cars arriving and leaving at 

separate times between 8:15 and 8:55.  During this time frame, however, Manning’s theory of 

the case requires Cheri Dale to be alone in the house killing Susan Taylor and cleaning up the 

crime scene before leaving undetected no sooner than 9:15 when Sturgeon and Barnette arrived 

and discovered the body.  At this point one might very well ask what happened to the car that 

Cheri allegedly drove to and from the crime scene if there were no cars at the house when 

Winans left at 8:55. 

 

The next person to see anyone at the murder scene was neighbor Laura McGowan who spoke to 

Detective Presley thirty minutes after the 911 call.  Presley’s notes of this interview indicate that 
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McGowan saw a white Jeep, a silvery white Jeep, and an orange old Toyota at the scene between 

9:30 and 9:45.  (Fig. 2). 

 

   

 
 

Figure 2:  Detective Presley’s notes from his interview of neighbor Laura McGowan 
 

 

Lisa Stanton drove a white Jeep.  Kevin Benson drove a silvery white Jeep.  Fatima Kesheshian 

told Detective Wick in her interview that both Lisa and Benson were at the house together that 

morning.32  Jim Abbot and Mark Kountz both drove by the crime scene in an old orange Toyota 

and were stopped by police at 2:30 p.m.  Neither Kountz nor Abbott have any alibi for their 

whereabouts during the time of the murder except, of course, that Abbott said he was with 

Kountz.  Kountz never testified at trial and his girlfriend, Karen Gunther, whom Abbott said he 

woke up at 8:00 a.m., stated to police that Abbott arrived between 6:00 and 8:00 a.m.33  A 

picture of both Kountz and Abbott sitting on the curb being questioned by Presley appeared in a 

newspaper report the day after the murder. (Fig. 3).  The orange old Toyota appears in this 

picture as well.   

 

While McGowan’s observation occurred after the purported time of the murder, it is helpful in 

the sense it places Lisa Stanton’s car at the house at or near the time she originally told police 

she had been there, and refutes her recanted testimony at trial that she arrived that morning for 

the first time at 10:30.  It also places the orange Toyota Kountz and Abbott were driving at the 

scene at 9:30, thereby refuting Abbott’s statement that he was never there until police stopped 

him at 2:30. 

 

 

 
 

Figure 3:  Jim Abbott and Mark Kountz being questioned by police at the crime scene 
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From the observations of the neighbors alone there were four cars at the murder scene between 

8:05 and 8:55 a.m. during which time Cheri was allegedly alone killing Susan Taylor.34  Four 

more cars were seen between 9:30 and 9:45.35  In total, there were eight cars at the scene of the 

crime between the time Cheri was alleged to have arrived and the time Manning alleged the body 

was discovered.  Either way one views the eye-witness testimony of these neighbors, the fact 

remains that of all their descriptions of the occupants of these cars not one even remotely 

matched Cheri Dale or a red Chevy Nova.   

 

No eye witness ever placed Cheri at the scene of the crime at or near the time of the murder, and 

to arrive at the conclusion that she was there is to ignore not only the abundance of testimony 

that persons other than Cheri were there, but also to ignore the complete lack of any evidence 

that these people were not there.  In addition, as described above and elsewhere in this paper, 

every person who initially stated to police that they had been at the house at or near the time of 

the murder either changed their arrival and departure time when testifying at trial, or did not 

testify at all.  In other words, had these witnesses testified consistent with their initial statements 

to investigators they all would have contradicted Manning’s theory that Cheri Dale was at that 

the house alone for an hour and a half while she murdered Susan Taylor. 

 

 

 

 

 

Gerri McGowan’s All Night Party 

 

Gerri McGowan testified at trial that Cheri Dale arrived at her house early on the morning of the 

murder and later left to purchase drugs for the people who had been partying at Gerri’s house all 

night long.  Her testimony is filled with contradictions and inconsistencies.  On August 18, 1994, 

eight months prior to trial, Detective Wick interviewed Gerri in a federal jail where she was 

being held on charges of mail fraud related to welfare checks.  Wick had first heard of Gerri 

from Lisa Stanton during her 1992 interview when Lisa told Wick that Cheri had said she was at 

Gerri’s house.36  During this interview Gerri stated she did not know how Cheri arrived at her 

house and did not know what she was driving at the time, if anything.37  At trial eight months 

later, however, she testified that Cheri later returned driving Roberto Franco’s red Chevy Nova.38   

 

The transcript of Gerri’s interview reads like a classic case of a police officer presenting ideas to 

a witness in the hope that the witness will agree with what the officer is suggesting.  One cannot 

read Gerri’s interview without quickly becoming convinced that she knew absolutely nothing 

and that Detective Wick was trying to get her to agree that Cheri had been at her house the 

morning of the murder driving Franco’s Nova.  Throughout the 46 pages of her interview 

transcript, Gerri stated that she “could not remember” a total of 27 times.  For example, when 

Wick stated “You don’t remember everything,” Hampton replied, “I don’t remember anything 

really,” and when he asked her “[S]o you don’t ever recall Cheri leaving and that, around eight 

o’clock in the morning driving over [to Lisa Stanton’s house]?” she replied, “No, I can’t really 

remember.”39  She repeatedly stated that she could not remember anything and that she wasn’t 

even sure that Cheri had been at her house on the same day of the murder because Cheri visited 
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her house frequently and it was not unusual for her to be there at any given time.  Gerri didn’t 

even remember whether the murder occurred during the first part of the month or at the end of 

the month.40 

 

 

 
 

Figure 4:  Gerri (Hampton) McGowan’s 1994 Interview 

 

 

At trial eight months later, however, her memory had somehow returned and she was able to 

specifically recall seeing Cheri at her house driving Franco’s car in the early morning hours on 

the day of the murder.41  One can only wonder whether the change in her story had anything to 

do with the criminal charges she was facing. 

 

What is immediately striking about Gerri’s interview is that it was Detective Wick, and not 

Gerri, who first made mention of “eighty dollars.”42  Gerri never said that she and her friends 

pooled together $80.00 for Cheri to go and buy drugs.  Rather, she simply agreed with what 

Wick was saying to her.  (Fig. 5). 

 

 

 
 

*   *   * 

 
*   *   * 
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Figure 5:  Gerri (Hampton) McGowan’s 1994 Interview 
 

 

The subject of “eighty dollars” first came up in Cheri’s 1992 interview when she told Wick and 

Manning that she had been partying with friends Gregg and Andy at their apartment and that 

they had given Cheri eighty dollars to go out and buy more drugs.  This is part of Cheri’s story 

and is discussed in detail later on in this paper.  Suffice it say for now that Detective Wick had 

never heard of “eighty dollars” prior to Cheri’s interview, and that he took this part of Cheri’s 

statement and presented it to Gerri McGowan.  With Gerri’s acquiescence, Wick then presented 

it to Manning as “evidence.”  Later on in this paper the reader will find that Wick had knowledge 

that would verify Cheri’s story of being with Gregg and Andy, but that he ignored it and testified 

at trial that he was unable to confirm Cheri’s claim. 

 

Gerri stated in her interview, and testified at trial, that she specifically remembered her husband, 

Joseph McGowan, being at her house on the morning in question.43  In her police interview, she 

suggested Wick speak to her husband.  Wick took Gerri’s advice and interviewed her husband on 

October 17, 1994.  During that interview Joseph stated he had not been at Gerri’s house that 

night or in the morning.  This statement directly contradicts Gerri’s testimony that he had been at 

her house on the day of the murder.  Joseph McGowan was not called to testify at Cheri’s trial. 

 

 

Gerri also testified at trial that she had two children at the time of the murder.  When Manning 

asked her who was living at her residence “in December ’89 and January of 1990,” she 

answered, “My husband, myself, I had two children, and my parents.”44  This statement is false.  

At the time of the murder, Gerri was pregnant with her second child born six months later on 

July 17, 1990.  Her first child was born on May 19, 1988 and was just twenty months old at the 

time of the murder.  Accordingly, she had only one child on the day of the murder.  Although 

Gerri told Wick during her interview that Cheri often baby sat her kids,45 she also testified that 

the last time she saw Cheri was “three days after” the murder,46 although she said “two or three 

months” during her interview.47  Again, this latter statement has to be false because Gerri had 

only one child on the day of the murder.  Nonetheless, Manning repeated this false testimony 

during closing argument when he stated to the jury, “Gerry McGowan. . . .  Cheri used to watch 

the kids.”48  With this revelation, there can be no doubt that Gerri McGowan did not accurately 

recollect the day of the murder.  Accordingly, Manning’s theory that Cheri had been at Gerri’s 

house on the morning of the murder falls apart with Gerri’s own testimony. 

 

There is more.  During Gerri’s interview with Detective Wick she stated that the day Cheri came 

to visit her was soon after her husband had been released from prison; that he had just gotten out 

of prison about thirty days earlier.49  Gerri repeated this statement at trial, stating that her 

husband was not using methamphetamine that night because he was not using drugs “when he 

first came out of prison.”50  Again, this cannot be the day of Susan Taylor’s murder because 

Gerri’s husband had been released from prison in July of 1989, six months prior to the murder.  

Cheri’s defense lawyer tried to capitalize on this point at trial, but the judge cut him off believing 

it was not relevant.51 

 

In January of 2013 the author of this paper located and spoke with Gerri McGowan.  She 

confirmed that at the time of her interview with Detective Wick she had no way of knowing 
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whether Cheri Dale had visited her house on the morning of the murder, January 25, 1990.  She 

stated that Detective Wick had pressured her into agreeing with him and that her trial testimony 

was false.  She stated that she was more than willing to testify to these facts and that she was “a 

strong woman who would not be pushed around again.” 

 

There also is a question as to whether the all night party Gerri described actually took place on 

the night she said it did.  In establishing an alibi for Jim Abbott, a drug addict who had scratches 

on his face the day of the murder that were not there the night before, Manning informed the 

court that Abbott had visited Gerri’s house early that morning to fix a bicycle tire.52  Abbott 

stated in his September 2, 1994 interview that he never went into the house, but spoke to Gerri’s 

father who told him that Gerri had not been there at all that night.53  Abbott did not remember 

anyone being there except for Gerri’s father and no one came or left the house while he was 

there.54  Detective Wick later interviewed Gerri father and he confirmed that Abbot had stopped 

by to fix a bicycle tire, but he could not remember the exact date. 
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Roberto Franco’s Red Chevy Nova 

 

The next problem with Manning’s theory was Roberto Franco’s red Chevy Nova.  On the day of 

the murder Cheri did not own a car, so it was essential that Wick and Manning show that Cheri 

had access to a car because, in addition to motive, Manning had to prove she had the opportunity 

to commit the crime.  If Cheri did not have a car, she could not have been at the crime scene 

alone, or at all for that matter.   

 

Gerri McGowan testified at trial that Cheri was driving Franco’s red Chevy Nova when she 

returned to Gerri’s house supposedly on the morning of the murder.55  Gerri’s testimony is 

extremely suspect because when Wick had interviewed her eight months earlier he asked how 

Cheri had gotten to her house and she replied “Walked probably.”56  Wick then told her that 

Cheri had said she drove a small red car to her house.57 (Fig. 6).  Here again is an example of 

Wick presenting scenarios to Gerri in an attempt to get her to agree with him. 

 

 

 

 
 

Figure 6:  Gerri (Hampton) McGowan’s 1994 Interview 
 

 

At this point, Wick had never heard of Franco’s red Chevy Nova, so the significance of his 

suggesting to Gerri McGowan that Cheri drove a small red car to her house on the day of the 

murder is about to unfold as Gerri tells him the only small red car she knows of is Franco’s 

Nova.  (Fig. 7). 
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Figure 7:  Gerri (Hampton) McGowan’s 1994 Interview 

 

 

The line of questioning in Figure 7 is incredible.  Wick literally manufactured a story and 

presented it Gerri McGowan.  Despite Gerri’s uncertainty as to what Wick was telling her, she 

would later testify under oath at trial eight months later with a level of certainty that compels one 

to question whether she was coerced.  There is no other plausible explanation.  

 

It gets worse.  When Wick tried to get Gerri to agree specifically whether Cheri was driving 

Franco’s car on the day of the murder she stated, “I’m not sure.”58  (Fig. 8).  Compare this to 

Gerri’s trial testimony eight months later where she stated, “She had Roberto’s red four-door 

Nova.”59 

 

 

 
 

Figure 8:  Gerri (Hampton) McGowan’s 1994 Interview 

 

 

Even if McGowan’s testimony was credible, which it clearly is not, it is simply not plausible for 

the following reason:  Roberto Franco had been arrested three months prior to the murder and 

had been sentenced to two years in prison.  He could not therefore have lent his car to anyone, let 

alone Cheri Dale. 
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After Franco was released from prison a few years later, Detective Wick interviewed him while 

sitting in Wick’s unmarked police car.  This interview was recorded on audio tape.  Wick asked 

Franco no less than eight times during this interview whether he had ever lent his car to Cheri 

Dale and Franco consistently answered that he had not, and that he had never lent his car to 

anyone else for that matter: 

 
WICK:  “Anybody else ever borrow your car and keep it for several hours?” 

 

FRANCO: “No.” 

 

WICK:  “You’re sure of that?” 
 

FRANCO: “Yes, positive.  I used it a lot back and forth from work and to do the things that 

I had to do.” 

 

Franco also stated that he had purchased the car before Christmas of 1989 and had it for “two or 

three months.”  Because he had been in jail since October of 1989, he had to have purchased it 

prior to August of 1989.  The audio tape of Franco’s interview was transcribed, but never 

presented to the jury.  It was presented to Cheri’s defense lawyer, but he apparently never read it. 

 

The reader should keep in mind that Manning’s entire theory as to Gerri McGowan’s all night 

party and Roberto Franco’s red Chevy Nova was created after Cheri was indicted by the Grand 

Jury.  Manning’s case as presented to the Grand Jury was that Cheri had “borrowed a car from a 

guy, a male -- possibly a Camaro,” and drove it to Lisa’s house.60  After Wick spoke to Gerri 

McGowan in jail four months later, Manning’s entire theory of the case changed and all of 

Wick’s efforts then became focused on finding evidence that Cheri had driven Franco’s car to 

her house that morning.  With Wick’s manufactured story of Gerri’s all night party and Franco’s 

red Chevy Nova, Manning was able to present “evidence” that Cheri had the opportunity to 

commit the crime.  Without Wick’s story Manning would have had no evidence that Cheri had 

the opportunity to commit the crime and she likely would have been acquitted. 
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THE HAIR EVIDENCE 

 

 

 

The Missing Hair Samples 

 

Two years after Susan Taylor’s murder the case had essentially grown cold.  No one was 

actively investigating it and police apparently had no suspects.  At this time, Detective Wick, a 

narcotics detective, was granted permission to look into the matter.  Wick testified to the Grand 

Jury that on January 7, 1992, he accessed the evidence locker at the Carlsbad Police station, 

gathered up all of the evidence and took it to Deputy District Attorney Tom Manning’s office for 

review.61  He also told the Grand Jury that “almost immediately” upon his return to the police 

station he noticed that two evidence envelopes labeled #14 and #15 were missing.62  He stated 

that when he removed the evidence from his unmarked police car they fell behind his seat.63   

 

These envelopes contained a strand of hair found clutched in Susan Taylor’s hand and other hair 

fragments from the crime scene.  Wick told no one about the missing evidence for over a month.   

Thereafter, he informed Detective Presley that two evidence envelopes were missing.  Presley 

was one of the first officers to arrive at the murder scene and was the lead detective on the case 

for a time.  It was he who had checked the evidence in to the police locker after retrieving it from 

the San Diego County Sheriff’s crime laboratory two years earlier.  Presley wrote a report on 

February 10, 1992 stating that he gone to the locker room and confirmed that the evidence was in 

fact missing. 

 

Although Detective Wick testified to the Grand Jury that he took the evidence to Manning’s 

office and lost Items 14 and 15 when he removed the evidence from his car, he later testified 

under cross examination at Cheri’s trial that he never checked Items 14 or 15 out of the evidence 

room, that they were missing before he accessed the evidence locker, and that he never had 

possession of them, despite the fact that they were found in his car nine months later.64 

 

On June 11, 1992, while the hair evidence was still missing, Detective Wick and Manning 

travelled to Texas to interview Cheri Dale and obtain samples of her hair for comparison to 

fragments of hair found at the crime scene that had not gone missing.  On June 26, 1992, Wick 

sent these samples to police laboratory technician Rose Neth for analysis.  Ms. Neth issued her 

report on September 4, 1992.  The result was that “no conclusion could be reached as to the 

possible source of the hair fragments” found at the crime scene.  Twenty-five days later the 

missing hair was found.   

 

On September 29, 1992, Detective Wick wrote a report stating that Sgt. Spencer had “found” the 

missing hair evidence between the seats of Wick’s unmarked police vehicle.   According to 

Wick, the evidence was still in its original containers and the containers were still sealed in their 
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original state.65  Although the evidence had been missing for nearly nine months, Wick testified 

to the Grand Jury and at trial that it had only been missing for “sixty to ninety days.”66 

 

After the hairs were found in Wick’s car they were sent to Rose Neth for another comparison to 

Cheri Dale’s hair.  On December 16, 1992, Neth issued her second report stating that “the 

differences [between the hair samples] are not sufficient to eliminate [Cheri Dale] as being a 

possible source.” 

 

In other words, after the hair evidence went missing, Detective Wick obtained hair samples from 

Cheri Dale and sent them to the lab for comparison with other samples of hair found at the scene.  

The laboratory report concluded that these hairs could not be matched to Cheri Dale.  Twenty-

five days later, Wick found the missing hair and sent it to the lab for another comparison and 

again the report concluded that the hair cannot be matched to Cheri Dale.   

 

Thereafter, on June 17, 1993, Detective Wick sent the “found” evidence to a DNA laboratory for 

testing.  The report of that testing stated that the two hair samples “shared the same DQ Alpha 

Type, a characteristic that occurs in 21% of the population,” and concluded that “Cheri Dale 

cannot be excluded as the source of the DNA obtained from the hair from the victim’s left 

hand.”67 

 

 

The Perjured Arrest Warrant 

 

Despite the two inconclusive hair comparisons and the DNA report that stated Cheri “cannot be 

excluded,” Detective Wick prepared an arrest affidavit stating the laboratory had concluded that 

Cheri’s hair and the hairs in Susan’s hand “were similar in all respects.”  This statement was 

patently false, and since District Attorney Thomas Manning signed this arrest warrant under oath 

it was therefore perjury.  With the warrant, Cheri was arrested in Texas and later released upon 

voluntarily agreeing to return to California on her own.  Upon her arrival in California, she was 

taken into custody where she remained until February 22, 1994 when Judge Rogers conducted a 

hearing on her Motion for Bail Review.   

 

At that hearing, Cheri’s first lawyer informed the judge of the perjured arrest warrant.  At the 

conclusion of the hearing, Judge Rogers took the unprecedented step of releasing a first degree 

murder defendant on her own recognizance.  He also ordered that the hearing be continued to 

April 20, 1994 to determine whether the case against Cheri should be dismissed.  On that date, 

Manning appeared in court and informed Judge Rogers that he was in a Grand Jury proceeding 

that morning and asked that the matter be moved to 1:30 p.m.  What he failed to tell Judge 

Rogers was that the Grand Jury proceeding was actually on Cheri’s case.  In other words, 

Manning was attempting to circumvent the inevitable scrutiny of Judge Rogers by obtaining a 

“backdoor” indictment from the Grand Jury.  Once the Grand Jury handed down its indictment, 

the case was removed from Judge Rogers’ jurisdiction and he never heard the matter again. 
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Discrepancies in the Microscopic Hair Analyses  

 

 
The Two Analyses of Cheri Dale’s Hair 

 

In addition to the chain of custody issue, what is immediately problematic about Rose Neth’s 

microscopic hair comparisons are the differences between Cheri Dale’s first and second hair 

samples.  In conducting her comparisons, Neth utilized charts to identify the particular 

characteristics of the hair, including color, width, texture pigmentation, and medulla.  The 

medulla is the center of the hair which can be a hollow tube, or filled with cells. In some people 

the medulla is absent, in others it is fragmented or segmented, and in others it is continuous or 

even doubled. The medulla can contain pigment granules or be unpigmented.  Forensic 

investigators classify hair into five different groups depending on the appearance of the medulla.  

The charts from Neth’s first and second hair comparisons of Cheri’s hair are depicted alongside 

one another in Figures 9 and 10, and reproduced in full as Exhibits “B” and “C” at the end of this 

paper. 

 

 

 
 

Figure 9:  Chart from Rose Neth’s September 4, 1992 analysis describing Cheri Dale’s hair. 

 

 

 

 
 

Figure 10:  Chart from Rose Neth’s December 16, 1992 analysis describing Cheri Dale’s hair 
 

 

A cursory view of these two hair charts reveals that the description of Cheri’s hair sample in 

Neth’s second comparison is significantly different from that in her first comparison.  Whereas 

in the first comparison, Cheri’s hairs were nearly all red brown with some dark brown,  the 

second comparison describes her hairs as nearly all light brown with none dark brown.  

Moreover, the second comparison reveals the presence of trichorrexis nodosa, a condition caused 

by chemical damage to the hair.  This condition was not noted in the first comparison.  Cheri was 
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working as a painter in Texas when Wick and Manning interviewed her in 1992.  She stated in 

her interview that she often used paint thinner to get the paint out of her hair.  This is a likely 

explanation for the presence of trichorrexis nodosa.68  If she had this condition, however, it 

should have been present in both samples.  Additionally, the author of this paper questions why, 

after finding the “missing” hair, Detective Wick sent a second sample of Cheri’s hair to Rose 

Neth when her hair had already been examined a few months earlier, before the missing hair had 

been found.  Could Neth not have used her first examination report as a comparison to the hairs 

found in Wick’s car? 

 

 
The Analysis of Victim Susan Taylor’s Hair 

 

The inconsistencies in Cheri’s hair comparisons are compounded by further inconsistencies in 

the description of Susan Taylor’s known hair samples taken at her autopsy.  In Rose Neth’s first 

report, she divided Susan Taylor’s hair samples into two categories, long and short.  The short 

hairs measured from 1 to 1 ¾ inches in length and are depicted in her chart as hairs a) through i).  

The long hairs measured from 6 ¾ to 7 inches in length and are depicted in her chart as hairs j) 

through m).  (Fig. 11 and Exhibit “B”). 

 

 

 

    
 

Figure 11:  Chart from Rose Neth’s September 4, 1992 analysis describing victim Susan Taylor’s hair 
 

 

Even a cursory view of this chart reveals that the short hairs (a through i) are vastly different 

from the four longer hairs at the bottom of the chart (j through m).  The short hairs are all either 

light brown or medium brown, while each of the long hairs are each multicolored light, medium 

and dark brown.  Moreover, whereas nearly all the short hairs have a segmented medulla, nearly 

all of the long hairs have no medulla at all.  The long hairs also have different pigmentation than 

the short hairs.  All of the long hairs have been color treated, while none of the short hairs reveal 

color treatment.  Finally, all of the short hairs have cut ends and no roots, while the long hairs 

have dark roots and frayed tips.  This later observation indicates that the long hairs were pulled 

from the head, while the short hairs were cut. 

 

The inescapable conclusion here is that the long and short hairs could not have both come from 

Susan Taylor.  They are dramatically different in nearly all respects and it is probably for this 

reason that Rose Neth wrote at the bottom of the chart “no conclusion.”  The presence of these 
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two different types of hair in the same sample strongly suggests that the evidence was tampered 

with, and the fact that Wick “lost” and then nine months later “found” the clutched hair evidence 

lends credibility to this suggestion. 

 

 
The Small Hair Fragments 

 

In addition to Cheri and Susan’s hair samples, Rose Neth also was provided other hair samples 

for her first analysis.  These samples arrived in three separate envelopes labeled Item #8 “right 

upper arm,” Item #7 “hair found on victim’s back,” and Item #4 “left hand.”  Neth’s hand-

written notes indicate the envelope labeled Item #7 arrived at her laboratory empty.  One can 

only wonder what happened to the hairs in this envelope.  Items #8 and #4 are depicted below 

and appear on the same chart below Susan Taylor’s hairs.  (Fig. 12 and Exhibit “B”). 

 

 

 

   
 

Figure 12:  Chart from Rose Neth’s September 4, 1992 analysis describing other hair found at the crime scene. 

 

 

The hair samples in Items #8 and #4 present further inconsistencies.  The four hairs in Item #8 

were fragments found near the victim’s right upper arm.  They are described as medium to dark 

brown in color, and are straight or slightly bent.  They are medium to coarse in diameter, are cut 

and have no roots.  The pigmentation is fine to even and coarse to even, and they have both 

absent and segmented medullas.  The three hairs in Item #4 were fragments found near the 

victim’s left hand, the same area where the missing strands of hair were found.  They are 

described as medium to dark brown in color, and are bent or slightly curled.  They have medium 

diameters.  One of the hairs has cut ends and no roots, while the other two have fine, lightly 

frayed tips and no roots.  The pigmentation is coarse to even, and they have only segmented 

medullas.  Most significant, however, is that the hairs in item #4 are “blood crusted.” 

 

In terms of comparison to Cheri and Susan’s hair, Item #8 is consistent with Susan’s short hairs 

(a through i) in that they have cut ends.  This in turn is consistent with being cut at her autopsy.  

Item #8 is also consistent with hairs “a through i” in color, scaling, diameter and pigmentation.  

The Item #4 hairs, however, are not consistent with Susan’s autopsy hairs in that they are not 

scissor cut and have different color and pigmentation.  The Item #4 hairs also are not consistent 

with Cheri’s hair in that they have different diameters, medulla and pigmentation.  Accordingly, 
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it appears that the hair fragments labeled Item #4 found near Susan’s left hand are neither her 

own nor Cheri’s. 

 
The “Missing” Hair found clutched in the Victim’s Hand 

 

Once the missing strands of hair found clutched in Susan Taylor’s hand were “found” in 

Detective Wick’s car nine months after they disappeared, Wick sent them to the Sheriff’s 

laboratory for comparison to Cheri Dale’s hair samples taken in Texas.  The evidence was sent in 

two envelopes labeled Item #14 “Hairs on carpet next to victim,” and Item #15 “Hairs on 

victim’s left hand.”  In her analysis, Rose Neth described Item #14 as a “scissor cut lock” of 

blond to light or medium brown hair.  They had no roots and were darker and coarser in 

pigmentation than Cheri Dale’s hair.  They also appeared color treated and/or bleached.  Neth 

similarly described Item #15 as a “scissor cut lock” of blond to light or medium brown hair.  

Like Item #14, they also had no roots, were darker and coarser in pigmentation than Cheri Dale’s 

hair, and also appeared color treated and/or bleached. The main difference between the two was 

that the hairs found clutched in the victim’s hand were “blood crusted.”   

 

What is immediately striking about Rose Neth’s observations of these hairs is that they were 

scissor cut and had no roots, meaning they were cut from the head of the person they came from, 

rather than pulled out as one would imagine during a fight.  Charles Merritt, a technician in Rose 

Neth’s laboratory, observed the same thing two years earlier and testified to the Grand Jury 

regarding this observation.69  (Fig. 13). 

 

 

 
 

Figure 13:  Charles Merritt’s Grand Jury testimony 

 

 

Only two conclusions can be drawn from Neth and Merritt’s observations: 1) If the hairs came 

from Susan’s assailant, they must have either been scissor cut during the fight, which seems 

unlikely; or 2) they were cut at some other time and placed in Susan’s hand after she was dead.  

A third conclusion is that the hair evidence in Item #14 was tampered with. 

 

On this topic it is interesting to note that although Rose Neth’s report clearly states that the hairs 

in Susan’s hand were scissor cut, Manning in his opening argument at trial stated to the jury that 

the hairs had been cut with the hatchet murder weapon which, incidentally, was never found:  

“The hair was clutched in her hand.  It looked like it had been cut at both ends, consistent with 

the hatchet at some point slicing the hair.  Hair being pulled and the hatchet slicing it.”70  During 

trial, and outside the presence of the jury, DDA Manning argued to the judge that certain 

photographs of Susan Taylor should be shown to the jury, “[b]ecause my theory of the case is 
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these two women are in a fight, there’s grabbing.  And the hatchet is what actually cuts the hair 

because her hair is cut at both ends except for the – the two or three with roots that were actually 

pulled out of the scalp.”71 

 

Not only are Manning’s statements contrary to the observations of his own trained crime lab 

technicians, they are simply not plausible.  Manning is asking the judge and jury to believe that 

an axe hammer hatchet can cut a few strands of hair so cleanly that the cuts are mistakenly 

identified by two trained forensic technicians as scissor cuts.  When scissors cut a hair they leave 

a clean beveled cut.  A hatchet would leave the hair crushed at the end, something a microscope 

certainly would reveal.  To be sure, the medical examiner who conducted the autopsy testified to 

the Grand Jury and described the murder weapon as “something in the nature of a small hatchet, 

something that would had a – an edge, but not a real sharp edge like a knife, probably something 

in the range of an inch and a half or two inches.”72  Manning’s assertion that a hatchet cut the 

hairs is an attempt to explain the unexplainable fact that the hairs could not have been scissor cut 

during the fight. 

 

Having twice failed to show that the hair found clutched in the victim’s hand came from Cheri 

Dale, Detective Wick on June 17, 1993 again removed several items from the evidence locker, 

including items #14 and #15, and this time sent them to a DNA laboratory in Maryland for 

testing.  The August 2, 1993 report of that testing stated that the two hair samples “shared the 

same DQ Alpha Type, a characteristic that occurs in 21% of the population.”73  The report 

concluded that “Cheri Dale cannot be excluded as the source of the DNA obtained from the hair 

from the victim’s left hand.”  This DNA Report is reproduced as Exhibit “D” at the back of this 

paper.  The following is the prosecution’s description of the results of that testing (Fig. 14):74 

 

 

 
 

Figure 14:   August 11, 1994 Memorandum in Opposition to Defense Motion to Dismiss  
for Outrageous Conduct by the Prosecution. 

 

 

The problem with these results is obvious: Rose Neth previously stated in her 1992 microscopic 

analysis that the hair found clutched in Susan’s hand was “scissor cut” and therefore had “no 

roots.”  Paula Yates could not then have found any roots with which to perform her DNA 

comparison unless, of course, the hair had been tampered with in the interim.   At the February 

22, 1994 hearing before Judge Rogers, prosecutor Manning tried to explain away this obvious 

contradiction by stating that the DNA laboratory technician looked through the whole lock of 

hair and found one root.75  (Fig. 15). 
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Figure 15:  DDA Manning’s statement to Judge Rogers, February 22, 1994 

 

 

In order to believe Manning’s statement to Judge Rogers in Figure 15 one has to believe that the 

DNA laboratory was able to find one hair that had a root amongst the lock of hair found clutched 

in the victim’s hand, which previously had been described by Rose Neth as scissor cut and 

therefore having no roots. 

 

 

DNA Excludes Cheri Dale as the Source of the Hair in the Victim’s Hand 

 

After the first DNA test was performed, a more sophisticated testing method became available 

and the hairs were again compared utilizing this method.  The Report of these test results was 

issued on May 20, 1994 and confirmed that the hair found clutched in the victim’s hand could 

not have come from Cheri Dale.  (Fig. 16 and Exhibit “E” at the back of this paper).  However, 

this result came too late to keep Cheri from standing trial.  One month earlier, the Grand Jury had 

returned an indictment against her for first degree murder.  Had this DNA report been issued one 

month earlier it is highly unlikely that the Grand Jury would have indicted Cheri. 

 

 

 
 

Figure 16:  May 20, 1994 Report of Laboratory DNA testing excluding Cheri Dale 

 

 

The timing of this second DNA report that excluded Cheri Dale raises serious questions.  

According to Manning, after the first test was performed in June of 1993, Paula Yates advised 

him that a new and more sophisticated testing kit had been developed.  With this new test, 

Manning requested Yates perform another examination, the results of which ultimately excluded 

Cheri.76  Ms. Yates testified at trial as follows: 
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Figure 17:  Transcript Paula Yates’ trial testimony regarding the second DNA test, page 1078. 

 

 

From Yates’ testimony in Figure 17 we see that her second report excluding Cheri Dale was 

dated May 20, 1994, less than a month after the grand jury indictment was handed down.  Yet, 

when Yates offered to look at her notes to determine exactly when the test was completed 

Manning interrupted her and said “I’ll get at the report when we get the information.”  He never 

again brought up the subject and neither did Cheri’s defense lawyer.  The author of this paper 

suggests the possibility that the testing was completed prior to the Grand Jury’s indictment and 

that Manning likely knew of the results at that time but did not discuss them.  Paula Yates’ notes 

should be examined to determine whether this is in fact the case. 

 

The second DNA report came out one full year after the first, and just one month after Cheri was 

indicted by the grand jury.  This begs the question why it took so long for the second test.  The 

answer plainly contradicts Manning’s implied assertion that he requested the second test shortly 

after the first test results came out.  In reality, Manning did not send any samples to the DNA 

laboratory until May of 1994, nearly a full year later. 

 

 

“The Hair turned out to be the Victim’s” 

 

With Cheri Dale excluded as the source of the hair found in Susan’s hand, any jury likely would 

acquit Cheri by concluding that the hair belonged to the real killer who remained at large.  

Accordingly, one would expect Manning to reconsider prosecuting Cheri for the crime, but he 

did not.  Instead, he and Detective Wick immediately attempted to show that the hair actually 

came from victim Susan Taylor herself, and not from an unknown person present at the murder 

scene. 

 
The 1990 Microscopic Analysis: “Visually Different” 

 

The problem with Manning’s theory that the hair belonged to Susan is that on March 9, 1990, 

two years before the hairs went missing, Sheriff’s Department crime technician Charles Merritt 

performed a thorough microscopic examination of these hairs, noting every one of their physical 

features.77 (Fig. 18).    
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Figure 18:  Charles Merritt’s Grand Jury testimony 

 

 

Merritt compared the physical characteristics of these hairs to Susan Taylor’s hair samples taken 

at her autopsy and reported that they were “visually different.”78  (Fig. 19).  Merritt’s full report 

is reproduced as Exhibit “A” at the back of this paper. 

 

 

 
 

Figure 19:  Charles Merritt’s March 9, 1990 microscopic analysis of the hair found clutched in the victim’s hand. 
 

 

Merritt later testified to the Grand Jury that the hairs found in clutched in Susan’s hand were 

“dissimilar to . . .  the victim in this case.”79 (Fig. 20).   

 

 

 
 

Figure 20:  Charles Merritt’s Grand Jury testimony 

 

 

In other words, Merritt’s scientific conclusion was that the hairs found clutched in Susan 

Taylor’s hand were not her own.  Despite this conclusion, and despite the fact that the police 

department’s own crime lab technician reported that the hairs had been “scissor cut,” Manning 

and Wick scrambled to confirm their own contrary theory that the hairs belonged to Susan 

herself.  Seven days after DNA excluded Cheri Dale as the source of the hair, Manning and Wick 

sent various samples of blood, including the victim’s own blood drawn at the autopsy, to the 

DNA laboratory for comparison to the strands of hair.  What Manning did with the report of that 

comparison is so egregious that it rises to the level of gross prosecutorial misconduct. 
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The 1994 DNA Test: Misrepresentation of “Confirmation” 

 

On June 24, 1994, Cellmark Laboratories issued a report stating it had analyzed a small amount 

of blood found on the victim’s shirt and concluded that the donor of that blood “cannot be 

excluded as the source” of the hair found clutched in the victim’s hand.  Prosecutor Manning 

used this report to conclude that the hair in question actually came from victim Susan Taylor, 

thereby diffusing any question that it could have come from someone else.  The problem here is 

that the report also stated that the approximate frequencies in the Caucasian population of the 

DNA types obtained from these two samples is 1 in 950.  That can hardly be described as a 

match.  This DNA Report is reproduced as Exhibit “F” at the back of this paper. 

 

The District Attorney’s office itself expressed doubt in the conclusiveness of this report as early 

as August 11, 1994 when another prosecutor filed a response to Cheri’s motion to dismiss on the 

basis of Manning’s misconduct.  In that response, Manning’s office recited the DNA population 

frequency of 1 in 950 and stated, “These results apparently indicate the clutched hair was the 

victim’s own hair.” (emphasis added)80  (Fig. 21).  Manning never told the jury that the results 

“apparently” indicated it was Susan’s own hair.  Rather, he told the jury that it was her own hair.  

The irony is here is that the initial DNA report that could not exclude Cheri as the source of the 

hair stated the frequency was 1 in 5 (21%).81  Since that report was ultimately proved wrong, 

why didn’t Manning ever consider the possibility that Susan’s report of 1 in 950 could also be 

wrong?  The answer is that he didn’t feel he needed to because that should have been the job of 

Cheri’s lawyer, but he simply relied on Manning’s representation and never bothered to 

independently confirm it himself. 

 

 

 
 

Figure 21:  Proescution’s memorandum in opposition to Defense motion dismiss for misconduct 
 

 

Armed with this latest DNA report, Manning’s office advised Judge Gill during a pretrial hearing 

that “the case has changed significantly because we ultimately found out the hair belongs to the 

victim.”82 

 

 

 
 

Figure 22:  DDA Manning’s opening statement to the jury, page 175. 
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Manning himself wasted no time in telling the jury in opening argument that DNA testing had 

confirmed that the hair found clutched in Susan Taylor’s hand was in fact her own hair.83  He 

even went so far as to ask narrative “questions” of Detective Wick regarding his DNA theory.84  

(Fig. 23). 

 

 

 

 
 

Figure 23:  DDA Manning’s direct examination of Detective Wick at trial 

 

 

The question in Figure 23 is classic example of a “leading” question which should have brought 

an immediate objection from Cheri’s defense lawyer, but it did not.  Through his direct 

examination of Wick, Manning was able to communicate something to the jury for which he had 

no evidentiary support. 

 

Manning’s theory is simply not plausible.  In order for the hairs found clutched in the victim’s 

hand to have been her own hairs, the victim would have had to reach up, grab her own hair and 

cut it with a pair of scissors, all the while struggling for her life against her assailant.  So 

convincing was Manning that he even convinced Cheri’s own lawyer who stated to the judge at 

trial, “It’s her own hair anyway, so what does it matter what color it was?”85  Cheri’s lawyer also 

stated during closing argument, “granted, it turned out to be the victim’s hair, but it’s something 

very troubling about this case.”86 

 
Prosecutorial Mistake or Misconduct? 

 

One might be inclined to believe that prosecutor Manning simply misunderstood the DNA test 

results and honestly believed those results confirmed that the hair found clutched in Susan’s hand 

was her own.  Indeed, it is hard to believe that a prosecutor would blatantly lie to a jury and a 

court of law in order to convict an innocent woman.  Yet, if the reader of this paper finds any 

difficulty in believing that Manning did lie about the DNA results then the following should 

remove all doubt.   

 

On January 20, 1995, a hearing was held before Judge Gill on Cheri’s motion to dismiss the case 

against her on grounds that the delay in prosecuting her had left many favorable witnesses either 

dead or missing.  During this hearing, Judge Gill asked Manning why Judge Charles Rogers had 

released Cheri on her own recognizance soon after she was arrested.87  The following 

conversation then took place (Fig. 24): 
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Figure 24:  Transcript of pretrial hearing held January 20, 1995 

 

 

Manning’s statement to Judge Gill in Figure 24 is patently false.  The hearing in front of Judge 

Rogers took place on February 22, 1994 and during that hearing Manning made no such 

representation.  Manning never suggested to Judge Rogers that the hair found in the victim’s 

hand was her own because the DNA report he referenced was not completed until June 24, 1994, 

four months later.  It is therefore beyond cavil that Manning lied to Judge Gill. 

 

Further removing any doubt as to Manning’s incredulous conduct is his direct examination of 

laboratory technician Charles Merritt at trial.  Manning knew that Merritt previously had 

concluded that the hair found clutched in Susan’s hand was “dissimilar” to her own hair and the 

hair of an early suspect, Michael Burns.  In fact, Merritt had testified to the Grand Jury a year 

earlier that these hairs were “dissimilar to . . .  the victim in this case.”88  Yet, when Manning 

asked him about this conclusion at trial, he only asked about Burns hair, and not Susan’s.89  (Fig. 

25). 

 

 

 
 

Figure 25:  Charles Merritt’s trial testimony. 

 

 

Manning did not ask Merritt about his conclusion regarding the comparison of Susan’s hair to 

the hair found in her hand because he did not want the jury to know about it, lest it undermine his 
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theory that it was “in fact” her own hair.  Further, because Cheri’s defense lawyer believed 

Manning’s theory, he did not ask Merritt about his conclusion either. 

 
Academic Studies Contradict the Prosecution’s DNA Theory 

 

The above discussion raises the obvious question of how a microscopic analysis that excludes a 

person as the donor of a hair sample can later be overturned by DNA testing.  The answer to this 

question is that such an event is highly unlikely.  A microscopic analysis of two hair samples 

compares all their physical characteristics to determine whether they could have come from the 

same person.  For example, a microscopic analysis can determine the race of the person the hair 

came from.  If one hair was Negroid in origin and the other Caucasion, then no amount of DNA 

analysis can ever overturn a microscopic exclusion of the one from the other. Likewise, if other 

physical characteristics of the hairs are sufficiently different, a forensic technician will exclude 

the two from having originated from the same person, such as Charles Merritt did when he 

reported that Susan’s hair was “visually different” from the hair found clutched in her hand.90  

Indeed, academic studies have shown that when standard laboratory protocol is adhered to, a 

microscopic analysis that excludes a person as the donor of a hair sample is conclusive and will 

not be overturned by DNA testing.   

 

In 2002, Professor Max Houck, Ph.D, of West Virginia University, and Bruce Budowle, Ph.D, a 

Senior scientist at the FBI Laboratory in Washington, D.C., published an article on microsopic 

hair analysis.  They concluded that “microscopical comparison can reliably exclude hairs,” and 

that DNA testing is not necessary to confirm or disprove a microscopic exclusion of one person 

as the donor of a particular hair sample.91  In 2009, Cary T. Oien, the Unit Chief of the Trace 

Evidence Unit at the FBI Laboratory in Quantico, Virginia published an article regarding 

microscopic comparison of hair.  She stated that “If an examiner is properly trained and follows 

appropriate procedures, then the probability of an incorrect exclusion . . . is minimal.”92   

 

Charles Merritt previously had excluded Susan Taylor as the donor of the hair found clutched in 

her hand.  Try as he might, Manning was unable to obtain a DNA report stating anything 

different from what Merritt had concluded.  The hair did not belong to the victim, and since 

DNA testing concluded that it also did not belong to Cheri Dale, then the person who left that 

hair in Susan Taylor’s hand remains at large today. 

 
The DNA Tests that Never Were: The Victim’s Blood and Hair 

 

There was another way to determine whether the hair belonged to Susan.  An entire vile of 

Susan’s blood had been taken at her autopsy.  An analysis of the DNA from this vile of blood 

would have conclusively shown whether it matched the hair found in Susan’s hand.  Incredibly, 

this vile of blood was not sent to the DNA laboratory until after Cheri Dale had been indicted.  

When the analysis was performed, the laboratory reported that it was unable to obtain a DNA 

type from this blood, specifically, that “no polymerase chain reaction products were obtained 

when an extract [of the victim’s blood] was amplified” during the DNA test.93  A polymerase 

chain reaction, also known as PCR, is the amplification of a single or a few copies of a piece of 

DNA across several orders of magnitude, generating thousands to millions of copies of a 

particular DNA sequence.  A sample of blood the size of a pinhead is all that is required to obtain 

a PCR. 
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In lay terms, the DNA report stated that the laboratory tried to obtain a PCR, but was unable to 

do so, and therefore could not determine the DNA sequence of Susan’s blood.  Yet, if the 

laboratory was able to obtain a PCR and get a DNA sequence from a small sample of blood on 

Susan’s shirt, why were they unable to do so from an entire vile of blood?  The answer is simple:  

They did not try hard enough.  There are at least 16 known reasons why a PCR might not be 

obtained from a testing sample and for each of these reasons there is specific remedy.94  In other 

words, a failure to obtain a PCR it is not uncommon and there are numerous protocols to follow 

in the event of such failure.95  The laboratory had an entire vile full of Susan’s blood.  All they 

had to do was diagnose the problem and try again, but apparently they did not.  This blood vile 

was the only way to conclusively determine whether the DNA from the hair in Susan’s hand 

matched her own DNA.  There is absolutely no reason why the most sophisticated DNA testing 

equipment available at the time could not identify Susan’s DNA type from an entire vile of her 

blood.   

 

Upon receiving the June 24, 1994 DNA Report stating that the laboratory could not obtain a PCR 

from the vile of Susan’s blood, one would expect Manning to request a second attempt, but he 

did not.  Instead, on August 18, 1994, he merely sent “one blood swatch attached to a card 

labeled ‘Taylor, Susan. . .’” to the laboratory for comparison.  (Fig. 26).  A swatch is defined a 

small sample of blood, usually attached to a piece of cloth, that is submitted to a laboratory for 

testing and analysis.  Why would Manning send to the laboratory a small sample of what he 

and/or Wick themselves labeled as Susan’s blood when the laboratory already had an entire vile 

full of blood that was known to have come from Susan?  Where did this blood swatch come from 

and how did Wick and/or Manning know for sure that it was Susan’s blood?  Who labeled it as 

such?  Why did it not have an evidence tag number?  Since the only sample of blood known to be 

Susan’s was the vile taken at her autopsy, the August 18, 1994 submission is highly suspect.96 

 

 

 
 

Figure 26:  Cellmark DNA Report, October 10, 1994 

 

 

On October 10, 1994, Cellmark Laboratories issued a report of their comparison of the “blood 

swatch attached to a card labeled ‘Taylor, Susan’” and the blood swatch from Susan Taylor’s 

shirt that previously had been compared to the hair found in Susan’s hand.  The result was that 

the two samples “cannot be excluded” as coming from the same person.  This DNA Report is 

reproduced as Exhibit “G” at the back of this paper. 
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Figure 27:  Cellmark DNA Report, October 10, 1994 
 

 

This is incredibly important because Manning previously had represented that the June 24, 1994 

DNA report “confirmed” that the hair in Susan’s hand was her own by comparing it to the blood 

swatch from her shirt.  If Manning is correct, then the blood swatch from Susan’s shirt must be 

her own blood.  Why then did the October 10, 1994 DNA Report not confirm that the blood 

swatch from the shirt matched the “blood swatch attached to a card labeled “Taylor, Susan?”  

They should have been a perfect match, unless, of course, the “blood swatch attached to a card 

labeled ‘Taylor, Susan’” was not Susan’s blood at all.   

 

All of this DNA maneuvering by Wick and Manning, combined with the fact that an entire vile 

full of Susan’s blood disappeared off the DNA radar, leads the author of this paper to conclude 

that Manning and Wick never intended to confirm that the hair found in Susan’s hand was in fact 

her own.  Rather, they intended to show, through piecemeal DNA comparisons, some indication 

that it might have been her hair and then simply pass these comparisons off as “confirmation” 

that it was in fact her hair.  Manning’s motivation for doing so cannot be ignored.  With DNA 

having excluded Cheri as the source of the hair, it would have been a fatal blow to his case 

against her if DNA were to confirm that the hair likewise did not come from Susan Taylor. 

 

Even more incredible is Manning’s direct examination of DNA expert Paula Yates.  At trial, 

Manning specifically asked her whether she compared the hair in Susan’s hand to samples of her 

own blood.97 (Fig. 28a). 

 

 

 

 
 

Figure 28a:  Transcript Paula Yates’ trial testimony regarding the second DNA test, 
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At this point, Manning must be referring to the vile of Susan’s blood taken at her autopsy 

because his next question refers to the blood on the small piece of Susan’s shirt.98 (Fig. 28b). 

 

 

 
 

Figure 28b:  Transcript Paula Yates’ trial testimony regarding the second DNA test 

 

 

In other words, Paula Yates testified that she compared the blood vile to the hair in Susan’s hand 

and concluded it was “consistent,” and that she also compared the shirt and obtained the same 

result.  This is simply not true.  According to her own report, Yates was unable to obtain a DNA 

sequence from the blood vile and could not therefore have reached such a conclusion. 

 

One final question:  Why did the DNA laboratory not simply compare the hair samples from 

Susan Taylor’s autopsy to the hair found in her hand?  The answer to this question is equally 

simple:  They were never asked to make such a comparison.  Given that Manning’s case against 

Cheri would fall apart if the hair in Susan’s hand belonged to some unknown third person, it is 

not inconceivable to suggest that Wick and Manning never seriously intended to conclusively 

determine whether the hair in Susan’s hand was in fact her own.  

 

Fast forwarding to the present day, the California Innocence Project on January 9, 2012 obtained 

a Joint Stipulation for Post Conviction DNA Testing whereby the San Diego District Attorney’s 

Office agreed, and the Court ordered, DNA testing of the strands of hair that were found in 

Susan’s hand and the vile of blood taken at her autopsy (the same blood that Cellmark 

Laboratories previously stated it was unable to obtain a DNA profile from).  On May 1, 2012, 

Mitotyping Technologies issued a report that provided a full DNA profile of the hair and 

concluded that it was “consistent with a female individual.”  Recall that police laboratory 

technician Rose Neth in her 1992 microscopic analysis described these hairs as blond to light or 

medium brown that appeared color treated and/or bleached.  

 

The 2012 Joint Stipulation also ordered the San Diego Police Department’s forensic laboratory 

to perform a full DNA test of the blood and to upload both DNA profile’s into the state and 

national databases.  As of the date of this writing it is unknown whether the San Diego Police 

Department has completed their DNA testing and complied with the Joint Stipulation.  If the 

DNA profiles of the hair and blood do not match, then the hair found in Susan’s hand cannot be 

her own.  Based on Rose Neth’s 1992 description of the hair, and the 2012 DNA test concluding 

it was female hair, it becomes clear that Susan Taylor fought for her life with a woman who had 

bleached blond to light/medium brown hair.  Susan Taylor’s hair was not bleached or blond, and 
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samples taken at her autopsy were described by Rose Neth as light to dark brown in color (Fig. 

11).  This alone should be grounds for a new trial. 

 

 

Suborning Perjury regarding the “Missing” Hair 

 

At trial during cross examination of Detective Wick, Cheri’s lawyer elicited damaging testimony 

regarding Wick’s handling of the hair evidence.  The hair in question had been missing for nine 

months and was eventually found in Wick’s unmarked police car.  With Wick’s credibility now 

in question, Manning attempted to rehabilitate Wick on redirect examination by asking the 

following questions (Fig. 29): 

 

 

 

 
 

Figure 29:  Carlsbad Police Detective Robert Wick’s trial testimony, April 10, 1995, page 1244 

 

 

This was a mistake.  In point of fact, Detective Wick had never seen the hair found clutched in 

Susan’s hand because it is undisputed that the hair had been missing since February 7, 1992.  

Moreover, Wick testified at trial that this evidence was already missing when he first accessed 

the evidence locker.  Not only is this testimony false, Manning new it to be false and failed to 

correct the record as is his ethical duty as a prosecutor.  To prevent further impeachment of 

Detective Wick, and to prevent his entire case from falling apart, Manning had to explain how 

Wick could have concluded that Cheri Dale’s hair was similar in texture and appearance to hair 

he had never seen or touched. At this point, a Friday afternoon, the court recessed and Manning 

had the entire weekend to think about how to save Wick’s credibility.  The following Monday 

morning, Manning continued his redirect examination of Detective Wick as follows (Fig. 30): 
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Figure 30:  Carlsbad Police Detective Robert Wick’s trial testimony, April 13, 1995, pages 1363-64 

 

 

The forgoing testimony is false, was known by Wick and Manning to be false and was therefore 

perjury suborned by Manning.  In desperation, Manning turned to the only possible source of 

such information, the microscopic analysis of the hair.  What he did not realize, however, was 

that the only analysis of the hair performed before it went missing was evidence technician 

Charles Merritt’s March 2, 1990 report.  Unlike Rose Neth’s microscopic analysis performed 

after the missing hair was found, Merritt’s report did not specifically describe the unique 

individual characteristics of the hairs found in Susan Taylor’s hand.   Merritt’s report merely 

stated that the hair “visually different from the hair standards of both Burns and Taylor.”  This 

obvious perjury, however, leaves unanswered the question why Manning would use leading 

questions to elicit what he knew would be false testimony.  The answer to this question begs 

another question, which in turn provides yet another answer.   

 

After “discovering” the missing hair in the glove compartment of his unmarked police car, Wick 

quickly sent this evidence and another seperate sample of Cheri’s hair, to Rose Neth hoping to 

obtain a match.  Neth’s second report, as described above, was inconclusive.  It did, however, 

describe a characteristic of Cheri Dale’s hair that had not been found in her first sample of hair 

examined three months earlier.  Cheri’s hair now exhibited signs of trichorrhexis nodosa, a 

common structural abnormality that could be genetic, but ordinarily is caused by physical and/or 

chemical trauma.  Manning apparently remembered this observation over the weekend and when 

the court reconvened on Monday he asked Wick whether the hair found in Susan’s hand “was 

fragile because of drug use.”   

 

This was another mistake.  Not only did Manning confuse the results of two laboratory reports 

produced over two years apart, he also misinterpreted Rose Neth’s explanation of “chemical 

trauma” as synonymous with drug use.  To be sure, trichorrhexis nodosa is not caused by the 
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ingestion of chemicals, but rather by external “physical and/or chemical trauma,” as Neth stated 

in her report.  Medical research describes trichorrhexis nodosa as a response to physical or 

chemical trauma which may be acquired in normal hair through exposure to sufficient levels of 

trauma.  The more common acquired form results from excessive or repeated chemical trauma 

caused by frequent application of hair-permanent liquid, bleaching, and dyeing.99  Recall that 

Cheri Dale was working as a painter at that time of her Texas interview and stated she often used 

paint thinner to remove the paint in hair.   

 

Manning’s attempt to save the credibility of Wick’s investigation led him to make one final 

mistake that day in the courtroom.  In addition to mistakenly equating “chemical trauma” with 

“drug use,” he mistakenly believed it was the hair in Susan’s hand that exhibited the signs of 

trauma, when in fact it was Cheri Dale’s hair that exhibited these signs.  All of these blunders 

should have been fatal to Manning’s case against Cheri Dale had her lawyer recognized them. 

 

The reader of this paper need look no further than the transcript of the 1994 Grand Jury 

proceedings to remove any doubt that Detective Wick and Manning were trying to build a false 

case against Cheri Dale.  In his opening argument, Manning stated that during Cheri’s 1992 

Texas interview she was shown a photograph of the hair found in Susan Taylor’s hand and that 

she said “Yeah, that sure looks like my hair.”100 (Fig. 31).   

 

 

 
 

Figure 31:  Manning’s opening statement to the Grand Jury 

 

 

Detective Wick similarly testified to the Grand Jury that Cheri said “it looks like my hair.”101 

(Fig. 32). 

 

 

  
 

Figure 32:  Detective Wick’s Grand Jury testimony 
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These statements by Wick and Manning to the Grand Jury are patently false.  Nothing similar to 

the phrase “looks like my hair” appears anywhere in the transcript of Cheri’s 1992 Texas 

interview.  To the contrary, Cheri stated at least 44 times during the interview that it was not, and 

could not be her hair.  Wick’s testimony was false and was known by him and Manning to be 

false at the time he gave it, and since was given under oath it is therefore perjury suborned by 

Deputy District Attorney Thomas Manning.  Knowingly allowing a law enforcement officer to 

testify falsely under oath is the most egregious violation of a prosecutor’s ethical duty to the 

truth. 
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WAS SUSAN TAYLOR SHOT? 

 

 

 

Officer Betz was the first police officer to view Susan Taylor’s body.  Shortly after he arrived 

on the scene a newspaper reporter appeared and interviewed Betz.  That day he was quoted in the 

North County Times as stating, “Her head was riddled with bullets.”  Police issued an official 

Press Release stating that the cause of death “appears to be a gun shot to the head.”102  Although 

the official cause of Susan’s death was later determined to be blunt injuries to the head, Betz’ 

statement and the Press Release cannot be ignored.  Evidence logs show that several .38 and .357 

caliber bullet shell casings were found at the scene of the crime as well as a loaded .22 caliber 

handgun found hidden in the backyard. (Fig. 33).  At least one person known to be carrying guns 

was at the house the night before.  This person was the subject of an anonymous police “tip line” 

call identifying him as the killer.   

 

 

 

 
 

Figure 33:  Carlsbad Police Department Property Report of evidence found at crime scene 
 

 

The author of this paper is in possession of the crime scene video made by police the day after 

the murder.  This video contains background audio of a detective asking a crime scene technician 

“So, did he shoot her?”  The crime scene technician answered, “Thirty eight’s the weapon, got 

off eight rounds, one went through the arm.” 

 

Most compelling, however, is a postmortem photograph of Susan Taylor lying on the floor taken 

by Detective Presley less than one hour after police arrived on the scene.  This photograph is a 

close up shot of Susan’s head and torso and clearly show a small round wound in her temple.  

Dr. Eisle identified this wound as number 6 in his autopsy report and described it as a “1/8 inch 

superficial laceration surrounded by 1/4 inch abrasion.”  (Fig. 34).  Dr. Eisle also identified 

another similar wound behind Susan’s ear, wound number 8, and described it as a “1/8 inch 

superficial laceration surrounded by 3/8 inch in diameter area of abrasion.” 
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Figure 34:  January 26, 1990  Report of Autopsy of Susan Taylor 

 

 

Initially, it is hard to imagine how a roofer’s axe hammer (or hatchet) can leave a circular 

incision wound 1/8 inch in size, or even a circular bruise 3/8 inch in size.  More importantly, 

however, are the words Dr. Eisle used to describe these two wounds.  A circular laceration 

surrounded by a circular abrasion is medical textbook language for a gunshot entry wound.  If 

one simply types these words into a Google search it will pull up various autopsy reports and 

descriptions of gunshot wounds.  Although Dr. Eisle did not state that wounds 6 and 8 were 

gunshot wounds, the language he used to describe them cannot be ignored and deserves at least 

some further inquiry.   

A typical autopsy report would describe a gunshot entry wound as follows:  “The wound is 

circular, having a diameter of 0.175 inch and is surrounded by a very faint impression of an 

abrasion.”103  A U.S. Army field manual on military investigations of deaths contains the 

following description of gunshot entry wounds  (Fig. 35): 

“Entrance wounds are commonly round, regular holes showing minor bleeding. Often, skin 

resistance is stretched by the impact of the bullet. This makes the hole somewhat smaller than the 

bullet. Sometimes a narrow ring around the entrance shows grayish soiling from carbon and oils 

on the bullet and a reddish-brown abrasion collar caused by the bullet's impact. Some bullet entry 
wounds are inconspicuous or hidden. Such wounds are often of small caliber. They may be hidden 

under clothing, in hair, in body folds or openings, or behind closed eyelids.”104 

 
 

Figure 35:  Field Manual 
 

 

In his well-known book on gunshot wounds, Vincent J.M. Di Maio explains the relationship 

between the incision entry wound and surrounding bruising wound caused by the entry of a 

bullet through skin: “Most entrance wounds, no matter the range, are surrounded by a reddish, 

reddish-brown zone of abraded skin – the abrasion ring (Figure 36).  This is a rim of flattened, 

abraded epidermis, surrounding the entrance hole. …  The abrasion ring occurs when the bullet 

abrades (“rubs raw”) the edges of the hole as it indents and pierces the skin.”105 
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Figure 36:  Vincent J.M. Di Maio’s description of gunshot entry wound 

 

 

Figure 36 is reproduced from DiMaio’s book as a typical example of a gunshot entry wound and 

is strikingly similar to the wound in Susan Taylor’s head described in Dr. Eisle’s autopsy report 

as wound 6.   This wound can be seen just to the left of Susan’s ear in the photographs taken by 

Detective Presley at the crime scene.  (Fig. 37).   

 

 

    
 

Figure 37:  Susan Taylor crime scene photographs, described as wound number 6. 

 

 

It is interesting to note that police detectives were present and took notes during Susan’s autopsy.  

In addition to Dr. Eisle’s sketch of Susan’s head wounds, these detectives made their own sketch 

for their report.  While Dr. Eisle’s sketch identifies wounds 6 and 8, the police sketch omits these 

wounds.  (Fig. 38). 

 

 

 



A CASE FOR INNOCENCE 

The Wrongful Conviction of Cheri Lynn Dale 48 

         

                          Autopsy Report                                              Police Report  

Figure 38:  Autopsy Report compared to Carlsbad Police Report 
 

 

The photograph in Figure 39 is another example of an entry wound caused by a .22 caliber 

bullet.  A loaded .22 caliber handgun found was hidden in the backyard of Lisa Stanton’s house.  

Lisa admitted that this handgun belonged to her and that she had hidden there. 

 

 

 
 

Figure 39:  Examples of .22 Caliber Gunshot entry wounds 

 

 

In late 2009, the author of this paper contacted prosecutor Manning via email and suggested he 

look at the x-rays of Susan Taylor’s head to determine whether any lead fragments appear in the 

x-ray film.  Since x-rays are known to have been taken at the time of Susan’s autopsy, they might 

conclusively show whether she had in fact been shot.  On October 6, 2009, Manning responded 

to this email with the following: 

 
David,  

I am sending an Investigator over to the ME's Office tomorrow. The records people have 

not responded as requested.  I looked at the photos during lunch and it is difficult to 
clearly see the injuries.  
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I am trying to get my hands on the complete autopsy package.  I plan on taking an 
Investigator and a tech person with me to look at the trial evidence. It may be easier to 

see the wounds on the blown up exhibit photos. 

 

Manning never followed up on this issue and he has since refused the author’s repeated inquiries 

as to the results thereof. 

 

In addition to the autopsy report, evidence logs and audio of the police crime scene video, other 

evidence also supports the proposition that Susan Taylor was shot.  Dr. Eisle’s autopsy report 

described the scene where Susan’s body was found, including the blood spatter on the floor, 

walls and ceiling.  (Fig. 40).  Dr. Eisle stated that “coarse” blood spattering was present on the 

west and south walls, as well as the ceiling, and that “focal” spattering was present on the north 

and east walls.   

 

 

 
 

Figure 40:  Autopsy Report describing focal and coarse blood spattering 
 

 

Photographs of the crime scene strongly suggest that high velocity blood spattering was present 

on the wall just inches from Susan’s head.  High velocity spatter is defined as having come from 

a wound caused by an object travelling at 800 feet per second or more.  A .38 caliber bullet 

travels at 800 feet per second.  Susan’s head faced north and the wall next to her head is the 

north wall Dr. Eisle referred to has having focal spattering. (Fig. 41). 

 

 

     
 

Figure 41:   The north wall just inches from where Susan Taylor’s head lay on the floor.  Left and right are still 

photographs from the crime scene video, January 26, 1990.  Middle photograph was taken by first officer to arrive at the 
scene.  
 

 

If Susan Taylor died of gunshot wounds to her head, then Cheri Dale is innocent of that shooting 

because she was convicted of bludgeoning her to death.  If Susan Taylor was shot after she was 

bludgeoned, then either Cheri also shot her, which was never even suggested much less proved, 
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or someone else shot her.  If Susan was shot and the police knew it, then they are guilty of 

covering up a crime, and if DDA Manning knew she was shot then he is guilty of suppressing 

potentially exculpatory evidence and Cheri Dale is therefore entitled to a new trial. 
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DID SUSAN TAYLOR SCRATCH HER ASSAILANT? 

 

 

 

Several eye witnesses stated that James Abbott had what appeared to be fingernail scratches on 

his face the day of the murder that were not there the night before.  Further on in this paper the 

author describes prosecutor Manning’s extraordinary efforts to prevent Cheri’s defense lawyer 

from offering any evidence that James Abbott could have committed the murder, including any 

evidence that he had scratches on his face.  Accordingly, it is not surprising that in his opening 

argument to the jury Manning stated fingernail scrapings were taken and analyzed, and that there 

was no evidence that Susan Taylor had scratched her assailant.106 (Fig. 42). 

 
 

 
 

Figure 42:   Manning’s opening argument to the jury 
 

 

That Manning early on drew such attention to this issue suggests he was concerned the jury 

might hear about Abbott’s scratches and wanted to diffuse the issue ahead of time.  The medical 

examiner’s evidence log clearly indicates that fingernail scrapings were collected during the 

autopsy, so there can be no doubt as to whether they existed.  There is, however, considerable 

doubt as to whether they were ever analyzed as Manning said they were.  This likely is because 

the autopsy report stated Susan’s fingernails had what appeared to be glue from false nails.  (Fig. 

43). 

 

 

 
*   *   * 

 

 

 
 

Figure 43:   Autopsy Report description of Susan’s fingernails 
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A closer reading of the autopsy report reveals that some of Susan’s fingernails extended beyond 

the base of her false nails indicating that some of these false nails had been broken off.  This 

provides a compelling argument that Susan’s false nails had been torn off while she struggled for 

her life.  Since the medical examiner logged into evidence the scrapings he took from Susan’s 

fingernails, the question then becomes whether these scrapings were ever analyzed.  If they were, 

then there ought to be a report of that analysis.  No such report exists.  Manning’s statement to 

the jury in opening argument that the scrapings were analyzed with “negative results” was 

therefore false.   
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THE MURDER WEAPON 

 

 

 

The roofing axe hammer that prosecutor Manning theorized was the murder weapon was never 

found.  Nonetheless, Manning was permitted to argue to the jury that the weapon had actually 

come from the garage at Lisa Stanton’s house after having supposedly been left behind by Brian 

Stanton when he moved out.  In addition, Manning was allowed to show the jury an axe hammer 

Detective Wick had purchased from a local hardware store and to suggest to them that it was 

similar to the murder weapon.107  This is extraordinary given that no evidence existed to support 

his axe hammer theory other than the possibility that such a tool was there before the murder, and 

that none had been found there afterwards. 

 

There was, however, evidence of another axe hammer.  Police evidence logs show that a 

“hatchet” was found in the El Camino Susan Taylor sold to Michael Burns, although it tested 

negative for human blood.  (Fig. 44). 

 

 

 
 

Figure 44:   Carlsbad Police evidence receipt 

 

 

What makes the axe hammer theory troubling is that Brian Stanton himself testified at trial that 

he wasn’t sure if he left the tool behind when he moved out of the house, and that many of his 

tools were stolen from the house prior to the murder.108  (Fig. 45).  Given that Manning’s theory 

was that Cheri Dale had gone to the house with no weapon, but had found the axe hammer in the 

garage, the fact that such a tool may never have been at the scene in the first place puts 

Manning’s theory in question. 
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Figure 45:  Brian Stanton’s testimony about his axe hammer 
 

 

What is even more troubling about the alleged murder weapon is that while most of Susan 

Taylor’s wounds were consistent with an axe hammer, others clearly were not.  For example, 

according to the autopsy report Susan’s wrist was fractured, and at the point of fracture there was 

a 3-inch by 1-inch bruise.109  (Fig. 46). 

 

 

 
 

Figure 46:  Autopsy Report describing injury’ to Susan’s left wrist 

 

  

The author of this paper questions how a small axe hammer designed to be held in one hand can 

fracture a bone leaving a 3-inch wide bruise without cutting the skin.  Postmortem photos of 

Susan at the scene suggest that the bruise was caused by something more consistent with a 

baseball bat.  (Fig. 47).   
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Figure 47:  Postmortem photograph of Susan’s left wrist. 
 

 

Dr. Eisle, the medical examiner who performed Susan’s autopsy, testified to the Grand Jury that 

some of the wounds were not consistent with an axe hammer and appeared to have been caused 

by a “club or a rod.”110  (Fig. 48).   

 

 

 
 

Figure 48:  Dr. Eisle’s Grand Jury testimony 
 

 

A baseball bat was the topic of some interest to Wick and Manning early on in the case.  The 

first reference to a baseball bat appears in the transcript of one of Detective Wick’s first witness 

interviews.  John DiMercurio was interviewed in prison on January 2, 1992 and when Wick 

asked him whether he knew what the murder weapon was Mercurio told him that Susan was hit 

with a baseball bat.111  He stated that Sandra Voss told him personally that Lisa Stanton had 

hidden a baseball bat with blood on it at Sandra’s house the morning of the murder.112  He also 

stated that he knew of his own personal knowledge that Richard Amparano always carried a 

baseball bat with him in his car.113   

 

In her June 9, 1992 interview, Wick and Manning asked Lisa Stanton whether she ever hid 

anything at Sandra Voss’ house.  They specifically asked her whether on the morning of the 

murder she had taken an axe handle with no axe head on it, or a baseball bat, to Sandra’s house.  

Lisa replied that she had not, but added that she did carry a bat in her car and that it was there 

when police questioned her the day of the murder.114 (Fig. 49).  Although police thoroughly 

inventoried Lisa’s car, no reference to a bat appears in that inventory. 
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Figure 49:  Lisa Stanton interview, June 9, 1992 

 

 

Later in the interview, however, Lisa admitted that she may have hidden a bat at Sandra’s 

house.115  (Fig. 50). 

 

 
 

Figure 50:  Lisa Stanton interview, June 9, 1992 

 

 

In the several days following the murder, Lisa stayed at Kathy Cox’s house and related to her 

everything she knew at the time.  Kathy kept a type written journal with dated entries of 

everything Lisa told her.  This journal is discussed in detail further on in this paper.  In this 

journal Kathy recorded Lisa’s statements about wanting to contact Richard Amparano to get him 

to confess and that “She says something about a bat?  Richard keeps touching.”  This 

corroborates Sandy Voss’ statement that Lisa brought a bat with blood on it to Voss’ house and 

hid it there.  Karen Gunther told Detective Wick on March 13, 1992 that Voss had told her she 

(Voss) had taken a bloody sledge hammer handle to the police department in March of 1991.116 

 

Kevin Sturgeon, a police informant who discovered Susan’s body around 9:30 a.m., testified at 

trial that Detective Larry VanWay had told him the murder weapon was “a crowbar or 

something.”117 
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Figure 51:  Kevin Sturgeon’s trial testimony 

 

 

The evidence that a baseball bat-like weapon caused the wound on Susan Taylor’s wrist suggests 

that more than one weapon may have been used, which in turn suggests that more than one 

person was involved in the killing.  Not surprisingly, although prosecutor Manning had ample 

indication that a baseball bat may have been used in the murder, no mention of a baseball bat 

appears anywhere in the trial transcripts.  Neither Manning nor Cheri’s defense lawyer ever 

brought it up. 
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BITE MARKS AND BRUISES 

 

 

 

The only physical evidence ever offered to link Cheri Dale to the murder of Susan Taylor was a 

bite mark discovered on Susan’s arm at the crime scene.  This bite mark was photographed by 

Dr. Eisle during Susan’s autopsy.  No mold or impression of the bite mark was made.118  Dr. 

Eisle is not a bite mark expert and he did not perform any analysis of the mark.119   

 

 

How old were the Bruises? 

 

Prosecutor Manning claimed that the bite mark was made at the time of the murder, but Dr. Eisle 

testified at Cheri’s trial that the reddish-blue bruising surrounding the bite mark indicated it was 

made within “two or three days of the time of death.”120  Since this answer meant that the bruises 

and bite mark could have been made prior to the time of death, Manning later on asked a follow 

up leading question regarding the age of the bruising:  “In your opinion they could be -- they 

could have happened at the time of death or as far back as two or three days?”  Dr. Eisle 

responded, “That’s correct.”121  That is not what Dr. Eisle first said.  If he thought the mark could 

have been made at the time of death, why would he mention “two or three days?” 

 

To be sure, Dr. Eisle a year earlier testified to the Grand Jury regarding the age of the bruises and 

whether they were caused at the time of death or earlier.  There he stated that “it’s possible some 

of the bruises were – came from the day before.”122  (Fig. 52). 

 

 

 
 

Figure 52:   Transcript of Dr. Eisle’s grand jury testimony  

 

 

Because healing is a physiological process, it is not possible to precisely determine the age of a 

bruise mark, although it can be estimated by determining the bruise color.123  A bruise occurs 

when a blunt impact tears capillaries and larger blood vessels, resulting in the escape of blood 
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into the extra vascular space.124  In broad terms it may be said that the light bluish red 

discoloration of a bruise usually becomes noticeable after a few hours, and until that time slight 

swelling may be all that is evident externally, and may not be evident at all or might be present 

very minimally.125  There is disagreement as to whether bruises can be aged by appearance and 

some authors have published guidelines for judging the ages of bruises.126  Generally speaking, a 

red bruise occurs within the first 24 hours, a dusky purple soon after with blue occurring one to 

three days later.127  At least one medical expert has written about the difficulties in interpreting 

bruises after death.128  In that article, the author writes, “The extravasation of blood into the 

tissues after death, for whatever reason, in certain circumstances can lead to 

misinterpretation.”129  Accordingly, the distinction between bruising and discoloration after death 

can sometimes be difficult if not impossible.130   

 

The problem here is that Manning was well aware that two people had seen a bite mark and 

bruises on Susan’s arm just days before her murder.  Fatima Kesheshian told Cheri Dale’s 

defense investigator that Susan and Mark Kountz had gotten into a fight over Mark’s new 

girlfriend.  Afterwards, Susan showed both Dianna and Brian Stanton bruising in the tricep area 

of one of her arms.  When showed a photograph of the bite mark, Kesheshian confirmed that it 

was similar and in the same position as what she saw.  The investigator also interviewed Brian 

Stanton who confirmed that he saw Susan and Mark fighting, that Susan had scratched Mark and 

that Susan had bruising.  Written summaries of both these interviews were prepared and given to 

Cheri’s lawyer.  Mark was never called to testify and Cheri’s defense lawyer refused to call 

Kesheshian as a witness.  Brian Stanton testified, but he was not asked a single question about 

bruises or bite marks.  The author of this paper is in possession of Cheri’s lawyer’s trial 

preparation notes which indicate that he was aware of it, but his note on the issue is crossed out. 

 

Manning used this bite mark repeatedly during pretrial hearings and at trial to show that other 

potential suspects had been “eliminated” on the basis their dental impressions did not match the 

bite mark photograph.131  The obvious conclusion here is that if the bite mark was made prior to 

the morning Susan Taylor was killed as Stanton and Kesheshian said it was, the other suspects 

could not have been eliminated on that basis. 

 

 

The Bite Mark Expert 

 

According to the Innocence Project, at least five people who were convicted and sentenced to 

prison based on bite mark evidence were later released after DNA proved they were innocent.  

Of these, the case of Ray Krone has been the most widely publicized.  At Krone’s trial, a 

forensic odontologist testified that a bite mark left on the murder victim “matched” Krone’s 

teeth, and based solely on this evidence Krone was sentenced to death.  Ten years later, he was 

freed when DNA proved he was innocent.  DNA found at the scene matched another person who 

later confessed to the crime.  

 

As noted in a leading treatise, “bite mark analysis has never passed through the rigorous 

scientific examination that is common to most normal sciences.”132  This treatise also reveals that 

“[t]he rate of error in bite mark identification, particularly the rate of false positive errors, 

appears to be quite high.”133  Only three studies have examined the reliability of bite mark 
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analysis.  One of these reported a rate of false identifications as high as 91%.  Another study 

conducted by the American Board of Forensic Odontology found a false identification rate of 

63.5%.  The third study showed this rate to be 11.9% to 22%.134  In 2009, a report was released 

by a committee commissioned by the United States Congress to study the overall use and 

effectiveness of forensic sciences in the American criminal justice system.135  Among other 

things, this report highlighted the failings of forensic odontology. 

 

At Cheri’s trial, Manning offered the expert opinion of Dr. Norman Sperber, a dentist and 

forensic odontologist, who had not been present at the autopsy, but who later testified that the 

autopsy photographs of the bite mark on Susan Taylor’s arm were “consistent” with teeth 

impressions later taken from Cheri Dale while in custody.136  Dr. Sperber never viewed or 

photographed the bite mark.137  His testimony was based solely on Dr. Eisle’s autopsy 

photographs, which Sperber stated had not been taken at right angles, a fact that he pointed out 

was important because “the photograph has to be taken in a very special way . . . [it] has to be 

taken at right angles to the camera.138   

 

Dr. Sperber previously had testified to the Grand Jury that the bite mark was “consistent” with 

Cheri’s teeth impressions. 

 

 

 

 
*   *   * 

 
 

Figure 54:   Transcript of Dr. Norman Sperber’s grand jury testimony  
 

 

Dr. Sperber knowingly mislead the grand jury about the nature of his findings. He did not fully 

define what a finding of “consistent” means within the discipline of forensic odontology.  

According to American Board of Forensic Odontology guidelines in place at the time of Cheri’s 

trial, “consistent” meant merely that “all teeth that can be individually identified in the bite mark 

are also present in the suspect's mouth.”139  No further refinement of the bite mark was needed to 

fit into the “consistent” classification. In other words, each and every individual on the planet 

earth who still had in his or her mouth the same teeth reflected in the bite mark would have 

graded out as “consistent.”   

 

In a section of its 2009 manual titled “AFBO Bitemark Terminology Guidelines,” the American 

Board of Forensic Odontology recommends four possible categorizations when comparing 

bitemarks and dentitions: “Reasonable Dental/Medical Certainty” (to indicate that the two are 

alike “beyond a reasonable doubt”); “Probable” (defined as “more likely than not”); “Exclusion” 
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(meaning that one is “ruled out”); and “Inconclusive” (to indicate that there is not enough 

evidence to relate the bitemark to the suspected perpetrator).140 

 

Dr. Sperber testified to the Grand Jury that his comparison revealed two or three teeth that are 

consistent with Cheri Dale’s.  That statement is not an accurate summary of his findings and was 

designed to convince the Grand Jury that he had in fact determined that the bite mark was made 

by Cheri.  Later on, in response to a Grand Juror’s question, Sperber testified that five of Cheri’s 

teeth matched marks in the photographs.141  This is a gross distortion of his findings.  Both 

misleading misrepresentations went uncorrected or unqualified by prosecutor Manning and 

surely tainted the Grand Jury’s objective determination. 

 

Dr. Sperber’s actual report of his “findings” is reproduced in Figure 55.  This report not only 

reveals Sperber’s misgivings about the quality of the photograph of the bite mark, but also shows 

that his “identification is at the low side of the scale,” and that “there is nothing in the bite mark 

comparison that rules out [Cheri Dale].”142  Not being able to “rule out” Cheri is a far cry from 

his testimony that her teeth were “consistent” with the bite mark. 

 

 

 
 

Figure 55:   Dr. Norman Sperber’s February 22, 1994 report of findings 

 

 

Despite his misgivings, Dr. Sperber described to the jury the levels of certainty he uses when 

comparing a teeth impression to a bite mark.  (Fig. 56). 
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Figure 56:   Transcript of Dr. Norman Sperber’s trial  testimony, pages 936-37 
 

 

Again, Dr. Sperber’s definition of “consistent” is contrary to accepted standards within the 

discipline of forensic odontology and he has since admitted so and publicly receded from his 

forensic methodology.  During the 1997 trial in the case of State v. William Richards,143 Dr. 

Sperber testified as to his opinion about a crescent shaped bite mark injury on the murder 

victim’s right hand using a single, low resolution photograph of the bite mark, and also as to the 

uniqueness of the defendant’s teeth mark dentition.  As in Cheri’s case, Sperber testified that 

Richards’ teeth impression was “consistent” with the bite mark photograph: “So if it was a 

hundred people that we took in here, I doubt that we would see in a hundred people one tooth 

lower, submerged like this. It might be one or two, or less.”144 

 

Nine years later, while Richards’ case was on appeal, Dr. Sperber was asked to review all the 

evidence relevant to the bite mark analysis, and upon doing so he provided a declaration stating 

that he would not then testify as he did at trial in 1997.  At an evidentiary hearing on Richards’ 

habeas corpus petition, Dr. Sperber recanted his previous testimony and testified directly 

opposite to what he stated at trial.  He stated that he never should have provided an estimate 

regarding the percentage of the population that had the dentition abnormality he had identified in 

Richards, and also stated the statistic he provided was scientifically inaccurate.  At the time of 

trial, he was not aware of any studies which would have provided statistical support for his 

testimony.  He also testified that the American Board of Forensic Odontology now finds such 

testimony to be inappropriate in the absence of any scientific studies.145 

 

Additionally, Dr. Sperber admitted he made his determinations about the bite mark and formed 

his opinions and testified at Richard’s trial based on a single distorted picture.  At the evidentiary 

hearing, Sperber testified that the picture of the bitemark was “unreliable and inaccurate” 

because of the relationship between the camera and the ruler that was next to the bite mark.  

Specifically, he admitted that because the right side of the ruler was closer to the bite mark, there 

was distortion in the picture.  At the time of Richards’ trial, no one in the field was using 

computers to correct angular distortion in photographs.   Incredibly, Dr. Sperber also testified 

that the bite mark could have been produced by someone without Richards’ dentition 

abnormality.  Finally, he acknowledged that he never attempted to use the mold of Richards’ 

teeth to determine if it would make a “bite registration” or “dental impression.”   Instead, his trial 

testimony was based solely on his visual observation: “Because I had basically eyeballed this 
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case and I saw one tooth that was shorter than the others. I saw a space in that collection of red 

lesion. . . .”146 

 

On appeal, after review of all relevant evidence and with the benefit of added experience, and 

contrary to his trial testimony that the bite mark was consistent with Richards’ dentition, Dr. 

Sperber testified that he had “no degree of certainty” that Richards’ teeth could have caused the 

bite mark. To be sure, he testified to a conclusion that is the polar opposite of the conclusion he 

gave at trial.  At trial, Sperber found Richards’ dentition to be both rare and consistent with the 

bite mark.  On appeal years later, he “ruled out” Richards as the person who caused the bite mark 

on the victim’s hand: “My opinion today is that [Richards’] teeth, as we have seen, are not 

consistent with the lesion on the hand . . . Nonconsistent means you don’t see similar patterns. I 

have essentially ruled [Richards] out.”147 

 

At Richards’ evidentiary hearing, Judge McCarville determined that the totality of the evidence 

presented required reversal of Richards’ conviction: 

 
Taking the evidence as to the tuft fiber . . . and the DNA and the bite mark evidence, the 
Court finds that the entire prosecution case has been undermined, and that [Richards] has 

established his burden of proof to show that the evidence before me points unerringly to 

innocence.  Not only does the bite mark evidence appear to be questionable, it puts 
[Richards] as being excluded.  And . . . the DNA evidence establishes that someone other 

than [Richards] and the victim was at the crime scene.   
 

Although his conviction was overturned, the District Attorney appealed and Richards remains in 

prison pending a decision by the California Supreme Court.  William Richards was tried and 

convicted in 1997.  Cheri Dale was tried and convicted in 1995.  If Dr. Sperber reversed himself 

in 2006 based on circumstances incredibly similar to Cheri’s case, there is a strong likelihood 

that he would reverse his opinion in Cheri’s case today. 

 

Dr. Sperber also testified as a defense witness in the 1997 New Jersey murder trial of Steven 

Fortin.148 Sperber there stated to the jury that bite-mark analysis has limitations as a form of 

crime scene identification. It is not as reliable, he said, as DNA and fingerprint identification. 

“Skin is a serious limitation for bite-mark analysis because it rebounds and is moveable,” he 

testified, “Bite-mark analysis is not a true science.”  Attorney Christopher J. Plourd, now a judge 

in Imperial County, California, is well known for his defense of persons against whom bite mark 

evidence is offered as proof of guilt.  Mr. Plourd had represented Ray Krone.  Early on in Cheri 

Dale’s case, her defense lawyer was advised the Mr. Plourd had a wealth of information and 

documentation regarding Dr. Sperber’s forensic methodology and that this information was 

available to him to refute Sperber’s conclusion.  For reasons unknown, he never utilized this 

resource. 
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OTHER SUSPECTS AND THEIR “ALIBIS” 

 

 

 

One of the unusual aspects of this case is that there were at least four other obvious suspects 

with motive and opportunity to kill Susan Taylor.  Because DDA Manning had invested so much 

time and resources into prosecuting Cheri Dale he elected not to make any serious inquiry into 

these other suspects.  Instead, he chose the extraordinary path of trying to eliminate them all 

primarily on the basis that their dental impressions did not match the bite mark found on Susan’s 

arm.  In order to do this, of course, he had to ignore the fact that other witnesses saw bruises and 

a bite mark on Susan’s arm days earlier.  Had Cheri’s defense lawyer put on evidence of this 

preexisting bruise and bite mark, Manning could not have legitimately relied upon dental 

impressions to “eliminate” these suspects. 

 

In addition to “eliminating” these suspects on the basis of the bite mark, Manning not only 

offered their “alibis” to the judge and jury, but also improperly bolstered these alibis with 

statements unsupported by competent evidence, misrepresentations, and in some instances 

outright lies.  Manning’s strategy with regard to these suspects is outlined in his opening 

argument to the jury.149 (Fig. 57). 

 

 

      
 

Figure 57:   Prosecution opening argument at trial 
 

 

There are several serious problems with Manning’s plan to establish alibis for these suspects.  

First, one must keep in mind that Manning maintained Susan was killed shortly after 8:00 a.m., 

yet the only evidence he offered to establish the time of death was Lisa Stanton’s testimony that 

she called her house and spoke to Susan at 8:00 a.m. while someone was knocking on the door.  

According to Manning, the body was discovered at about 9:30 a.m.  Since the coroner was not 

allowed to view the body until after 4:00 p.m., several hours after police first arrived, there was 

no way to establish the time of death to any degree of medical certainty.  Additionally, one must 
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also bear in mind that many of these suspects, together with witnesses ostensibly supporting their 

alibis, gave statements to police shortly after the murder as to their whereabouts at the time 

Susan was killed.  Throughout all of these statements, the time of “8:00 a.m.” is nowhere 

mentioned.  Rather, all time frames given are either before or at sunrise, or between 6 and 7:00 

a.m.  After Cheri was arrested, however, the time frame given by these witnesses changed, and 

“8:00 a.m.” became the repeated phrase.  In other words, these obvious suspects suddenly had 

alibis for their whereabouts that included either leaving Lisa’s house “before 8:00 a.m.,” or being 

somewhere else “at 8:00 a.m.,” all of which fit Manning’s theory that Susan was killed at 8:00 

a.m. and that the only person on earth without an alibi at that time was Cheri Dale.  The irony 

here is incredible because the only person who actually did have a verifiable alibi was Cheri, but 

her defense lawyer chose not to use it. 

 

Second, all of the obvious suspects gave conflicting statements to police early on as to their 

whereabouts during the time Manning maintained Susan was murdered.  Third, many of these 

suspects rely on other suspects for their alibis.  Finally, if one gives any reasonable scrutiny to 

these suspects’ alibis one cannot help but conclude that they in fact have no alibis at all.  The 

following is a discussion of the four people who should have been considered prime suspects. 

 

 

James Abbott 

 

James Abbott was one of the obvious suspects who had no alibi, but that Manning “eliminated” 

on the basis that his dental impression did not match the bite mark on Susan’s arm.150  The 

record of this case is replete with examples of Manning’s extraordinary attempt to show that 

James Abbott was not at Lisa Stanton’s house the night before or at the time of the murder, and 

could not therefore have committed the crime.  For example, at trial Manning objected nearly 

every time Cheri’s defense lawyer raised the issue of Abbott’s alibi.  Detective Wick testified to 

the trial court that “the information” he had was that Abbott was not at the house the night before 

the murder.151  This is a false statement.   

 

In point of fact, both Wick and Manning had plenty of information indicating Abbott was at 

Lisa’s house the night before.  On February 2, 1995, Cheri’s defense investigator interviewed 

Mike Monroy who stated that Abbott told him (Monroy) that he had been in the garage working 

a “some sort of cross bow” when Susan was murdered.  Mike Monroy’s interview statement was 

provided to prosecutor Manning, but he was not called as a witness at trial.  Additionally, Kevin 

Sturgeon unequivocally told Wick he met up with Abbott the night before the murder and went 

with him to Lisa’s house hours before Susan was killed.152  He stated he was there while Susan 

was arguing with someone over the El Camino, which means that he was there in the early 

morning hours with George Camarena, Mike Burns and Robert Amaparano.  Sturgeon also 

stated that at some point Abbott left with some other people.153  Consistent with this statement, 

Sturgeon also testified at trial that he had in fact gone to Lisa’s house with Abbott the night 

before the murder.154   Suzanne Lynn Light told Wick that she had given Abbott a ride the night 

before and that when she stopped and went inside a friend’s house he had stolen her car.155  As 

the reader will see from the following, all these statements are contrary to Abbott’s alibi.  They 

also show that Abbott had access to a vehicle the night before the murder. 
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Kevin Sturgeon was an informant who had been giving information to police on drug activity at 

Lisa’s house.156  Accordingly, there is no reason to doubt his sworn testimony that James Abbott 

was at Lisa’s house the night before the murder.  Sturgeon’s testimony is important because, as 

shown below, it also refutes Abbott’s alibi that he was across town that night.  Both Manning 

and Wick were aware of Sturgeon’s interview statement about driving to Lisa’s house with 

Abbott.157  Thus, Wick’s testimony that “the information” he had that Abbott was not at the 

house was false, and since it was made under oath it is therefore perjury suborned by Manning. 

 

Abbott’s alibi was that he had driven to Arizona a week before the murder, had been arrested in a 

stolen car with drugs in his possession, spent several days in jail, was later accidentally released 

and caught a flight to San Diego the day before the murder.158  Upon his return to San Diego, he 

stated he called Lisa Stanton’s house and woke her up because it was morning.159  A friend then 

picked him up at the San Diego airport in a blue Ford van and drove him to Leucadia several 

miles away from the house where Susan was murdered.160  It is worth noting at this point that 

neighbor Ruth Winans testified she saw a light blue van with out-of-state plates driven by a man 

with long hair parked in front of the house at 7:00 a.m.  According to Winans, the man was 

apparently speaking to passenger whom she could not see.   

 

After Abbott’s friend dropped him off he began walking and soon met up with Yvonne Paquette, 

whom he stated was “a prostitute,” and with whom he rented a motel room.161  Paquette pawned 

Abbott’s gold ring at a local pawnshop in order to pay for the room and the two of them stayed 

there about two or three hours, or until about 10:00 p.m. the night before the murder.162  At this 

point, Abbott’s alibi for the entire day before the murder has him going from the San Diego 

airport to Leucadia twenty five miles north, and then with Paquette until 10:00 p.m.  On January 

7, 1992, two years after the murder, Detective Wick interviewed Fatima Kesheshian who stated 

she was certain she saw Abbott the day before the murder.163  Accordingly, Wick early on had 

plenty of reason to question Abbott’s alibi. 

 

Abbott next stated he left Paquette in the motel room and walked to the Travelodge motel where 

friends Papa Joel, Joannie and Bob Hank had rented a room.164  These friends were never 

interviewed by police.  While at the Travelodge he borrowed some clothes and showered.165   He 

stayed with these friends for “maybe a couple hours, an hour and a half.”166  According to 

Abbott’s timeline, having left Paquette, walked to the Travelodge and stayed two hours, it should 

now be no later than 1 or 2:00 a.m. on the morning Susan was killed.  It is here that Abbott starts 

contradicting himself because on the next page of his interview transcript he states that he stayed 

at the Travelodge while the others were sleeping and left when the sun starting coming up.167  

(Fig. 58).  Abbott has now created a five to six hour hole in his alibi. 
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Figure 58:   Transcript of James Abbott’s September 2, 1994 police interview 

 

 

Abbott then stated he left the Travelodge “at daybreak”168 and walked back to the motel where 

he had left Paquette in order to clean up.169  About half an hour after daybreak, he left the motel 

wanting to go “to La Costa,”170 but instead walked to a trailer park and stole a bicycle.  

Thereafter, he had a flat tire near the 7-Eleven store on Highway 101 and Leucadia boulevard.171  

With the bicycle and flat tire Abbot then walked one quarter mile to Gerri McGowan’s house to 

fix the flat.172  He doesn’t remember anyone being there except for Gerri’s father and no one 

came or left the house while he was there.173  He never went into the house, but did speak to 

Gerri father who told him that Gerri had not been there at all that night.174  Detective Wick later 

interviewed Gerri’s father and he confirmed that Abbot had stopped by to fix a bicycle tire, 

although he could not remember the exact date. (Fig. 59). 

 

 

 
 

Figure 59:   Detective Wick’s interview of Gerri McGowan’s father 

 

 

Abbott next stated that as he left McGowan’s house he stole the tool box and tools175 he had used 

to fix the tire and took it around the corner to Mark Kountz’s house.176  He stated that he arrived 

at about 8:00 a.m.177 and woke up Mark and his girlfriend, Karen Guenther.178  Kountz, however, 

told Detective DeTar that Abbott knocked on his door at 9:30 a.m.  Abbott also claimed that he 
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stayed with Kountz until the two arrived at the crime scene in old orange Toyota and were 

stopped by police at 2:30 p.m.179  It is worth noting that on February 5, 1995, Cheri’s defense 

investigator interviewed Abbott’s wife, Darlene Abbott, who stated that Abbott had told her that 

the story about waking Mark Kountz up at his home was a lie and was made in order to provide 

an alibi for Kountz.  Darlene further stated that Abbott and Kountz had never been friends prior 

to the murder, but that after the murder they became very good friends. 

 

After being stopped at the crime scene, Abbott gave police a false name of Ron Perrimore, a 

name he used often, and went to the police station with Kountz for an interview.180  He waited in 

the lobby while police spoke with Kountz, but when it came time for his interview he was 

gone.181  Incidentally, Detective Presley’s on-scene notes of his interview with neighbor Laura 

McGowan indicate that she saw an old orange Toyota at the crime scene between 9:30 and 9:45 

a.m.  Several hours after Susan was killed, Abbot was seen by Joy Stanton across town riding a 

bicycle, was pale and sweating, and stated that “Mark’s girlfriend had been murdered.182  Karen 

Gunther told Detective Wick that Abbot had arrived at Kountz’s house between 6 and 8:00 that 

morning, and that he had scratches on his face and was sweating.183  

 

Cheri’s defense investigator interviewed Yvonne Paquette and she said that Abbott did not have 

any scratches on his face the night before.  Detective Wick was aware of these scratches because 

he asked Abbott in his 1994 interview how he got the them, but Abbott could not recall any 

scratches.184  Jerry Hodges stated an interview that she gave Abbott a ride to the Pea Soup 

Anderson restaurant the day before the murder and Abbott told her about a house in La Costa 

where a women hid drugs.  Jerry refused to give him a ride to that house.   

 

Lisa Stanton stated during her 1992 interview with Wick and Manning that Abbott had scratches 

on his face when she picked him up and gave him a ride after he left the police station on the day 

of the murder.  When Lisa asked him about the scratches, Abbott told her that he had been in a 

fight with “some Italian guy at a Leucadia motel.”  Lisa stated that she did not believe Abbott’s 

story because he “looked really weird.”185   

 

Under oath at trial, Lisa again stated that Abbott had scratches on face the day of the murder.186  

Manning tried to explain these scratches to the Judge by stating they were “meth sores,” although 

he had no evidence to support that suggestion.187  To the contrary, Lisa told Cheri’s defense 

investigator that Abbott had several long, skinny scratches on his face that day that appeared 

faint and did not appear the result of picking at his face.188   

 

Of all the people who supposedly could have supported Abbott’s alibi, Manning did not call a 

single one to testify at trial, and Cheri’s defense lawyer did not call any of them to attack his 

alibi.  At a pretrial hearing in front of the judge to determine the admissibility of certain 

evidence, Cheri’s lawyer argued that he should be allowed to put on evidence that Abbott could 

have committed the crime.  In response, Manning recited Abbott’s entire alibi in an effort to 

prevent any such evidence from being presented to the jury.189  Eventually, after Manning 

represented to the judge that he had at least three witnesses to support Abbott’s alibi, Cheri’s 

lawyer folded and decided not to put on any evidence that James Abbott could have committed 

the murder.190  (Fig. 60). 
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Figure 60:   Manning’s alibi witnesses for James Abbott 

 

 

Manning’s bluff worked.  He could not have had witnesses for Abbott’s whereabouts because he 

has a 5-6 hour hole in his alibi, not to mention that Abbott himself said that, with the exception 

of Gerri McGowan’s father, he was alone from at least daybreak to 8:00 a.m.  Moreover, 

Manning’s statement that Abbott was with Karen Gunther was misleading because Gunther told 

Detective Wick that Abbot had arrived at Kountz’s house between 6 and 8:00 that morning, that 

he had scratches on his face and was sweating, and that she did not know how he got to Kountz’ 

house because she did not remember seeing a bicycle.191  Besides his alleged witnesses, Manning 

also fervently maintained that Abbot was “eliminated” on the basis that his dental impression did 

not match the bite mark photograph.192  Of course it didn’t, because the bite mark was made days 

earlier as explained in the previous section on bite marks and bruises. 

 

Other evidence also indicates that Abbott was at Lisa Stanton’s house the night before the 

murder.  Lisa testified at trial that before Abbott had left for Arizona he was present and had seen 

Susan give Lisa a bag of jewelry, which included a gold ring with a yellow stone, to hold for her 

in safekeeping.193  Lisa also testified that she gave this bag back to Susan, and when Manning 

asked her whether it could have disappeared during the attack she replied, “Oh, no, no.”194  How 

could Lisa be so sure that the bag did not disappear during the attack if she was not there at the 

time of the murder?  The reason Manning asked Lisa this question is because Brian Stanton saw 

Abbott giving away jewelry to people at Brian’s house hours after Susan was killed.  

Specifically, Brian testified at trial that Abbot gave him a gold chain with a gold Italian horn on 

it, and also gave Richard Amparano and Fatima Kesheshian some jewelry at that time.195  One 

might ask where Abbott got this jewelry if he had been in Arizona and did not visit Lisa’s house 

the night before. 

 

In his closing argument to the jury, Manning stated, “There is not a shred of evidence that James 

Abbott was involved in this thing. . . .  not a shred of evidence that James Abbott did it.  . . .  

There isn't a shred of evidence to even make the assumption that James Abbott was involved in 

this.  . . .”196  The author of this paper suggests otherwise. 
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Mark Kountz 

 

Mark Kountz was never considered a suspect because James Abbott was his alibi.  The author of 

this paper added this section on Kountz months after completing the final draft because recent 

statements of several witnesses with knowledge of the events surrounding Susan Taylor’s murder 

have implicated Kountz.  As a preface, the author recently located and spoke with Gary Walker, 

a friend of Lisa Stanton who was at her house the night before and left at approximately 11:00 

p.m.  After leaving Lisa’s house Walker went home to his wife.  Gary adamantly claims that Lisa 

Stanton called him at approximately 6:00 a.m., while it was still dark and just before daylight, 

and told him that Susan was dead.  He also stated that his wife was with him in bed and 

remembers the phone call and talking to Walker about it after he hung up the phone. 

 

If Walker is telling the truth, and there is no reason to believe otherwise, it completely destroys 

prosecutor Manning’s theory of the case against Cheri Dale because it means that Susan had 

been dead for at least two hours earlier than told the jury and, according to Manning’s timeline, 

places Cheri clear across town at Geri McGowan’s house at the time Susan was killed. 

 

If one considers that Susan was killed at or around 6:00 a.m., then one must consider Mark 

Kountz as a possible suspect.  The reader will recall that neighbor Ruth Winans saw a light blue 

van with out-of-state license plates parked in front of Lisa Stanton’s house at exactly 7:00 a.m.  

A man with long, wavy brown hair was talking to another person whom Winans could not see.  

A neighbor saw this blue van parked on the street the night before with two men inside.  Jim 

Abbott was picked up at the airport the afternoon before the murder in a light blue Ford van.   

Mark Kountz was known to be driving a light blue van (possibly belonging to David Long who 

was in Hawaii at the time).  Cheri stated in her Texas interview that she once rode with Mark and 

Susan in a blue van.  Richard Amparano confirmed to this author in 2013 that Kountz and Abbott 

arrived at his house driving a blue van hours after Susan was killed. 

 

Karen Gunther was Mark's girlfriend and Susan had had slept with Mark in Karen’s house while 

she was in Hawaii.   Susan also stole Karen’s clothes.  Witnesses say she was very angry about 

this.  Susan was pregnant with Mark's baby, whom Mark did not want.  Susan had stolen 

Abbott's expensive electrical tester and moved in his bedroom while he was in Arizona the week 

before the murder.  Witnesses say Abbott also was very angry about this. 
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Lisa Stanton 

 

Lisa Stanton was another of the obvious suspects who had no convincing alibi.  Lisa literally had 

Susan Taylor’s blood on her hands when she was interviewed that afternoon at the Carlsbad 

Police station.  Despite having changed her story several times, Manning “eliminated” her on the 

basis that her dental impression did not match the bite mark on Susan’s arm.197  She was the 

prosecution’s star witness.  She drove by the murder scene 45 minutes after the 911 call and was 

stopped by police a block down the road in Fatima Kesheshian’s vehicle. 

 

Stanton’s First Police Interview (1990) 198 

 

During her first interview, Lisa told police that she did not know Susan Taylor that well and had 

last seen her at 5:00 p.m. the night before when she had left her house to go apartment shopping.  

She stated she had stayed all night at Sandra Voss’ house in neighboring Cardiff and woke up at 

7:30 a.m.  She then called her house at 8:00 a.m. and spoke to Susan.  She called again at 9:30 

a.m. to tell Susan she was coming by to pick up her newspaper with apartment listings, but no 

one answered the phone.  She tried calling back a couple of times and still received no answer.  

She stated she then drove to her house at approximately 10:30 a.m. 

 

Lisa stated she parked in the driveway when she arrived at her house199 and saw that the main 

garage door was open approximately three feet.  There were no cars at the house.  She closed the 

main garage door and followed the walkway around the side of the garage and went in through 

the side door.  She put her sweater and a towel into the washing machine and then walked out of 

the garage.  She observed that the front window to the living room was open and the screen was 

off.  She stated she did not want to dig around in her purse for her keys so she simply stepped 

through the window.  Once inside, she walked through the living room and saw that the front 

door was open.  She closed the door and then saw that the hall light was on and walked down the 

hall to switch off the light.  When she did so, she saw blood on the wall under the switch.  She 

looked into the spare bedroom and saw Susan lying on her side in a large puddle of blood.  Lisa 

froze for a second or two then turned and walked into the kitchen.  She then walked out of the 

house.   She stated to police that she was not sure whether she closed the front door on her way 

out.  She then said she got the key to the house out of her pants pocket (not out of her purse).  At 

this point in the interview Lisa produced a single house key from her pocket, but was not able to 

explain to police why she did not use that key to gain entry into the house instead of going 

through the window. 

 

Lisa then told police that when she left the house she drove to the Von's Supermarket where she 

called 911.  She then hung up the phone and drove to Brian Stanton’s house in neighboring 

Encinitas where she told Brian and his girlfriend, Fatima Kesheshian, about what she had found.  

Lisa and Kesheshian then drove back to the house in Kesheshian’s car where they were stopped 

by police.  At this point in the interview, police asked Lisa whether they might find any kind of 

physical evidence like blood stains on her hands or shoes that would show that she had 

committed the crime.  Lisa then looked at her hands for several long moments and said “no.”  

She said the reason she had looked at her hands was because she had touched the light switch.  

Police then stopped interviewing Lisa and began interviewing Fatima in a separate room.  After 
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that interview, police found discrepancies in Lisa’s story and therefore interviewed her a second 

time.   

 

Stanton’s Second Police Interview (1990) 200 

 

During her second interview, Lisa changed her story and admitted that she did in fact know 

Susan and that they were friends.  She said Susan had told her during the 8:00 a.m. telephone 

conversation that Robert Amparano and George Camarena had been at the house that morning, 

but that they had left.  She said that Robert, his brother Richard and his friend James McFadden 

were all very serious people and that any one of them were capable of violence.  Lisa told police 

she knew that Richard had a gun and had once accidentally shot himself in the neck because of 

an argument he was having with his girlfriend.  Lisa said she thought Richard liked Susan and 

that he could also be the jealous type. 

 

Lisa told police that the reason she had not told the whole truth during her first interview was 

because she was more concerned about herself and her own well-being, and that she was afraid 

that if she told the police who killed Taylor, she would be killed also.  Lisa said she did not know 

who killed Taylor, but that she thought it probably was Mike Burns,201 Richard Amparano, 

Robert Amparano, or James McFadden. 

 

Stanton’s Third Police Interview (1990)202 

 

Police interviewed Lisa a third time at Sandra Voss’ house the day after the murder.  During this 

interview she changed her story again and stated she had not stayed at Sandra Voss’ house all 

night as she told police she had during her first interview.  Instead, she had met her friend Kevin 

Benson at Voss’ at 9:00 p.m. and stayed there until about 11:00 p.m. when she left with Kevin to 

return to her own house.  When they arrived, Mike Burns, Robert Amparano and George 

Camarena were there with Susan.  Lisa stated that she and Kevin stayed at her house until 3:00 

a.m. and then left to return to Voss’ house.  According to Lisa, Kevin dropped her off at Voss’ 

and then left.203  She repeated her statement that she had spoken to Susan at 8:00 a.m. and that 

Susan had told her everyone had left and she was cleaning up.  Susan also told her that Mike 

Burns had left at about 6:00 a.m., that Robert and Camarena had left a while later, and that 

Camarena had tried to “pick up” Susan all night. 

 

Stanton’s Fourth Police Interview (1992) 

 

Two and a half years after the murder, Detective Wick and Manning both interviewed Lisa while 

she was in prison on unrelated drug charges.204  During that interview, she repeated her story that 

she had spoken to Susan Taylor on the telephone at about 8:00 a.m.205  Lisa also stated she was 

at her house the night before the murder, that George Camarena had been coming on to Susan 

and bothering her throughout the night, and that Susan had not cared for it.  Lisa stated that at 

about 2:00 a.m. she asked Robert and Camarena to leave whereupon Robert stated that he was 

waiting for his brother, Richard Amparano, to arrive because Susan had called him and asked 

him to come over, and that Richard had agreed to do so.  She stated that she and Kevin Benson 

remained at her house until approximately 3 or 4:00 a.m. when the two left for Voss’ house.206   
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At this point, Lisa contradicted her earlier statement to police during her third interview that 

Kevin Benson had left upon their arrival at Voss’ house.  She now stated that upon arriving at 

Voss’ the three talked for a short time, had breakfast, and that she went to sleep while Benson 

and Voss remained talking further.  At approximately 8:00 a.m., Lisa awoke and called her 

house.  She stated she then “messed around for a little bit” at Voss’ probably doing some drugs 

and then went to her house.  Lisa repeated her initial story about gaining access to the house and 

finding Susan’s body, and stated that when she left she drove back to Voss’ house.   She initially 

stated that she did not believe she telephoned anyone, but then quickly changed her mind and 

stated that she called 911 from either the grocery store or the gas station.  She continued to deny 

that she had called Kevin Benson prior to returning to Voss’ house. 

 

Finally, Lisa stated that when she pulled into the driveway of Voss’ house Kevin and Voss ran 

outside to meet her.  Lisa told them that Susan was lying in a puddle of blood and asked them to 

return with her to the house.  When both Kevin and Voss refused Lisa became angry and drove 

over to Brian Stanton’s house and asked him to go with her.  Brian refused, but Kesheshian 

agreed to go with Lisa back to the house. 

 
Stanton’s Grand Jury Testimony (1994) 

 

In 1994, Manning convened a Grand Jury in order to obtain an indictment against Cheri Dale for 

the murder of Susan Taylor.  Lisa Stanton was the prosecution’s star witness.  In his opening 

statement, Manning began by telling the Grand Jury that “Lisa last sees [Susan Taylor] sometime 

around 5:00 in the evening,” and that she “ends up spending the night at [Sandra Voss’ 

house].”207  This statement was false and was known by Manning to be false when he made it 

because Lisa previously had told Manning during her 1992 interview that she saw Susan alive at 

about 3:00 or 4:00 a.m. when she left her house and went to Sandy Voss’ house.208   Next, 

Manning told the Grand Jury that Lisa first arrived at her house that morning shortly after 10:30 

a.m.209  This statement is contrary to Lisa’s own testimony just a few minutes later when she 

testified that she first returned to her house at 9:45 a.m.210  (Fig. 61).  This, in turn, is contrary to 

what she stated in both her 1992 interview with Wick and Manning, and her third interview with 

police in 1990.  Both of these interview statements in turn were, as she admitted in her third 

interview, contrary to her first interview on the day of the murder.   

 

 

 
 

Figure 61:   Lisa Stanton 1994 Grand Jury testimony 
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In other words, by the time of her Grand Jury testimony Lisa had changed her story three times.  

It would again change a fourth time at trial one year later.  Lest there be any doubt about what 

time Lisa stated she first arrived at her house that morning, she also testified that she made a 

second call from Voss’ house at 9:30, received no answer, and left immediately thereafter.211  

Lisa agreed at trial that the drive from Voss’ to her own house takes 15 to 20 minutes one way.212  

Thus, the timing fits for her arrival at 9:45 a.m. 

 

With her own sworn testimony, Lisa has now placed Manning in an unworkable situation.  If she 

was at her house at 9:45 a.m. she would have had to return to Voss’ house in order to tell Benson 

and Voss about the murder, then drive back to her house in order to be seen there by the Nichols 

neighbors at 10:30 a.m., then drive to a payphone to call 911 at 10:49, then drive back to Brian 

Stanton house to pick up Kesheshian, and finally drive back to her house with Kesheshian where 

police stopped her at 11:35 a.m.  This would mean she returned to the scene of the crime that 

morning not once, as she claimed, but three times.  If one considers Kevin Benson’s statements 

to police that she first left Voss’ house much earlier than 9:30 a.m., then the inescapable 

conclusion is that Lisa Stanton was at her house at the time of the murder.   

 

It gets worse for Manning.  After testifying she arrived at her house at 9:45 a.m., found the body 

and left immediately, Lisa stated she then drove to a nearby payphone and made two calls, one to 

Kevin Benson at Voss’ house and the other to 911, and then left for Voss’ house and afterwards 

to Brian Stanton’s house.213  (Fig. 62).  In order for this statement to be true, however, Lisa 

would have had to wait at the payphone alone for nearly an hour in order to make the 911 call at 

10:49.  Because Manning simply could not have Lisa arriving at the scene of the crime twice, he 

had to change Lisa’s story at trial a year later to show that she arrived later than 9:45, i.e., 10:30.  

This cannot be interpreted as an oversight by Manning as he was well aware during the Grand 

Jury proceedings that the Nichols neighbors saw Lisa arriving at 10:30 and that Lisa herself had 

stated to Manning in her fourth interview that she had been at the house at 10:30.  This means 

that either Manning allowed Lisa to lie to the Grand Jury, or he suborned her perjury at trial. 

 

 

 
 

Figure 62:   Lisa Stanton 1994 Grand Jury testimony 
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The most egregious part of Manning’s conduct during the Grand Jury proceedings is that he 

intentionally withheld from the jurors the multitude of conflicting statements Lisa Stanton 

previously made not only to police at the time of the murder, but also to Manning himself when 

he interviewed her in 1992.  Manning had an ethical duty as a prosecutor to apprise the court or 

defense counsel of defects in the truthfulness of his witnesses, but he failed to do so. 

 
Stanton’s Trial Testimony (1995) 

 

At Cheri’s trial a year later, Lisa had changed her story yet again and this time testified that she 

first arrived at her house that morning at 10:30.  This is contrary to her Grand Jury testimony that 

she first arrived at 9:45 a.m.214  This change was orchestrated by Manning who by the time of 

trial had no doubt realized that the multitude of Lisa’s contradictions would present a problem 

for him.  In an amazing feat of smoke and mirrors, Manning first called attention to, and thereby 

downplayed, the inconsistencies in her prior testimony, and then simply led Lisa through a 

“backtrack” of the timeline.215 (Fig. 63).  Beginning with the Nichols neighbors who saw Lisa at 

10:40 a.m.,216 and subtracting 15 to 20 minutes for the one way drive from Voss’ house,217 

Manning literally put the answer he wanted right into Lisa’s mouth:  That she left Sandra Voss’ 

house at about 10:15 a.m.218  Cheri’s defense lawyer’s objection that Manning was “leading the 

witness” was correctly sustained, but by then it was too late.  The legal euphemism for this tactic 

is known as “un-ringing the bell.”  Manning rung the bell by placing the idea in the jurors’ minds 

that Lisa had left Voss’ at 10:15 a.m. and that bell could not be un-rung. 

 

 

 
*   *   * 

 
*   *   * 

 
 

Figure 63:   Lisa Stanton 1995 trial testimony 
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What Manning failed to tell the jury, however, was that Lisa’s change in her testimony was 

directly refuted by Kevin Benson during his November 15, 1993 interview with Detective Wick 

that Manning himself attended.  Kevin stated he was with Lisa all night and into the morning 

hours when the two arrived at Voss’ house in Encinitas “just before light” at about 6:00 a.m.219  

Kevin stated that about half an hour later Lisa left to go to her house, and 15 or 20 minutes later 

called him on the phone from her house and said to him, “Oh my God.  Uh, uh, Susan’s 

dead.”220, 221  He then told Lisa to call 911 and “get out of there.”  Benson then stated that Lisa 

returned to Voss’ house forty-five minutes later with Fatima Kesheshian.222  Benson is Lisa’s 

only alibi witness and that alibi ends when she left him half an hour after day break and headed 

for her home.  The author of this paper located and spoke with Sandra Voss in 2013.  During that 

conversation, Voss confirmed that Lisa left her house at approximately 7:00 a.m.  No evidence 

was ever presented that would have precluded Lisa from having been at her home at or near the 

time of the murder and returning again at 10:30. 

 

Surprisingly, however, it is Lisa’s own trial testimony that unravels her story.  Lisa told the jury 

that she called back to Sandra Voss’ house after finding the body, spoke to Kevin Benson and 

told him “Susan’s lying in a puddle of blood.”223 (Fig. 64).  With the exception of the time it was 

made, Kevin Benson confirms that this call took place exactly as Lisa said it did.224  Incredibly, 

Lisa also testified that no one else was at Sandra’s house when she awoke and called Susan at 

8:00 a.m.225  This, of course, is not only contrary to Benson’s statement to police, but also 

contrary to Lisa’s Grand Jury testimony that she called Sandra’s house and spoke to Kevin 

Benson at the same time she made the 911 call.226  Lisa specifically stated that at the time she 

called 911 she also called Kevin Benson who “was at Sandra Voss’ still.”227 

 

 

 
*   *   * 

 

 
 

Figure 64:   Lisa Stanton 1995 trial testimony, 
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Lisa’s 1992 interview also directly contradicts her Grand Jury testimony that she called back to 

Voss’ house and spoke to Benson.  In that interview, she told Detective Wick and DDA Manning 

that she only made one call to 911 and that she did not call Kevin Benson or anyone else.228 

 

 

 

 
 

*   *   * 

 

 
 

Figure 65:   Lisa Stanton 1992 police interview 
 

 

Lisa’s statement that she only made one call from the payphone is also contradicted by Kathy 

Cox’s February 3, 1990 typewritten statement wherein she says Lisa called her from the 

payphone “hysterical” saying “there was so much blood, so much blood.”  In her March 11, 1992 

interview, Cox told Detective Wick that Lisa had called her from the pay phone at the Von’s 

Supermarket saying “I’ve called 911, I’ve called 911.”  Cox then heard commotion in the 

background and Lisa hung up the phone.229  With Cox and Benson’s statements, it appears that 

Lisa actually made three calls from that payphone and not just one as she testified at trial.   

 

Lisa also stated to Wick and Manning that after finding the body and calling 911, she first drove 

back to Sandra Voss’ house and informed her and Benson that Susan had been killed.230 (Fig. 

66).  When Benson and Voss refused to go back to the house with her she drove to Brian 
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Stanton’s house in Encinitas and picked up Fatima Kesheshian with whom she later returned to 

the murder scene.231  Neither Voss nor Benson testified at trial to support Lisa’s assertion that 

she returned to Voss’ house after calling 911. 

 

 

 
 

Figure 66:   Lisa Stanton’s 1992 interview 

 

 

Despite the contradictions in Lisa’s stories one obvious fact stands out:  She could not have made 

the 911 call at 10:49, and then within a period of just 46 minutes driven back to Sandra’s house 

in Encinitas, which Lisa agreed at trial is a 15 to 20 minute drive,232 then 3 more miles across 

town to Brian’s house to pick up Kesheshian, and then have driven 15 to 20 minutes back to the 

murder scene where she was stopped by police at 11:35.  Moreover, Lisa testified at trial that 

after making the 911 call she purchased gas for her car before beginning the drive,233 and on the 

day of the murder told police that she and Kesheshian pulled the car over to the side of the road 

on the way back to do drugs.234  Upon being stopped at the house at 11:35 a.m., Kesheshian told 

Sergeant Matney that she had volunteered to drive Lisa back to the crime scene, but before they 

left she took a shower at Sandy Voss’s house.235  Subtracting driving time, Lisa would have had 

less than 5 minutes to put gas in her car, converse with Voss and Benson at her first stop, then 

converse with Brian and Kesheshian at her second stop, and then wait for Kesheshian to take a 

shower.  There simply would not have been enough time to do everything Lisa said she did. 

 
Alternate Scenario 

 

On the other hand, if Lisa returned to Voss’ house earlier in the morning then she could have had 

enough time to return to Voss’ house and then back to call 911 at 10:49, drive to Brian’s house, 

drop off her Suzuki Samarai and return to the murder scene with Kesheshian in her vehicle at 

11:35.  Recall Kevin Benson’s interview with Wick and Manning wherein he stated Lisa left 

Voss’ house about half an hour after sunrise, and 15 or 20 minutes later called back to Voss’ 

from Lisa’s house and said to him, “Oh my God.  Uh, uh, Susan’s dead.”236  Under this scenario, 

Lisa could have returned to her house earlier in the morning while Susan was still alive, 

participated in or witnessed the murder, and then returned to Voss’ house as Benson stated.  This 

scenario also allows for Lisa to have brought a bloody baseball bat with her as Voss said she did.  

She then would have had enough time to return to the house in her vehicle to be seen by the 

Nichols neighbors at 10:30.  This scenario also comports with Detective Wick’s repeated 

questioning during her 1992 interview as to whether she had returned to the house not once, but 

twice that morning. 
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Further evidence that Lisa was at the crime scene earlier in the morning is found in the trial 

testimony regarding whether the garage door was open or closed.  Kevin Sturgeon testified at 

trial that when he arrived at the house at 9:15 a.m. the garage door was “two and a half feet 

open.”237  Pablo Barnette was with Sturgeon and he told Detective Wick that the garage door was 

open at that time.238  At 10:15 a.m., Officer Betz arrived at the scene in response to Ron 

Levesque’s call regarding a suspicious van.  Officer Betz testified at trial that he was “more than 

certain [the garage door] was down.”239  Lisa testified at trial that when she arrived at 10:40 a.m. 

the garage door was “a foot and a half open.”240  During her first interview on the day of the 

murder, Lisa stated the garage door was “open about three feet,” and that she closed it upon her 

arrival.  At 11:08 a.m., Officer Betz returned and was the first to arrive at the scene following the 

911 call.  He testified that at this time he believed the garage door was down.241  Detective 

Presley likewise testified that when he arrived the garage door was closed.242   

 

If the garage door was partially open at 9:15 when Sturgeon arrived, and closed at 10:15 when 

Officer Betz arrived, how could it be open again when Lisa arrived at 10:40?  The answer can 

only be that Lisa in fact arrived and closed the garage door prior to Office Betz’ arrival at 10:15.  

Further evidence that Lisa was at the house at 9:30 a.m. is found in Pablo Barnette’s interview 

with Detective Wick.  Barnette stated that he spoke to Lisa one week after the murder and Lisa 

told him that she had seen Sturgeon and Barnette at her house when they arrived at 9:30 a.m., 

and that “she apparently was in the house when we were there.”243  In addition, the reader will 

recall that neighbor Laura McGowan saw a white Jeep, a silvery white Jeep, and an orange old 

Toyota at the scene between 9:30 and 9:45 a.m.  Presley’s notes of McGowan’s interview are 

reproduced in Figure 2, above.  Lisa Stanton drove a white Jeep.  Kevin Benson drove a silvery 

white Jeep.  Lisa and Benson were together all night and Fatima Kesheshian told Detective Wick 

in her interview that both Lisa and Benson were at Lisa’s house together that morning.244   

 
The Telephone Call Lisa Never Made 

 

From the outset of this case Detective Wick and prosecutor Manning both suspected that Lisa 

Stanton did not made the telephone call she alleged she placed to Susan at 8:00 a.m.  One of the 

first people Wick interviewed was Brian Stanton’s girlfriend, Fatima Kesheshian.  During her 

interview Kesheshian expressed doubt as to whether Lisa had in fact spoken to Susan at 8:00 

a.m., and that she believed Susan had been killed much earlier.245  When she mentioned the 

phone call, Wick stated emphatically, “That was a lie. . . .  It was a blatant lie.”246  In her 1992 

interview, both Wick and Manning repeatedly questioned Lisa as to whether she had in fact 

called Susan at all.247  Sandra Voss heard Lisa on the telephone supposedly talking to Susan.  

Voss told Wick that she believed the call was faked and that Lisa was trying to establish an alibi 

for herself. 

 

Either way one considers Lisa’s different stories the fact remains that none of them fit the 

evidence unless, of course, one ignores that evidence.  In this case, neither Sandra Voss nor 

Kevin Benson testified to either the Grand Jury or at trial.  Without these two witnesses, 

Manning was able to convince the jury that Lisa’s story fit.  Manning’s entire case against Cheri 

Dale rises and falls with Lisa Stanton.  She should have been considered a prime suspect, an 

accessory after the fact, or at least a witness with no credibility. Yet, in an incredible display of 

irony, Lisa turned out to be the prosecution’s star witness. 
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Stanton’s Bloody Hands 

 

On the day of the murder, Lisa Stanton was first interviewed by Detectives Sutt and DeTar.  

During this interview, Lisa discovered dried blood on her hands.  Detectives recorded her 

explanation for the blood in their report as follows: 

 
 Note: When I asked Stanton if we would find any kind of physical evidence, like blood stains on 

her hands or shoes, that would show that she committed the crime. she looked at her hands for 

several long moments and then said no.  Stanton said the reason she looked at her hands was 

because she had touched the light switch.248 
 

District Attorney Criminal Investigator Joseph Santibañez interviewed Lisa and noted the 

following: 

 
She [Lisa Stanton] told us that during the time that the detectives [Sutt and DeTar] are 

interviewing her, she was drinking a coke.  It was then that she looked down at her hands and saw 

what appeared to be dried blood.  She told us that she panicked, not telling the detectives about it, 

but rather used some of the drink to wash off the dried blood.249 

 

At trial, Lisa claimed the blood on her hand came from touching the front door knob handle, 

rather than the light switch, and admitted that she washed the blood off her hands with a coca-

cola.  She denied, however, that she told Detectives Sutt and DeTar about the blood on her 

hands.250  (Fig. 67).  This, of course, is false because these detectives could not have known 

about the blood on Lisa’s hand if she had not told them about it. 

 

 

 
*   *   * 

 
 

Figure 67:   Lisa Stanton trial testimony 
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There is a major problem with Lisa’s claim that she got blood on her hands from the door knob, 

or from the light switch for that matter, because the fact is there was no blood on the door knob 

and there were no smears on the light switch.  While at the crime scene the day of the murder, 

Sheriff’s laboratory technician Charles Merritt “attempted to locate blood on door handles 

throughout the house” and found none.251  While testifying to the Grand Jury, Merritt was shown 

photographs252 taken by criminalist Duncan McIntosh that show blood spatter on the hallway 

light switch.253  Merritt explained to the Grand Jury how the terms “spatter” or “swinging” are 

not used to describe blood deposited by transfer or by touching, which is called “swipe[ing] or 

wipe[ing].”254  When asked, he stated there were no “smears” on any of these photos shown 

him.255  Accordingly, Lisa Stanton could not have gotten blood on her hands by touching a light 

switch, door knob or anything else in the house, except, of course, Susan Taylor or the murder 

weapon. 

 

Days after the murder, Sandra Voss discovered a baseball bat behind the front door to her house 

that was not hers and was not there previously.  She took this bat to the police and explained her 

belief that it may have been connected with Susan’s murder.  The police did not believe the bat 

was connected, but took it nonetheless.  It was never seen or discussed again.  In 2013, the author 

of this paper contacted Sandra Voss, now 62 years old, who confirmed her account of the 

baseball bat.  She also confirmed that Lisa left her house around 7:00 a.m. stating to Voss that 

she was going home to get a newspaper.  Voss confirmed Kevin Benson’s statement to police 

that Lisa called back from her home shortly thereafter, about 45 minutes or so, and told Kevin 

that Susan was dead.  Voss heard Kevin tell Lisa to get out of the house and call 911.  Voss also 

stated to this author that when Lisa returned to Voss’s house a couple hours later she asked Voss 

to lie for her and tell police that she had not left Voss’s until 10:30 a.m.  Finally, Voss told this 

author that the telephone conversation Lisa supposedly had with Susan at 8:00 a.m. actually was 

placed hours earlier while it was still dark, that Lisa was speaking uncharacteristically loud, and 

that it appeared to Voss that no one was on the other end of the phone.  Voss had the distinct 

impression that the phone call was staged in order to provide Lisa an alibi.  Both Voss and 

Benson’s statements were known to Wick and Manning, but neither were called to testify either 

at trial or the Grand Jury.  The reason for this can only be that their testimony would have 

undermined Lisa Stanton’s testimony, and therefore damaging the credibility of Manning’s star 

witness against Cheri Dale. 

 

Again, Manning’s entire case against Cheri Dale rises and falls with Lisa Stanton’s testimony.  

An admitted liar and drug dealer with Susan Taylor’s blood literally on her hands, it is beyond 

comprehension how Lisa ended up being the prosecution’s star witness.  Even more egregious is 

the fact that Cheri’s defense lawyer knew about the blood on Lisa’s hands and didn’t ask her a 

single question on cross examination.  The prosecution’s star witness had the victim’s blood on 

her hands on the day of the murder and Cheri’s lawyer should have hammered this point 

relentlessly. 
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George Camarena 

 

George Camarena was another obvious suspect with no alibi.  He could not, however, be 

“eliminated” on the basis of dental impressions because he fled to Mexico after the being 

interviewed by police.  Camarena stated shortly after the murder that he and Robert Amparano 

left Lisa’s house at about 6 or 7:00 a.m. and that Susan was there alone at that time.256  He also 

stated that after he dropped Robert off at home he then went home by himself.  During his 

interview, however, police asked Camarena whether he might have gone some place else besides 

home, to which he responded, “I’m pretty sure I was.  I was at home most likely.”257  He stated 

that his maid named Donya saw him there when he arrived.258  Police never interviewed the maid 

and Camarena has no alibi for his whereabouts after he supposedly left Robert at home.  On 

March 10, 1995, when Cheri’s defense investigator interviewed Camarena on the telephone from 

Mexico, he stated that he did not know any maid named Donya.  His mother was in the 

background during the interview and she also said that she did not know a maid by that name. 

 

When police interviewed Robert Amparano he stated that he and Camarena left the house at 

around 7 or 7:30 a.m.259  He also stated that they left “five minutes” after Mike Burns left.  It is 

undisputed that Mike Burns left “a little after the sun came up.”260  Sunrise occurred at 6:48 a.m. 

that morning.  On March 10, 1995, just days before Cheri’s trial, Camarena stated to Cheri’s 

defense investigator that he and Robert left Lisa’s house while it was still dark.  Not surprisingly, 

Robert ultimately changed his story at trial and testified that he and George left the house at 8:00 

a.m.261  Robert testified that after they left Camarena said to him “let’s go back and hit that b--- 

in the head and rape her.”262  He also testified that Camarena dropped him off at home at 9:00 

a.m., and that he did not know where Camarena went after that.  This was the first time Robert 

ever mentioned arriving at home at 9:00 a.m., and he said he remembered it, or more specifically 

that “it came to me” after having spoken to his father about the events that morning.263  It is 

convenient that Robert remembered this arrival time after Manning visited Robert in New 

Mexico to discuss his testimony.264  Even still, since Robert agreed that his house was “a half 

hour to 45 minutes away from Lisa Stanton’s house,”265 then the two could have left Lisa’s as 

late as 8:15 a.m., the exact time Ruth Winans saw Camarena’s car there, and ten minutes after 

Cheri allegedly arrived and was alone killing Susan. 

 

The disparities in Robert and Camarena’s stories regarding their departure time cannot be 

reconciled.  If, as Camarena stated to police just days after the murder, he and Robert left at 6 or 

7:00 a.m., then there is a period of 2 to 3 hours during which the two of them have no alibi other 

than each other.  This leaves plenty of time for Camarena to have returned to Lisa’s by 8:15.  If 

they left at 7 or 7:30 a.m. as Robert first stated to police, then they would have arrived at 

Robert’s house at 7:45 or 8:15 at the latest, and not 9:00 as Robert testified at trial.  This, of 

course, cannot be true because Winans wrote down Camarena’s license plate number at exactly 

8:15.  It is interesting to note that although Robert never previously mentioned to police an 

arrival time of 9:00, he apparently slipped on re-cross examination at trial and stated that he 

remembered telling the police that he left Lisa’s “more closer to 8, and getting home more closer 

to 9.  I remember telling them that a few times.”266  This testimony is false.  Robert never 

previously told police he arrived home at 9:00 a.m. 
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It is possible that Robert may have been trying to establish an alibi for Camarena.  Richard 

Amparano passed a polygraph lie detector test on May 4, 1990 while in jail on unrelated charges.  

During that test he stated that his brother Robert had left the house at 6:00 a.m. and that 

Camarena had stayed behind, being the only person left with Susan at that time.267 (Fig. 68).  He 

also stated that Camarena had been sexually interested in Susan and that he had previously raped 

another girl.  Since Manning argued to the judge that this polygraph result exonerated Amparano, 

he must also concede the truthfulness of his statement that Camarena had stayed behind after 

Robert left. 

 

 

 
 

Figure 68:   Richard Amparano’s statement during his Lie Detector Test 

 

 

In order for Camarena to have stayed behind with Susan that morning, Robert would have to 

have been driving another car, but Robert testified that he and Camarena left together in 

Camarena’s car.268  This presented a problem for Cheri’s defense because if the two left at 8:00 

a.m., Camarena would not have had enough time to return and kill Susan.  There is evidence, 

however, that Robert was in fact driving his brother’s Ranchero and that this car was at Lisa’s 

house around sunrise.  If this is true, then Robert could have left the house at that time leaving 

Camarena alone with Susan Taylor. 

 

In his first interview with police, Richard Amparano stated that on the night of the murder he 

was supposed to meet his brother, Robert, at the car wash sometime before midnight because 

Richard was driving “Frankie’s Blazer” and Robert was driving Richard’s car.  They were 

supposed to meet at the car wash in order to switch cars.  Amparano never made it to the car 

wash.269  Detective Detar’s notes from his interview with Richard confirm that Robert was 

driving a Ranchero.  (Fig. 69). 

 

 

 
 

Figure 69:   Detective DeTar’s notes from interview with Richard Amparano 

 

 

Richard also stated that Robert woke him up at his parents’ house on the morning of the murder 

to exchange keys, at which time Robert gave Richard the keys to his Ranchero and then left.270  

(Fig. 70). 
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Figure 70:   Richard Amparano’s interview with police, January 27, 1990 

 

 

Michael Burns testified at trial that when he left around sunrise (6:48 a.m.), there were several 

cars at Lisa’s house, including what he thought was Richard’s car.271 (Fig. 71). 

 

 

 
 

Figure 71:   Michael Burns’ trial testimony 
 

 

Detective Presley interviewed James Abbott after he and Mark Kountz were stopped driving by 

the crime scene at 2:35 p.m.  Presley’s notes reveal that Abbott believed a 5’ 5” tall Hispanic 

male with a tear drop tattoo was likely responsible for Susan’s murder.  This description matches 

George Camarena perfectly.  (Fig. 72).  Abbott stated that he met this person two nights earlier at 

Richard Amparano’s house, and that he was driving a green Dodge van with a four inch gold pin 

stripe.  Abbott described this person as wearing a black glove on his right hand.  A single ski 

glove was later found at Richard Amparano’s house when police executed a search warrant. 

 

 

 
 

Figure 72:   Detective Presley’s notes from Abbot on-scene interview 
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Accordingly, with Richard’s statement during his lie detector test and his interview with police, 

together with Michael Burns’ testimony at Cheri’s trial, one cannot avoid the conclusion that 

Robert Amparano was driving Richard’s car that night and left Lisa’s house alone on the 

morning of the murder.  This then leaves George Camarena alone with Susan Taylor at the time 

she was killed.  The reader should recall that Ruth Winans saw Camarena’s car arrive at the 

murder scene at exactly 8:15 a.m. being driven by a 27 to 30 year old man with olive skin who 

parked and went into the house.  Camarena is Mexican and has olive skin.  When Cheri’s 

defense investigator interviewed Camarena by telephone from Mexico, he stated he had no 

explanation for how his car could have been seen at the house at 8:15 a.m. 

 

On December 1, 1994, Cheri’s defense investigator interviewed Camarena’s girlfriend, Elizabeth 

Franco.  Franco stated that Robert arrived at her house at approximately 9 or 10:00 am, and that 

Camarena had arrived there approximately one or two hours earlier.  According to the 

investigator’s report, Franco stated that upon Robert’s arrival he told Camarena “something to 

the effect of ‘Hey, you remember that girl at the party, she got killed.’”  Camarena then 

responded “Really, no way.”  This begs an obvious question:  If Susan’s body was first 

discovered at 9:30 a.m., how could Robert be talking about the murder thirty minutes later at 

Franco’s house which is a thirty minute drive away?  This becomes even less plausible when one 

considers Robert’s trial testimony that he and Camarena left Lisa’s house at 8:00 a.m., and that 

George dropped Robert off at his house thereafter.  This would mean that Robert arrived home at 

about 8:30, and then learned of the murder some time between 9:30 and 10:00 a.m.  How could 

Robert have known of the murder just thirty minutes after Susan’s body had been discovered?  

More importantly, who could have told him about the crime? 

 

Camarena fled to Mexico shortly after his March 21, 1990 interview and was never seen again.  

Given the foregoing and his statement that he wanted to hit Susan over the head and rape her, 

together with the fact that he has no alibi for his whereabouts during the one to two hour period 

leading up to her death, George Camarena should have been considered a prime suspect for the 

murder of Susan Taylor. 

 

 

Jeff Hilner 

 

Jeff Hilner was another of the obvious suspects who had no genuine alibi, but that Manning 

“eliminated” on the basis that his dental impression did not match the bite mark on Susan’s 

arm.272  Hilner was a drug addict who manufactured crystal methamphetamine and had a history 

of violence.  He once had a methamphetamine lab explode leaving permanent burn marks on his 

face.  After the murder, he married Cheri Dale, but their relationship was so wrought with 

violence that she eventually left him and fled to Texas live with her sister, Diana Davis, and 

brother-in-law David Davis, a San Antonio Police Officer.273  In August of 1991, Hilner called 

Cheri in Texas and the conversation was inadvertently recorded on a telephone message 

machine.  David Davis provided the tape of the conversation to Cheri’s defense investigator who 

then transcribed it.  During this conversation, Hilner explicitly threatened to come to Texas with 

a gun and kill Cheri, her sister and brother-in-law.  He also threatened to kill her sister’s daughter 

who at that time was visiting Cheri’s parents in San Diego.  When asked by Detective Wick  
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Hilner was not considered a suspect primarily because he was a witness for the prosecution and 

because Manning granted him immunity from prosecution, a fact that was never presented to the 

jury as it should have been.  Witnesses told police that Hilner had once threatened to kill Susan 

Taylor because she previously had him arrested for theft of her vehicle which he took after she 

refused to pay him for work he had done on it.  On February 2, 1995, Kevin Sturgeon told 

Cheri’s defense investigator that after Hilner’s arrest he became obsessed with “getting back” at 

Susan and stalked her three of four times a week, often stating that he was “going to get that 

bitch.”  When police asked him about this threat during his interview he admitted that he had 

bragged about killing Susan.274  Hilner also apparently confessed to others about having killed 

Susan Taylor.  Detective Wick interviewed Billy Boff on December 21, 1994 during which Boff 

recalled an incident where Jeff Hilner was being pursued by police and ran into Boff’s house 

stating “the cops know I killed a girl.”275  David Long was another witness who stated that Hilner 

had confessed to killing Susan. 

 

Hilner’s alibi was that he was home with his parents on the morning of the murder, and that his 

aunt and uncle were visiting from New York.  He remembered this because he saw the news that 

night reporting on Susan’s murder.  Telephone records indicate that Hilner did spend a lot of 

time at his parent’s house because in the days before and after the murder he called Kelly Gault’s 

house on a near hourly basis.  Richard Amparano spent most of his time at Gault’s house.  In 

fact, these records provide a veritable log for when Hilner was at his parent’s home.  Conversely, 

they also indicate when he was not there.  The last time Hilner called Gault’s house while Susan 

Taylor was still alive was at 12:35 a.m. the morning she was killed.  No more calls were made to 

Gault until 1:30 p.m. that afternoon, three hours after the 911 call.  This strongly suggests that 

Hilner was not at his parent’s house for period of 13 hours during which time Susan was killed.   

 

Shortly after the murder, police learned of the rumor that Cheri Dale may have been hiding in the 

front door hallway closet and may have been a material witness.  They wanted to talk to her but 

were unable to find her.  On March 6, 1990, Detectives Presley and Sutt heard that Cheri was at 

the home of Brian Stanton, Lisa Stanton’s estranged husband.  Also at Brian’s house at that time 

were several people, including Jeff Hilner and Richard Amparano.  In order to question Cheri, 

police staged a drug raid that night and took everyone in the house to jail, except Cheri.  After 

everyone was gone, Presley and Sutt began a recorded interview of Cheri.  Thirty nine pages into 

the interview Jeff Hilner, who earlier had been taken away by police, suddenly returned to the 

house.  The following conversation between the detectives and Hilner upon his return strongly 

suggests that he was working with the police.  (Fig. 72). 
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Figure 72:   Transcript of Cheri Dale’s first interview, March 6, 1990, pages 39-40 

 

 

The excerpt in Figure 72 reveals that Hilner was arrested with several others during a drug raid, 

but was released from custody minutes later and told that “they’d get [him] next time.”  Upon his 

release he immediately returned to the scene of the drug raid.  If the foregoing does not suggest 

that Hilner was working with police, the colloquy that took place next certainly will.  (Fig. 73). 

 

 
 

Figure 73:   Transcript of Cheri Dale’s first interview, March 6, 1990, page 42 
 

 

In other words, while detectives are in the middle of interviewing who they believe may be the 

only material witness to a murder, a man who minutes earlier was arrested in a drug raid and 

immediately released returns to the scene of the raid whereupon the detectives cordially invite 

him to sit down and listen in on the interview.  Cheri’s defense lawyer interpreted this as 

indicating Jeff Hilner was either a police informant or was working with the police, and at trial 

tried to point this out to the jury by asking Brian Stanton about the incident.  (Fig. 74). 
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Figure 74:   Trial transcript of Brian Stanton’s testimony, pages 646-647 

 

 

When Cheri’s lawyer asked whether Stanton was surprised that Hilner was released so quickly 

Manning objected in an attempt to keep the jury from hearing it. (Fig 75). 

 

 
 

Figure 75:   Trial transcript of Brian Stanton’s testimony, pages 647 

 

 

The sidebar conversation between the judge and two lawyers shown in Figure 75 reveals that 

Manning convinced the judge and Cheri’s defense lawyer that Hilner was not cooperating with 

police by simply giving his word: “[I]t was my dope case, that he was not the informant.”  The 

problem with Manning’s statement is that it is simply not true.  In order for a “case” to reach the 

prosecutor’s office an arrest must be made and the case assigned to the District Attorney’s office.  
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None of the people “arrested” at the drug raid were ever charged with a crime and no “case” was 

ever referred to the District Attorney’s office.  The only reason the raid took place was so that 

detectives could interview Cheri Dale because they believed she may have been an eyewitness to 

the murder.  For Manning to say it was his “dope case” is patently false because he was never 

involved in the raid.  This was not the first time Manning lied to the judge regarding Jeff Hilner. 

 

Shortly after Cheri Dale was arrested and charged with murder, her first court appointed lawyer 

filed a Motion for Bail Review.  On February 22, 1994, the matter was heard by Judge Rogers 

who asked Manning about his theory of the case and whether there were any other suspects.  In 

his reply, Manning informed the judge that he previously had taken hair samples from Jeff Hilner 

and that he has “no physical evidence whatsoever to connect him to the crime scene.”  (Fig 76). 

 

 
 

Figure 76:   Pre-trial transcript of hearing on Motion for Bail Review, February 22, 1994, page 47 

 

 

Again, Manning’s statement to the judge is a blatant lie.  No hair samples were ever taken from 

Richard Amparano.  Accordingly, Manning must be referring to Jeff Hilner’s hair samples.  The 

problem here is that Jeff Hilner’s hair samples were not taken until three months later during his 

May 20, 1994 interview in prison. (Fig. 77).  Hilner’s interview was recorded and produced on 

cassette tape, although Manning never had it transcribed.  The author has excerpted the following 

from the audio cassette: 

 
Wick:  ‘May 20, 1994 . . . at the Soledad Correctional Facility . . . present is Jeffrey Hilner, 

Thomas Manning . . . and Dr. Norman Sperber.  Prior to this interview we contacted Mr. 

Hilner, we, um, asked Jeff to submit to, voluntarily and consensually to uh, some dental 

impressions and some hair samples.  Is that correct Jeff?’   

 

Hilner:  ‘That’s correct.”    

 

Accordingly, at the time Manning made his statement to Judge Rogers, he had not taken hair 

samples from either Jeff Hilner or Richard Amparano.  Manning simply lied to the Court. 
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Figure 77:   Police narrative of Jeff Hilner interview, May 20, 1994 
 

 

Manning’s problems with Jeff Hilner’s involvement in this case did not end with the May 20, 

1994 hair samples because at the time of that interview Hilner declined to speak with Manning 

and requested an attorney.  Two weeks later, on June 7, 1994, Manning returned to interview 

Hilner, but this time he had a court appointed attorney.  Incredibly, at the beginning of this 

interview, Manning granted Jeff Hilner immunity from prosecution for accessory after the fact of 

the murder in exchange for giving Manning any information he may have that would assist him 

in his prosecution of Cheri Dale.276  In other words, Manning granted immunity to the person 

whom two months earlier he had represented to Judge Rogers as having no connection with the 

crime.  (Fig. 78). 

 

 

 
 

*   *   * 
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Figure 78:   Jeff Hilner interview, June 7, 1994 

 

 

Incidentally, on the same day that Manning granted Hilner immunity, the DNA report was issued 

that proved Cheri was not the source of the hair found clutched in Susan Taylor’s hand.  Earlier, 

on May 27, 1994, DNA test results also eliminated Jeff Hilner as the source of the hair.  Yet, this 

does not eliminate the possibility that Hilner was involved in the murder, otherwise why would 

Manning grant him immunity?  At the very least, this calls Hilner’s credibility into serious 

question. 

 

Having granted Hilner immunity, the interview continued with Wick and Manning asking 

general questions regarding what Hilner knew about the crime.  At one point, Hilner was 

answering Wick’s question as to whether he knew where Cheri was staying at the time.  Half 

way through his answer, Hilner stopped midway through a sentence and said, “I can’t read 

that.”277  (Fig. 79).  Any fair reading of the transcript at this point compels one to conclude that 

Manning passed a note to Hilner asking him to discuss another topic.  Not surprisingly, that topic 

immediately became an alleged “admission” by Cheri that she had committed the murder.  After 

receiving Manning’s prompt, the next words out of Hilner’s mouth were, “Uh, yes, in the 

bathroom after the interview where she had nodded yes.  She did it, she had, when I went up and 

hugged her, she had nodded yes to (unintelligible) yes.”278   
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Figure 79:   Jeff Hilner Police interview, June 7, 1994 
 

 

Having shifted the conversation by passing a note to Hilner, Manning immediately followed up 

with a question seeking clarification of this “admission.” (Fig. 80).  In response, Hilner 

predictably stated, “I was asking her if she had anything to do with Susan’s death.”  Manning 

then asks, “And she nodded yes?” and Hilner answers “She had nodded yes.”279 

 

 

 

 
 

Figure 80:   Jeff Hilner Police interview, June 7, 1994 
 

 

Jeff Hilner testified at trial as a witness for the prosecution and Manning wasted no time in 

asking him about this alleged “admission” Cheri supposedly made.  Hilner again stated that 

Cheri “nodded her head” in response to his question as to whether she had anything to do with 

Susan’s death.280 (Fig. 81). 

 

 
 

Figure 81:   Jeff Hilner trial testimony 
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This answer apparently was not satisfactory for Manning because he followed up with a leading 

question, “At any time did she mumble ‘yes’?”  Hilner answered, “It’s possible, I don’t 

remember.”281   

 

Jeff Hilner was an obvious suspect with motive and opportunity to kill Susan Taylor.  His 

relationship with Richard Amparano was such that there can be no doubt he was either involved 

in or knew who was responsible for the killing.  After Cheri Dale left him and fled to Texas, he 

vindictively contacted Detective Wick in January of 1992 suggesting that Wick look into Cheri 

Dale because rumor had it that she had been at the house at the time of the murder and had 

hidden in a closet.  It is therefore ironic that Hilner was instrumental in assisting Wick and 

Manning in building their case against Cheri.   

 

On February 12, 1995, Cheri Dale’s defense investigator tried to interview Jeff Hilner, but he 

refused to answer any questions.  In his closing argument at trial, Manning stated to the jury “I’m 

not saying anything good about Jeff Hilner, other than the fact that he told the truth. . . .  He told 

the truth.”282  The author respectfully suggests otherwise.  Jeff Hilner died in 2011.  

 

 

Richard Amparano 

 

In February of 2013, Richard Amparano voluntarily contacted the author of this paper.  Richard 

was very cooperative and sincerely wanted to help in any way he could with efforts to secure 

Cheri Dale’s release from prison.  In fact, it was Richard who confirmed the author’s theory that 

Robert Amparano was driving Richard’s car the morning of the murder, thus refuting George 

Camarena’s alibi that he drove Robert Amparano home at 8:00 in the morning. Richard 

Amparano did not testify at Cheri Dale’s trial.  He passed a lie detector test on May 4, 1990.  

Accordingly, it cannot fairly be said that he participated in the murder.   

 

Although Richard had no verifiable alibi and was widely considered to be the prime suspect by 

those who knew him, Prosecutor Manning “eliminated” him as a suspect on the basis that his 

dental impression did not match the bite mark on Susan’s arm.283   Richard is discussed herein 

solely for the purpose of showing how Detective Wick and prosecutor Manning exhibited a 

consistent pattern of ignoring what at the time should have been obvious suspects. 

 

Shortly after the murder, San Diego Police received a “Crime Stoppers Tip” that Richard 

Amparano was responsible for Susan Taylor’s murder.284  The person who reported the tip stated 

that three others had named him as the killer, that the victim had been shot in the facial area five 

times, and that Amparano owned a blue steel revolver as well as other guns.  Kevin Benson later 

told Manning during his interview in 1993 that Amparano had several guns in his possession the 

night before the murder and that he was showing them off to people.285  Amparano himself 

admitted that he had several guns in his possession that night.286  Benson’s statement is 

supported by Brian Stanton’s trial testimony that Amparano had told him the day of the murder 

that he had fallen asleep at his parents’ house and that his father had taken from him the several 

handguns Amparano had left on the coffee table.287  Brian’s girlfriend, Fatima Kesheshian, was 
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present during this telephone conversation and later related to Detective Wick during her 

interview that Amparano’s parents were yelling in the background because he had blood on his 

clothes and on his shoes with two guns laying in front of him.288  Kesheshian also told Wick 

during the ride back to the crime scene that Lisa had told her that she (Lisa) thought Richard had 

killed Susan.289  She also told Wick that a couple weeks prior to this interview Richard and his 

sister were at her house and his sister had screamed at him saying, “But you killed the girl,” to 

which Richard replied, “Yeah, but I got away with it.”290  Finally, she told Wick that Richard’s 

friend, Kelly Gault, had told her Richard admitted to Gault that he had killed Susan.291 

 

There is also evidence that Susan Taylor was afraid of Richard Amparano.  Detective Wick 

interviewed Billy Boff on December 21, 1994 during which Boff stated he had spoken to Susan 

the day before she was murdered.  She was driving Richard’s car and was afraid to return it to 

him because she feared for her safety.  It was for this reason that Susan had planned to leave for 

Los Angeles the next morning.292  When Cheri’s defense lawyer tried to introduce this statement 

at trial Manning objected on the basis of hearsay and the judge ruled it was not admissible.293 

 
Amparano’s First Police Interview (1990) 

 

Amaparano was first interviewed two days after the murder and told detectives the last time he 

was at Lisa’s house was 5:30 a.m. the day before the murder, and that he returned to his parents’ 

house at 1:00 in the afternoon.294  He stated that on the night of the murder he was supposed to 

meet his brother, Robert, at the car wash sometime before midnight because he was driving 

“Frankie’s Blazer” and Robert was driving his (Richard’s) car.  They were supposed to meet at 

the car wash in order to switch cars.  Amparano never made it to the car wash.295 

 

Amparano stated that on the night of the murder Susan had called him at about 1:00 a.m., several 

hours before she was killed, asking him to come over.  He had intended on going, but never did 

because his brother had borrowed his car.  He had access to Frankie’s Blazer, but he did not want 

to drive that car so he went home to his parents’ house and fell asleep.  He stated that his brother 

woke him up at about 9 or 10:00 a.m. asking for the keys to “Frankie’s truck.”  Amparano asked 

his brother for the keys to his (Richard’s) car and after they exchanged keys he (Richard) 

remained at his parents’ house.   

 

Amparano next stated that Mark Kountz, James Abbott “and the police” came by his house that 

morning.296 This statement is troublesome because there is no record of police visiting 

Amparano’s home until two days after the murder.  Nonetheless, Amparano stated Abbot and 

Kountz came by “to say ‘Hi,’ give me a jacket, um, it was a weird jacket too.”  He stated the two 

came by “a few hours” after his brother had woken him up, and that his mother answered the 

door.297  After they left, Amparano remained at his parent’s house playing guitar until Brian 

Stanton called him later in the afternoon and told him Susan was dead.  James Abbott called 

Amaparano after he left the police station and asked Amparano to pick him, which he did in his 

mother’s car, and the two then went to Brian’s house at 5 or 6:30 p.m. 

 

After Cheri Dale’s first interview, police served a search warrant on Amparano’s home and 

found a 9mm ammunition magazine and three Polaroid photographs of Susan Taylor taken while 

she was alive at the murder scene the night before.298  Police also found what appeared to be 

blood stains on a pair of Vans tennis shoes and a ski glove.299  These stains were analyzed by 
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laboratory technician Charles Merritt and the result somehow was a negative presumptive test for 

human blood.300  A partial shoe impression was found on a leather brief case next to Susan’s 

body.301  Despite this evidence, Detective Presley testified to the Grand Jury that, “I did a search 

warrant on his house, took several items, none of which proved to fit the case.”302   

 

Although Amparano claimed he was at his parents’ house all night, his possession of Polaroid 

photographs of Susan Taylor taken while she was alive at the murder scene the night before 

strongly indicates that he was in fact at Lisa’s house at that time, particularly since James Abbott 

stated to police that he had seen Amparano taking such photographs the day before.303  John 

DiMercurio stated to Detective Wick that Brian Stanton told him that Richard and his “cousin” 

were at Brian’s house the night before the murder and had left to go “hit Susan over the head and 

rape her,” but that after several hours they returned stating they had changed their minds.304   

 

Amparano’s statement that he was at his parents’ house all night is contradicted by both Lisa 

Stanton and Kevin Benson, both of whom stated they drove to see Amparano at his parents’ 

house and that he was not there.  Benson said he and Lisa went looking for Amparano at 10 or 

11:00 p.m., and when they did not find him at his parents’ house they went to Kelly Gault’s 

house and found him there.  Benson said that Lisa and Amparano then left together to buy drugs 

and returned about an hour later with a quarter pound of methamphetamine.  From there, the two 

followed Richard to his parents’ house where they stayed until shortly after midnight.305  

Amparano has no alibi after Benson and Lisa left him. 

 
Amparano’s Second Police Interview (1990) 

 

After police searched his house, Amparano was again interviewed on March 14, 1990 while in 

jail on unrelated charges.  He stated that Susan had called him at about 1:00 a.m., several hours 

before she was killed, and that he was at Kelly Gault’s house, not at his parents’ house as he told 

police two months earlier.306  He stated he remained at Gault’s house until he fell asleep at about 

4:30 or 5:00 a.m.  This, of course, is contrary to his first interview where he told police that he 

had fallen asleep at his parents’ house.  He also recited what his brother had told police about 

George Camarena wanting to rape Susan.307  One month later, Richard was again arrested for 

unlawful possession of a firearm and narcotics.308 

 

Kathy Cox was a friend of Lisa Stanton.  Lisa stayed at Kathy’s house during the several days 

following the murder.  Kathy kept a type written journal with dated entries of everything Lisa 

told her during that time.  This two page journal was given to Detective Wick when he 

interviewed Cox on March 11, 1992.309  In that journal, Cox writes that Lisa “tells me about 

wanting to see Richard.  I said no.  She insists that she can get him to confess.”  This journal 

entry shows Lisa’s state of mind at the time of the murder, and that she believed Richard was 

responsible for killing Susan Taylor. 

 

Brian Stanton testified at trial, over Manning’s objection of course, that Richard had told him 

several different stories as to where he had been during the time of the murder.310  Specifically, 

Richard told Brian that he had fallen asleep at his parents’ house with several guns on the coffee 

table, and that his father had taken the guns.311  Richard also told Brian that he had been in the 

desert cooking drugs with his cousin, Joe Garcia, at the time of the murder.312  
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Detective Presley testified to the Grand Jury regarding his attempts to verify Richard’s alibi.  

When Manning asked whether he confirmed this alibi and whether it turned out to be true, 

Presley stated, “Yes, sir; I did.”313  During a pretrial hearing, Manning stated to Judge Gill, “The 

only evidence linking [Richard] Amparano to the crime is the defendant's statement. . . .  If it 

doesn't come in then there's absolutely nothing to link Mr. Amparano to the crime.314  This 

statement is false and was intended to mislead the court.  The “defendant’s statement” Manning 

is referring to is Cheri’s statement to Detective Presley during her first interview after she heard 

Richard’s voice at Brian Stanton’s house about an hour earlier.  She told Presley that she thought 

it was the voice she heard at Lisa’s house.  This issue is discussed below in detail in the section 

on Cheri’s statements to police.   

 

The evidence linking Richard Amparano to the crime was so overwhelming it is beyond 

comprehension how Manning could have claimed, “The only evidence linking [Richard] 

Amparano to the crime is the defendant's statement.”  Setting this evidence aside for the moment, 

one need only look to Manning’s questioning of Detective Presley during the Grand Jury 

proceedings to find such evidence.  There, Manning asked Presley about Cheri’s comment 

regarding Richard’s voice:315 

 
Q. And at this point in time did you have any suspects? 
 

A. No, sir.  I didn’t. 

 
Q. And was this the first time Richard Amparano’s name was given to you as a 

suspect? 

 

A. No, sir.  I got – I had gotten it from other sources also. 

 

In other words, at the time of Cheri’s first interview just forty days after the murder, Detective 

Presley had already been advised that Richard Amparano was a possible suspect.  Manning’s 

next sentence in response to Presley’s answer is telling: 

 

Q. We’re almost finished here. 

 

At this point, April 18, 1994, Manning had no evidence that could have eliminated Richard as a 

suspect.  His dental impression was taken in New Mexico after the Grand Jury indicted Cheri.  In 

fact, with the exception of Cheri, no dental impressions of any potential suspects were taken until 

after the indictment.316 

 

During closing argument at trial, Manning told the jury, “Richard Amparano.  Eliminated on bite 

marks.  He is at his house. There is no evidence whatsoever to support a finding that Richard 

Amparano was involved in this.  There is none.  There is none.”317  The author of this paper 

suggests that at the time of Cheri Dale’s trial there was ample evidence that should have 

convinced Detective Wick and prosecutor Manning that Amparano was somehow involved in the 

crime, but that they both chose to ignore that evidence in furtherance of their conspiracy to 

convict Cheri Dale of a crime they knew she did not commit.  
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KATHY COX’S INTERVIEW AND JOURNAL 

 

 

 

Kathy Cox was a friend of Lisa Stanton.  Two or three hours after her interview with police, 

Lisa showed up at Cox’ house and started telling her everything she knew about the murder.  

Lisa stayed at Cox’s house during the several days following the murder and Cox took notes of 

everything Lisa told her.  On March 11, 1992, Cox contacted Detective Wick stating that she had 

knowledge of Susan Taylor’s murder.  According to Wick’s Investigative Supplement, Cox 

specifically told him she “believed she could provide information as to how and why the 

homicide occurred.”  Wick and his partner Blake Burwell then interviewed Cox.  The interview 

was recorded and transcribed. 

 

The transcript of Cox’s interview provides incredible insight as to who killed Susan and why.  In 

no uncertain terms, Cox quoted Lisa as telling her that Richard Amparano and James Abbott had 

killed Susan.  The following are verbatim excerpts from Cox’s interview transcript: 

 
“This is exactly what came out of Lisa’s mouth.  Lisa Stanton knows or did now who 

killed Susan…who was involved there that night.”318 

 

“She told me Richard [Amparano] did it and that was the first, first thing.”319 
 

“Richard told Susan that if she sold Micahel [Burns] the car he would blow it up.  Her 

along with it.”320 
 

“Richard at the time, was smoking the stuff and it was, a lunatic.  Literally, he had no 

control over anything he did, said or whatever.  He smoked it.  It became violent.  He 
wouldn’t remember, he carried guns.  He carried knives.  He and Brian were on this war 

kick and they fed each other’s ego.  Totally.  Um…  . . .  they would be paranoid, imagine 

that they would see things behind trees.  They would actually shoot.  They would get 

their machine guns out.  They had machetes, they had sawed off shotguns, they had, 
ever…you wouldn’t believe.”321 

 

“Jeff Hilner was there . . . cause Lisa told me.  Lisa told me that there were four people.  
Actually, she said there was six people and two of them she wouldn’t name.  . . .   She 

named Jeff Hilner, a, Richard’s cousin . . . Pablo, or if the guys name is Carlos. . . .  And 

she named one of person and that was James Abbott. . . .”322 

 
“Um, and then but she talked about the night before that they had all been partying but 

Brian had been over there as well but they had talked about gang rape because Susan was 

a good looking girl and. . . .  [Wick asks who “they” are]  The group of people that were 
partying at Brian’s house.  Kevin Benson was there.”323 
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“Lisa said from the start it’s a hammer.  She got killed with a hammer.  Half of her skull 
was whipped away.  . . .  Lisa told me that.”324 

 

“That [Lisa] was very angry at Susan and she wanted her out of her house because she 

didn’t like her living there.”325 
 

“Lisa’s covering up, I believe, for Richard because she was pregnant with Richard’s baby 

and had an abortion, number one.”326 
 

“Lisa told me on the telephone she’d been shot. . . .   The day of the murder. . . .  And I 

said, with what?  And she said, well, a gun.  There’s a bullet, there’s blood 
splattered…it’s just splattered all over the walls.  And I went, okay.  It didn’t come until 

Lisa came over to the house that she said it was a hammer. . . .  Three days later.”327 

 

“She drove around, she saw the green van parked out front.  She stopped, she went up, 
she climbed through the window. . . .”328 

 

On February 3, 1990, nine days after the murder, Kathy prepared a type written journal with 

dated entries of everything Lisa told her.  This two page journal was given to Detective Wick 

when he interviewed Cox on March 11, 1992.  It bears Wick’s signature and has stamped 

inventory page numbers in the lower right hand corner.  It was provided to Cheri’s defense 

attorney and is considered evidence in this case.  Cox’s journal entries also provide insight into 

the events that unfolded on the morning of the murder.  They are transcribed as follows: 

 
Lisa has told me so much that I can’t stand it any longer.  Something is seriously wrong 

here.  The first phone call from Lisa was from a phone booth at Von’s in La Costa.  She 
was hysterical.  This was early afternoon.  She hung up abruptly when I asked her what 

she saw.  She kept telling me there was so much blood, so much blood.  She says she 

called 911 from that phone booth. 
 

The next call about 4pm was from Carlsbad PD.  Fatima and Lisa had been taken there?  

By whom?  She says she dove to Brians to get his help after she called me.  Where is car?  

She does not know.  She is in shock.  She keeps saying they are looking at her.  The cops.  
They do not believe her.  I said what do you want me to do?  She says come get her, 

please.  I call Jim Pollard.329  I do not know what to do.  He says not to get involved. 

 
I drive to the PD and there is Lisa and Jimmy, Cheryl’s brother driving Lisa’s Jeep out on 

El Camino Real.  I speed up and catch up with them in front of Royal Liquor in Leucadia.  

What gives?  She acts like I am crazy.  Like she never called for help. 
 

Lisa says she climbed through a window because the door was open and she was scared? 

 

Who is they?  She tells me about wanting to see Richard.  I said no.  She insists that she 
can get him to confess?  I tell her it too dangerous.  To tell the cops.  Let them do it. 

 

She doesn’t listen.  She says something about a bat.  Richard keeps touching.  She says he 
must stop smoking the shit, he loses control.  He doesn’t know he does.  He is violent and 

mean. 
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Following are things Lisa relates often, some of them contradict other things she says.  I 
know Lisa knows who killed Susan.  I know she is covering up. 

 

Richard-Vista-address (with brother Robert) green van-Rischard’s cousin, Pablo?  Seen 

by Lisa the day of the murder. 
Hazel – Richard’s old girlfriend deals in Escondido. 

Kelly – Richard’s present girlfriend – hype, shoots meth – had Susan’s phone # and 

address in pocket – was questioned 
Dirt Bag Kevin – Lisa says he was there. 

Who does Richard have come over, that he pays to beat people up? 

Scary Sherry – claims to have seen Richard kill Susan.  Afraid to talk because of Jeff 
Hilner.  Scary claims to have been hiding in closet, while the murder was taking place. 

Susan was arguing over the phone with Richard, according to Lisa; over the sale of car to 

Michael?  She had received $300.00. 

Richard said he would blow car up if she sold it to Michael. 
 

Suspects but let go. (Wed. or Thurs. Feb. 1) 

 
Sherry says Richard killed Susan with a hammer and hit her in the back of the head.  Lisa 

says she saw Susan’s face?  But then says that half of her skull was not there. 

 
When detective were talking to Lisa here, 2280 Montgomery on Friday, Lisa says Sherry 

drove by 3 times – real nervous.   

 

3-19-90 Lisa slipped by saying “She left them there” the day of the murder.  Meaning 
Richard and his brother and this guy named George who wanted to rape Susan, the night 

before. 

 
Lisa said Richard’s brothers van was at the house that day.   

 

3-20-90 Lisa is scared of Richard, like the first day after she left Carlsbad PD.  She says 

when she looks at Richards shoes she becomes afraid.  Richard is acting weird she says. 
 

3-20-90 Corvette Sandy?  Lisa says she has got to get with Sandy and get the story?  

Sandy tells me Lisa was with her.  No way, Lisa told me Susan was on the phone, afraid 
because there was somebody at the door, this was in the morning.  Lisa says that Susan 

was afraid to answer and she told her not to. 

 
The word on the street says Susan was pregnant by Mark.  I only met him once.  Lisa has 

the hots for him.  She says he has got such a great body.  People are saying weird things 

about the murder.  Who is Jim Abbott?  A thief?  Supposedly rips off stores.  And who is 

this Pablo?  Richard called today and said something about him Lisa says.  I don’t know 
what to think.  But I know I am afraid. 

 

 

Kathy Cox’s interview and journal provide compelling evidence that Cheri Dale was not 

responsible for the murder of Susan Taylor.  Since Lisa Stanton testified in court, Cox’s journal 

would not have been considered hearsay and would have been admitted into evidence by having 

Cox testify as a defense witness.  Not surprisingly, Manning did not call Cox as a witness, and 

for reasons unknown neither did Cheri’s defense lawyer.  Thus, a person with firsthand 
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knowledge of Lisa Stanton’s excited utterances and statements against interests, all of which 

would absolutely have been admissible at trial, simply disappeared and the jury never heard her 

story. 
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JAMES McFADDEN’S FINGERPRINT 

 

 

 

James McFadden was Richard Amaprano’s “muscle” and was known by DDA Manning to be 

violent.  Despite a “thorough” search of the murder scene, police personnel were unable to lift a 

single usable fingerprint, with one exception.  Police found fingerprints on the window screen 

that had been lying on the ground in front of an open window near the front door of the house.  

These prints were identified as belonging to James McFadden, who admittedly had been at the 

house several days earlier and had beaten up an individual named Lee Baum.  Lee Baum was 

bleeding so badly he had to go to the hospital for stitches.  This incident is part of the record and 

is undisputed. 

 

According to official police reports, James McFadden was believed to be the leader of a gang 

called the Vista Crips, and at the time of the murder he was being investigated by the U.S. 

Department of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms.  (Fig. 82). 

 

 

 
Figure 82:   Detective Sutt’s Investigative Supplement, February 1, 1990, page 8. 

 

 

During Cheri trial, Manning asked Detective Presley whether any fingerprints had been found at 

the murder scene.  Presley answered that they had found a fingerprint from James McFadden.  

Manning then asked him whether McFadden had been at the house prior to the murder and 

Presley responded that he had, but that it had been left there “a couple of weeks prior.”330 
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Figure 83:   Transcript of Detective Presley’s trial testimony 

 

 

Manning never asked Detective Presley who informed him that the fingerprint had been placed 

on the window screen “a couple of weeks prior,” and Cheri’s defense lawyer did not object to 

this statement as assuming facts not in evidence. 

 

Currently, there is no analytical method for determination of the age of a fingerprint, and there 

certainly was none in 1990.  A 1975 study of the effects of temperature and humidity on latent 

print deposits concluded that “it is not possible to determine that a fingerprint is fresh or several 

weeks old by . . . observing how the print develops when the dusting powder is applied.”331  

After an extensive study of related articles, Charles Midkiff warned that “speculation or court 

testimony concerning the time when a latent print was placed is fraught with danger and may be 

hazardous to the reputation of the examiner.”332 

 

By allowing Detective Presley to falsely state to the jury that McFadden’s fingerprint had been 

left at the crime scene “a couple of weeks prior,” Manning was able to “eliminate” McFadden as 

a suspect.  This is yet another example of how Manning manipulated evidence to eliminate 

suspects and keep the attention focused on Cheri.  McFadden should never have been eliminated. 
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BLOODY CLOTHES 

 

 

 

Two days after the murder, Brian Stanton went to the empty house where Susan was killed to 

clean up because he wanted to get his deposit back from the owner of the house.333  There he 

found a pile of women’s clothes.  Some of these clothes were blood stained from the murder.  

Brian placed some of the clothes into a plastic bag and took them to Mark Kountz’ house to give 

to Susan’s parents.334  Brian’s girlfriend, Fatima Kesheshian, told Detective Wick that Brian had 

separated the bloody clothes and gave the rest to Kountz.335  Brian left the bloody clothes behind. 

 

The video of the crime scene taken the day after the murder shows a pile of clothes in the closet 

of the bedroom across the hall from where Susan was killed.  These clothes appear blood stained 

and are likely the clothes Brian stated he did not take with him when he cleaned up days later.336  

Jeff Hilner testified that he found a bag of clothes in his garage with blood stains and that they 

did not belong to Cheri Dale.337  He said he asked Mark Kountz to come over and see these 

clothes.338  Brian Stanton testified that Jeff Hilner later contacted him to come and look at some 

bloody clothes that Jeff had placed in a storage facility, but when he arrived the clothes were no 

longer there.339  On February 12, 1995, Cheri’s defense investigator interviewed Hilner’s close 

friend, Ann (Foye) Arbuckle who confirmed that Hilner had told her he had possession of bloody 

clothes at one point after the murder. 

 

Rumors had spread about bloody clothes and these are recounted in the interviews of several 

witnesses.  One of these rumors reached Detective Wick who heard that Roberto Franco had 

been at Charles Vary’s house shortly after the murder and had seen Vary washing bloody 

clothes.  According to the rumor, Vary told Franco they belonged to Cheri Dale. 

 

On March 29, 1995, five days before trial, Cheri’s defense lawyer argued his motion to exclude 

and prevent any reference to bloody clothes during the trial.  The judge denied this motion, thus 

allowing Manning to suggest to the jury that Cheri’s alleged destruction of bloody clothes 

showed a consciousness of guilt.  The judge based his decision to allow discussion of bloody 

clothes solely on Manning’s representation that Franco saw Vary washing blood stained clothes 

that belonged to Cheri: 

 
“It is going to be our contention that it did happen, it is just that Mr. Vary’s timing or his memory 

of the timing in such that he is intentionally fudging on the dates to assist the defense, . . . there is 

also an individual, Mr. Franco, who also observed Mr. Vary hanging up some clothing that was 

indicated by Mr. Vary that they belonged to the defendant, and Mr. Franco says to Mr. Vary, ‘If 

those are from what I think, you better call the sheriff’s department’”340 

 

Manning’s statement to the court regarding Roberto Franco was false and was known by 

Manning to be false at the time it was made.  As discussed earlier in this paper, Roberto Franco 
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was and had been in jail at the time of the murder having been sentenced to two years in prison 

and could not therefore have been at Vary’s house.  Incredibly, during James Abbott’s 

September 2, 1994 interview he specifically told Manning and Detective Wick that Franco was 

in custody at the time of the murder and that Lisa Stanton’s telephone records would reveal this 

as Franco had called Lisa’s house collect from jail.  (Fig. 84).341  

 

 

 

 
 

Figure 84:   Transcript of James Abbott’s September 6, 1992 interview, page 89 

 

   

Not only is Manning’s statement to Judge Gill regarding Roberto Franco false, his statement 

regarding Charles Vary and bloody clothing is also false in that it is contrary to Detective Wick’s 

Investigative Supplement regarding his previous search of Vary’s house wherein Vary told Wick 

he had never seen any bloody clothes.342  Worse yet, Cheri Dale’s defense investigator 

interviewed Charles Vary on January 8, 1995 wherein Vary stated that his wife, Darlene Abbott, 

had washed these clothes and that they belonged to Ann (Foye) Arbuckle who had stored them 

some time earlier and that they had become mildewed.  Arbuckle confirmed this in her February 

12, 1995 interview with Cheri’s defense investigator, which was provided to prosecutor Manning 

prior to trial.  Charles Vary denied that he had ever washed any bloody clothes and his interview 

was provided to prosecutor Manning prior to trial as well. 

 

 

 
 

Figure 85:   Detective Wick’s Investigative Supplement, February 7, 1992 
 

 

In other words, Manning lied to Judge Gill about Charles Vary seeing bloody clothes, and he lied 

when he stated that Franco had seen bloody clothes shortly after the murder. 
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In October, 1994, one month after learning from Abbott that Roberto Franco was and had been 

incarcerated since before the murder, Manning and Wick prepared a search warrant for Charles 

Vary’s house based upon statements they knew Roberto Franco could not have made.  The 

information provided in this search warrant was therefore false and was known by Wick and 

Manning to be false at the time it was made, and since the warrant was made under oath, it is in 

fact perjury: 

 
“Franco then told me while he was staying at Vary’s residence, Charles Vary received a message 

to go and pick-up some clothing from a garage.  Franco stated that Charles received this message a 

few days after Taylor’s death.  . . .    Franco saw some of the clothing and noted that they were 

stained with blood.  Franco asked Vary who the clothing belonged to and why they had so much 

blood on them.  Vary responded and said the clothes belonged the Sherrie Hilder.  Vary told 

Franco the reason the clothes were blood soaked was because Sherrie had had a miscarriage while 

wearing the clothes.”343   

 

At trial, Manning asked Detective Wick about this search warrant and whether any bloody 

clothes were found.  Wick replied that no bloody clothes were ever found at Charles Vary’s 

house.344  (Fig. 86).   

 

 

 
 

Figure 86:   Detective Wick’s trial testimony regarding bloody clothes  

 

 

Amazingly, one week after Manning’s false representations to Judge Gill, he stated to the jury in 

opening argument that “[Cheri Dale] should be driving a red car belonging to a person named 

Roberto Franco, who we believe was in custody at the time.”345  Accordingly, by his own 

admission Manning knew that Franco was in custody and could not therefore have made the 

statements he relied upon one week earlier in order to convince Judge Gill that he should be 

allowed to mention bloody clothes to the jury.  In other words, Manning blatantly lied to Judge 

Gill. 

 

Detective Presley’s notes from the day of the murder indicate he was contacted by a confidential 

informant named Jay White who asked whether police had found a cowboy hat with blood in it. 
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Figure 87:   Detective Presley’s notes 

 

 

References to a cowboy hat appear several times throughout the investigation of this case and, 

although not linking any one person to the crime, they tend to show that persons other than Cheri 

Dale were responsible for transporting and storing “bloody clothes” from the crime scene.   

 

Detective Wick prepared an Investigation Supplement dated February 7, 1992, the same day he 

interviewed Jeff Hilner, and stated that on that day he searched Charles Vary’s house looking for 

bloody clothing.  He found a 30 gallon trash bag full of clothes and a cowboy hat.  He stated that 

he examined the clothes and found no evidence of blood. (Fig. 88). 

 

 

 

 
 

Figure 88:   Detective Wick’ Investigation Supplement, February 7, 1992 

 

 

Although Wick’s Investigation Supplement states that he “retained the clothing and hat as 

evidence,” his Property Report prepared later that same day contains no mention of the cowboy 

hat.  Rather, it mentions only “three shirts taken from Charles Vary residence” and “blood from 

crime scene.”  (Fig. 89).  What Detective Wick was doing with blood from a two year old crime 

scene is a question one might very well ask given that one month earlier he had accessed the 

police evidence locker and ended up “losing” critical hair evidence.  One might also ask what 

Wick did with the cowboy hat and the remainder of the clothes from the 30 gallon trash bag. 
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Figure 89:   Detective Wick’s Property Report, February 7, 1992 
 

 

The still photograph in Figure 90 is from the crime scene video of the house where Susan was 

killed.  The video was taken the next day by Evidence Technicians Merritt and McIntosh.  This 

photograph depicts the closet in the bedroom across the hall from where Susan was killed.  Also 

seen in this photograph is what appears to be a cowboy hat sitting atop a pile of clothes and 

shoes that appear blood stained.   

 

 

 
 

Figure 90:   Still photograph Lisa Stanton’s bedroom closet taken from crime scene video 
 

Recall that Brian Stanton stated he went to the crime scene tow days after Susan was killed to 

clean up because he wanted to get his deposit back from the owner of the house.346  He said he 

found a pile of women’s clothes, put them in a plastic bag and took them to Mark Kountz’ house.  

Some of the clothes he found at the scene were blood stained from the murder.347 (Fig. 91). 
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Figure 91:   Brian Stanton’s trial testimony regarding bloody clothes 
 

 

The inescapable conclusion from the evidence is that several people possessed blood stained 

clothing after Susan Taylor’s murder and that such clothes were transported and stored at several 

different location.  None of this evidence, however, indicates that any of these bloody clothes 

belonged to Cheri Dale or that Cheri ever had possession of them.  Neither Roberto Franco nor 

Charles Vary were called as witnesses to testify at trial, and other than Manning’s false 

statements to Judge Gill, there was no evidence whatsoever to support his allegation that Cheri 

ever possessed bloody clothes.  Without Franco’s alleged observation, Judge Gill would have 

precluded any mention of bloody clothes as being highly prejudicial and without evidentiary 

support.  The jury should never have heard about the issue. 
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CHERI DALE’S STATEMENTS TO POLICE 

 

 

 

Cheri’s Side of the Story 

 

Any discussion of Cheri Dale’s story and her statements to police must begin with the fact that 

on February 16, 1994 she passed a lie detector test administered at prosecutor Manning’s request.  

Since Manning made much of the fact that Richard Amparano was excluded as a suspect in part 

because he passed a lie detector, one might wonder why he continued to prosecute Cheri for a 

full year after she passed her test. 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

On the advice of counsel, Cheri exercised her right not to testify at trial.  Her story is therefore 

revealed only in her statements to police both at the time of the murder and two and half years 

later.   

 
Cheri did not know what day Susan had been murdered 

 

During the Grand Jury proceedings and at trial, both Wick and Manning repeatedly stated that 

Cheri admitted she was at Lisa Stanton’s house on January 25, 2012.  This is incorrect.  Cheri 

never said she was at the house on that date.  In fact, she stated that she didn’t even know the 

actual date of the murder.348 (Fig. 92). 

 

 

 
 

Figure 92:   Transcript of Cheri Dale’s 1992 Texas interview 
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Cheri never disputed that she had gone to Lisa Stanton’s house to buy drugs, but the tragic fact is 

that she mistakenly believed the murder had occurred while she was there the weekend before it 

happened.  High on drugs during her police interview, Cheri simply was unaware that the murder 

had occurred on Thursday, four days later.  In other words, she had been at Lisa’s house to buy 

drugs, but not on the day of the murder.  Rather, she had gone there four days earlier during the 

weekend.  This claim is supported by Manning’s theory of the case against Cheri, part of which 

required that there were no other cars on the street while she allegedly was alone in the house 

killing Susan Taylor.  This is consistent with the fact that Susan was killed on a Thursday, a 

workday, and while the neighbors were at work.  In her interview two months after the murder, 

Cheri specifically stated that when she went to Lisa’s house she had to park down the street 

because there were “too many people parked in front of their neighbors all weekend."349  (Fig. 

93).  Despite Cheri’s clear statement, Manning told the jury in his opening argument the exact 

opposite:  “What the Defendant says occurs when she shows up at the house, she said there are 

no cars in the driveway.  Doesn’t see any vehicles out front.”350  This is a patently false statement 

and Manning knew it to be false at the time he made it. 

 

 

 

 
 

Figure 93:   Transcript of Cheri Dale’s March 6, 1990 interview. 

 

 

Lest there be any doubt, Cheri specifically said to Wick and Manning during her 1992 Texas 

interview that she was not there on the day of the murder.  This portion of her interview can be 

heard on the audio tape, but it was conveniently edited out of the typewritten transcript.  It 

should have appeared immediately following page 115 when Cheri is talking about what Lisa 

and her friends were telling her while she was at Brian Stanton’s house on the day of interview 

with Detective Presley.  It reads as follows:  

 
And, and, and she told me.  That’s what they told me on. . .   I didn’t hear it on the news.  
I know I didn’t hear over the news.  But they told me about it, [they said] “It was on the 

news and everything.  Susan got killed in the house.  And um, I’m thinking Cheri, that 

you were there!”  And when they told me this, I went “No way, uh uh.”  . . .  [They said] 

“Yeah, I think you were.”  I’m like, “No, I don’t think I was.”351 

 

This portion of Cheri’s interview shows that she is specifically denying being at the house at the 

time of the murder.  As it turns out, there were 34 pages of Cheri’s videotaped interview 

transcript that were shuffled out of order, and the fact that the foregoing statment does not appear 

in the typewritten transcript prepared by the District Attorney’s office is a prime example of how 

Manning ignored, manipulated and attempted to suppress evidence favorable to Cheri’s defense.  

The absence of this portion from the transcript was prejudicial to Cheri in that Judge Gill never 
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saw the video, nor listened to the audio tape of the interview.  Instead, he simply relied upon the 

typewritten transcript: 

 
I have reviewed the written transcript of that interview, which I understand was taped 

both on video tape and audio tape, but I think it was indicated earlier that it would 

probably be sufficient for my purposes, in ruling on this motion, to simply read the 
written transcript, . . . 352 

 

Cheri also stated that on the day she arrived at the house she walked in the open front door and 

heard a fight ensuing between two people, later discovered to be Lee Baum and James 

McFadden.  During this fight, Baum was seriously injured and bled on the wall that was visible 

from the closet where Cheri had hidden.  This fight and Baum’s subsequent hospital treatment 

were well documented and not disputed by prosecutor Manning.  During her police interview on 

the day of the murder, Lisa Stanton recounted this incident that she stated had in fact occurred 

about four days earlier when Lee Baum was staying at her house and had fallen asleep while 

Lisa, Richard Amparano, Susan Taylor and Mark Kountz were out.  When they returned, they 

discovered they could not find the house keys.  They tried to wake up Baum but could not.  

Richard thought Baum was really awake and simply refusing to open the door.  Lisa ended up 

having to call James McFadden to bring over the house key from where she had left it.  When 

they finally got into the house, McFadden beat up Baum causing him to bleed profusely from his 

forehead.  Baum had to go to the hospital for stitches. 

 

During Cheri’s 1992 interview, her recollection of the day she went to Lisa’s was entirely 

consistent with the incident where Lee Baum was injured, right down to her statement that an “El 

Camino” and a black and red motorcycle parked at the house 353  Richard Amparano was there 

that day and he rode a black and red motorcycle. 

 

 

 
 

Figure 94:   Transcript of Cheri Dale’s 1992  interview 

 

 

Cheri testified at the hearing on her Motion for New Trial and recounted this incident as 

follows:354 
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Figure 94:   Cheri Dale’s post conviction testimony 
 

 

Cheri also told Wick and Manning during her 1992 interview that on the day she went to Lisa’s 

house she had been partying with two friends, Gregg and Andy, in their apartment on the north 

side of the Spindrift apartment building on Vulcan Avenue in Leucadia.  The Spindrift 

Apartment are located directly across the railroad tracks from her parents’ house.  Gregg and 

Andy had given Cheri $80.00 to buy more drugs and one of them had lent her his car, a small, 

red two door sedan, so that she could drive to Lisa’s house to get the drugs.355  On April 20, 

1994, Detective Wick testified to the Grand Jury that he made an attempt to determine whether 

anyone by the name of Gregg or Andy had ever rented an apartment at Spindrift, but that he was 

unable to do so.356  (Fig. 95). 

 

 

 

 
 

Figure 95:   Detective Wick’s 1994 Grand Jury testimony 

 

 

Two months later, on July 1, 1994, Wick interviewed Jeff Hilner in jail.  Hilner told Wick about 

an individual named Gregg who lived at the Spindrift Apartments.  In his investigative report, 

Wick stated that on that day he secured Jeff Hilner’s temporary release from jail and the two of 

them drove to the Spindrift Apartments so that Hilner could show Wick Gregg’s apartment.  

Upon arrival at apartment number 16 on the north side of the building, Hilner described to Wick 

how he and Cheri had once gone to that apartment to retrieve some of Cheri’s personal 

belongings.  Excerpts from Wick’s report are reproduced as Figure 96. 
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*   *   * 

 
*   *   * 

 

 
 

 
Figure 96:   Detective Wick’s July 1, 1994 police Investigative Report 

 

 

Less than a year later at Cheri’s trial, Manning asked Wick the same question he had asked him 

during the Grand Jury proceedings and Wick gave the same answer, that he had been unable to 

verify that anyone named Gregg or Andy ever lived at the Spindrift apartments.357 (Fig. 97). 

 

 

 
 

Figure 97:   Detective Wick’s 1995 trial testimony 

 

 

This was a lie.  In point of fact, Detective Wick had personal knowledge of an individual named 

Gregg who resided at the Spindrift Apartments and with whom Cheri had resided from time to 
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time.  In other words, Wick had personally verified a crucial aspect of Cheri’s story as to her 

whereabouts on the day both she and Wick believed was the day of the murder, but when asked 

whether he had so verified he replied under oath that he had not.  On this fact alone, perjured 

testimony by a law enforcement officer regarding potentially exculpatory evidence, Cheri would 

have been entitled to a new trial.  Unfortunately, her defense lawyer never caught it.  Worse yet, 

in his closing argument at trial, Manning stated to the jury that Detective Wick was unable to 

confirm that any Gregg or Andy ever lived in the Spindrift Apartment.358  The author of this 

paper respectfully suggests otherwise. 

 
The Red Car Phone 

 

At 1:30 p.m. on the day before the murder, Cheri and her mother were in court on a traffic 

citation Cheri had received previously.  The paperwork for this court appearance is dated January 

24, 1990 and bears Cheri’s signature. (Fig. 98).  Cheri’s parents showed this paperwork to 

District Attorney Investigator Joe Santibanez when he interviewed them prior to trial on January 

15, 1995.  Cheri’s mother also showed him her timesheet from work that showed January 24, 

1990, the day before the murder, as the only day she had taken off from work.  Despite this 

knowledge, Manning stated to the jury in opening argument that on the day of the murder Cheri 

had been “partying” and “doing crystal [methamphetamine] for days.”359  Not only did Manning 

fail to tell the jury that Cheri had been in traffic court that day with her mother, Cheri’s defense 

lawyer never mentioned it either. 

 

 

 
 

Figure 98:   Paperwork from Cheri’s January 24, 1990 Traffic Court Appearance 

 

 

On the way back from traffic court, Cheri and her mother stopped at Lisa Stanton’s house to pick 

up a gift Cheri had bought for her brother’s birthday.  This gift was a telephone in the shape of a 

red Porsche and Cheri previously had allowed Lisa to borrow it.  During her interview shortly 

after the murder, Cheri stated to Detective Presley that she had gone by Lisa’s house “to pick up 

my phone.”360  The fact that the red car phone was at Lisa’s house is corroborated by Lee Baum 

and James Abbott, both of whom remembered seeing it there.  The phone was not there at the 

time of the murder and it does not appear in the crime scene video taken the next day.   
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Cheri’s brother, Fred Caldwell, testified regarding the red car phone at the hearing on her motion 

for a new trial.361  He testified that he saw this phone while Cheri was sleeping on the couch at 

his parent’s house on the morning Susan was murdered.  Cheri’s family had drawn her defense 

lawyer’s attention to this red car phone as support for her alibi defense, but he never brought it 

up at trial.  They told him that the phone had once been at Gerri McGowan’s house and that she 

could corroborate its existence.  During the hearing on her motion for a new trial, he stated that 

one of the reasons he had not put on an alibi defense was because he had “interviewed [Gerri 

McGowan], and she had no memory of it.”362  This is patently false because Cheri’s lawyer 

never interviewed Gerri.  His investigator attempted to interview, but could not gain access to the 

jail where she was being held because of background problems. 

 

Long after trial, Cheri’s brother spoke to Gerri McGowan at her place of employment and asked 

her if she remembered ever having this phone.  Gerri replied that she did remember and asked “Is 

that important?”  Gerri further stated to Cheri’s brother that no one had ever asked her about the 

phone. 

 

 

Errors in the Transcript of Cheri’s 1990 Interview 

 

Mistakenly believing she had been at the house at the time of the murder, and hearing all of the 

details of the crime scene from Lisa Stanton and her friends, Cheri said two things during her 

interview shortly after the murder that later would be used against her to prove she had been at 

the scene of the crime on the day Susan Taylor was murdered.  The audio tape of this interview 

was never enhanced and prosecutor Manning primarily relied upon the type written transcript of 

that interview.  Cheri’s defense lawyer should have shown the jury that the transcript had been 

typed up not by a court reporter, by police personnel who made several typographical errors and 

misinterpreted several words throughout.  The author of this paper is possession of a draft 

version of the transcript of Cheri’s 1992 Texas interview with a note from the typist named 

“Karyn,” apparently an employee of the District Attorney’s office, stating that she had completed 

the transcription and that it was ready for Manning’s review.  Nearly every page of this draft 

version contains red ink edits in Manning’s handwriting indicating those portions of the audio 

tape where the typist either misunderstood or couldn’t understand what was said.  At the very 

least, this shows that if this interview transcript contained errors so too could the transcript of her 

first interview. 

 
“It was on the ceiling.  I can tell you that.” 

 

During her interview, Cheri was asked about what she saw at the house when she was there, 

specifically whether she saw any blood.363  (Fig. 99).  Because she had in fact seen the blood left 

by Lee Baum on the wall near the front door, she replied “Yeah.  Here and there.”  When asked 

where she saw the blood she allegedly stated, “I don’t remember. . . .  It was on the ceiling.  I can 

tell you that.”  Why would Cheri say she didn’t remember where the blood was, and then two 

words later say it was on the ceiling?  Simply listening to the audio tape of this interview clearly 

reveals that Cheri did not see any blood on the ceiling because what she actually said was, “It 

wasn't on the ceiling.  I can tell you that.”  This makes more sense when taken in context with “I 

don’t remember.”  The fact is that Cheri had heard from others, including Pablo, Kevin Sturgeon, 

Lisa Stanton and whomever else these people told, that there was blood on the ceiling, but Cheri 
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never saw that blood because she was not at the house that day.  The person who transcribed the 

interview, an employee of the police or District Attorney’s office and not an official court 

reporter, simply typed the word “was” in place of “wasn't.”  

 

 

 
 

Figure 99:   Transcript of Cheri Dale’s March 6, 1990 interview 

 

 

The portion of Cheri’s 1990 interview in Figure 100 also reveals that Cheri saw blood smeared 

on the wall near the front door that looked like someone had rubbed ‘his hand…her hand” 

there.364 During her 1992 Texas interview with Wick and Manning, Cheri repeated this 

observation, stating that she only saw a blood “smear” on the wall in the hallway near the front 

door as she was leaving and even marked the location on a sketch floor plan of the house.365  

Crime scene technician Charles Merritt testified to the Grand Jury that there were no blood 

smears anywhere in the house on the day of the murder.366  The author of this paper is in 

possession of Cheri’s lawyer’s trial preparation notes and in the section on Lisa Stanton there 

appears a notation that reads. “Make sure Tom [Manning] clears up that point about blood on her 

hands, or his hands.”  Why a defense lawyer would rely on the prosecution to clear up such a 

critical issue is unclear.  Nonetheless, Manning never did clear it up and neither did Cheri’s 

lawyer. 

 

The presence of a blood “smear” seen by Cheri and the absence of any smears on the day of the 

murder is explained by the fact that Lisa had painted over the blood smears left by Lee Baum as 

shown in Figure 101 below. 
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*   *   * 

 
 

Figure 100:   Transcript of Cheri Dale’s June 11, 1992 Texas  interview 
 

 

In photographs taken of the crime scene on the day of the murder there appears a can of paint on 

the floor near the front door.  Detective Presley noted the presence of this paint can in his notes.  

If one looks carefully at the second photograph there clearly appears fresh paint on the wall in 

the exact spot where Cheri indicated she saw blood.  (Fig. 101). 

 

 

          
 

 
Figure 101:  Photographs the front door at the crime scene taken on the day of the murder.  

Note the red paint can on the floor next to the closet door on the left and the 

fresh paint on the wall to the right.  The closet where Cheri hid is directly behind 
the front door to the house. 

 

 

Cheri’s defense lawyer never bothered to request an audio enhancement of the tape because he 

was convinced that she actually said what was typed.  Being so convinced, he elected not to put 

on four alibi witnesses who were prepared to testify that Cheri had spent the night of January 24, 

1990 at her parents house several miles away, had fallen asleep slept watching television on the 
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couch, and was still asleep when her mother left for work early on the morning Susan Taylor was 

murdered. 

 
“Hit and bit.” 

 

Prosecutor Manning argued to the jury that Cheri had said during her first interview six weeks 

after the murder that Susan Taylor had been “hit and bit,” and that because police supposedly 

had not disclosed to anyone the bite mark on Susan’s arm, the fact that Cheri knew about it was 

proof that she was the killer.367  The problem with this theory is that it is not at all clear from the 

audio tape that Cheri actually said “bit.”  When one listens to the audio tape of the interview it 

appears plain that she is saying “She was already been . . . She must have already been hit . . . 

and had been n' stuff before I got there.”  Interestingly enough, two days after Cheri’s interview 

Detective Presley applied for a warrant to search Richard Amparano’s home.  In his affidavit, 

Presley stated that Cheri had told him she “heard the sounds of someone getting beat.”368  Could 

Cheri have said “hit and beat,” rather than “hit and bit?”  The phrase “hit and beat” is a lot more 

plausible than “hit and bit.”  Cheri used the word “beat” several other times during that 

interview.369  During the Grand Jury proceedings while Detective Wick was testifying, one of the 

jurors asked Manning for a “read-back” of Detective Presley’s testimony about the “hit and bit” 

comment.370  Manning denied this request, stating it would be “hearsay” and that the jurors 

should “try to reach an agreement on that statement.”371  How could re-reading Presley’s 

testimony be considered hearsay?  Could it be that Manning feared the Grand Jury might actually 

scrutinize this issue? 

 

Manning also told the Grand Jury that Cheri said the sounds she heard “sounded like someone 

was being bitten.”372  This is false.  The interview transcript actually reads “hit and bit.”373  

Cheri’s defense investigator thought this odd statement should be grounds for a closer review of 

the audio tape because “biting sounds” doesn’t make any sense.  Could Cheri have actually said 

“fighting sounds?”  That too is a lot more plausible.  During her 1992 Texas interview, Wick and 

Manning asked Cheri whether she heard “sounds of biting.”  Cheri replied that she had not, but 

that she had heard the sounds of someone getting “hit.”  She also questioned how anyone could 

“hear someone being bit.”374 (Fig. 102). 

 

 

 

 
 

Figure 102:   Transcript of Cheri Dale’s June 11, 1992 Texas  interview 
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In denying both her state and federal appeals, the courts placed primary reliance on these two 

statements which they indicated in their opinions were admissions that Cheri had been at the 

scene of the crime on the day of the murder.  These opinions illustrate perfectly how, in order to 

maintain such a position, one must accept Lisa Stanton’s conflicting statements as to 

whereabouts.  For example, the Fourth District Court of Appeal recited the “hit and bit” 

statement, as well as Cheri’s statement that after she left the house she saw Lisa Stanton at a 

nearby payphone.375  (Fig. 103).  Since Cheri would have had to leave the house before Sturgeon 

and Barnette discovered the body between 9:15 and 9:30 a.m., this would place Lisa Stanton at 

the payphone prior to that time.  As discussed in the section on Lisa Stanton above, this directly 

conflicts with Lisa’s trial testimony that she arrived at the house no sooner than 10:30 a.m. 

 

 

 
 

Figure 103:   Excerpt from opinion denying Cheri’s first appeal 

 

 

If Cheri saw Lisa at the payphone around 9:30, then Lisa testified falsely at trial because she 

would have had to return to the payphone in order to make the 911 call at 10:49. 

 

 

The Decision to forego an Alibi Defense 

 

At a hearing held February 7, 1995, Cheri’s defense lawyer stated to the Judge Gill that he had 

not yet received the audio tapes of Cheri’s interviews.  This was three and a half weeks before 

her trial was set to begin.376  Yet, as early as December 5, 1994, he conceded that Cheri had told 

police she was at the scene on the day of the murder.377  This concession was based solely on the 

typewritten transcript of her first interview prepared by District Attorney or police personnel and 

not an official court reporter.  His own defense investigator reported that “the transcription is 

very poor, and since [Cheri] is quoted as saying she heard, ‘biting sounds,’ in her first interview, 

we need to make sure that is what she is saying.”378  Despite this recommendation by his 

investigator, Cheri’s defense lawyer never requested that the audio tapes by analyzed more 

closely.  Had he done so, he would have discovered the mistake in the transcription (discussed 

above).  

 

By conceding that Cheri was at the scene on the day of the murder, her lawyer elected not to put 

on an alibi defense.  Yet, her lawyer had actually made this decision much earlier on because he 

did not find Cheri’s alibi witnesses to be credible. The reason for this was that her mother had 

correctly stated that Cheri had been shopping with her on the afternoon of the murder, but during 

her interview with Manning’s investigator there apparently was some confusion.  Cheri’s alibi, 

however, was not that she had been shopping with her mother later that day, although they did 

actually go shopping together as shown from the receipt in Figure 105.  Rather, her alibi was that 

on the afternoon of January 24, 1990 she had attended a court hearing with her mother, had 
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returned to her parent’s house several miles away where the family stayed up late watching 

television, had spent the night on the couch, and was asleep when her mother left for work early 

in the morning.  Cheri’s grandmother saw her at 8:00 a.m. that morning, still asleep on the couch, 

and by 9:30 a.m. she had eaten two bowls of cereal and was taking a shower.   

 

 

 

Despite these alibi witnesses, Cheri’s defense lawyer decided that Cheri’s alibi was not credible 

because he wrongly believed she had admitted being at the scene of the crime at the time of the 

murder.   

 

 
 

Figure 104:   Receipt from Cheri’s shopping trip with her mother on the afternoon of the murder 
 

 

Richard Amparano’s Voice 

 

While police were interviewing Cheri on March 6, 1990, she heard Richard Amparano’s voice in 

the background and became frightened.  She told police that it sounded like the voice of the 

person she heard while she was at Lisa Stanton’s house hiding in the closet.  Manning seized 

upon this at trial as evidence that Cheri was trying to frame Amparano.  The fact is that Cheri did 

hear Amparano’s voice four days before the murder when she had visited the house to buy drugs.  

The fight she heard at that time was James McFadden beating up Lee Baum at Amparano’s 

request.  Amparano was at the house that morning.  This fight is undisputed and Manning 

accepted the fact that it had occurred. Accordingly, Manning’s claim that Cheri tried to frame 

Amparano is disingenuous at best. 

 

Manning also told the jury in his opening statement that Cheri said, “The killer is a person named 

Richard, Richard Amparano.”379  This is absolutely false.  Cheri never said anything like this and 

no such statement appears anywhere in the transcript of her interview.  To the contrary, during 

her interview six weeks after the murder, Cheri actually stated that she wasn’t sure whose voice 

it was that she had heard.380 (Fig. 105). 
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*   *   * 

 
 

Figure 105:   Transcript of Cheri Dale’s March 6, 1990 interview 

 

 

Cheri’s statements in Figure 105 cannot fairly be described as an attempt “frame” anyone.  It is 

beyond cavil that she thought it may have been Richard’s voice, but that she simply was not sure.  

Moreover, given the undisputed fact that Richard was at Lisa’s house on the day Cheri said she 

was there (the day of the Lee Baum incident), it is entirely understandable why Cheri would say 

she thought it might have been Richard’s voice she heard. 

 

 

Repeating what she heard from others 

 

No fair discussion of Cheri’s initial police interview can be had without addressing her 

statements describing details of the crime scene that could only have been known by someone 

who was there or had later viewed the scene.  On the other hand, if Cheri had learned such 

details after the fact from others who were at the scene, this would easily explain her knowledge 

of them.  As it turns out, this is in fact the case and Cheri was simply repeating what she heard. 

 

Several of the people interviewed by Wick stated how Cheri would “babble” and talk incessantly 

when she was high on drugs and how some of them “didn’t understand her” and just “ignored 

her” or “tuned her out.”381  Brian Stanton testified at trial that Cheri would “babble” and 

“ramble” when she spoke and that most of the time she made no sense.382  Detective Presley 

described his March 6, 1990 interview with Cheri in his Grand Jury testimony and frequently had 

to paraphrase Cheri’s statements because she “really rambles.”383  At the time of her interview 

with Presley, Cheri had been staying at Brian Stanton’s house for several days.  She was there 

because Lisa Stanton had heard about Cheri’s claim of being in the closet and had gone looking 

for her in order to find out what she knew.384  When Lisa found Cheri she brought her back to 

Brian’s house where the two and others discussed every detail of the murder that was known at 

the time, including the motorcycle Lisa had heard when she arrived at the crime scene.385 (Fig. 

106). 
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*   *   * 

 
*   *   * 

 
 

Figure 106:   Lisa Stanton Trial Testimony 
 

 

Kevin Sturgeon, who discovered Susan’s body at 9:30 a.m., testified at trial that he told Cheri 

what he had seen.386  Kathy Cox, who kept a journal of everything Lisa told her about the crime, 

stated that a member of the police Narcotics Task Force had been leaking details about the 

murder to people in Lisa and Cox’s social circle.387  In other words, Cheri became privy to what 

others had seen at the crime scene, including details such as blood on the ceiling and the sound 

of a motorcycle in the back of the house.  At trial, Manning drew much attention to Cheri’s 

statement about hearing a motorcycle.388  What is incredible about the motorcycle issue is that 

while Manning tried to assign culpability to Cheri because of her statement that she heard a 

motorcycle leave the scene, his star witness, Lisa Stanton, testified at trial that she too heard a 

motorcycle leave the scene.  If Cheri had in fact heard this motorcycle, then that would place 

Cheri and Lisa at the scene together at the same time.  Of course, this cannot be true for two 

reasons:  First, Manning’s theory is that Cheri was at the house alone, and second, Manning 

maintains that Lisa did not arrive at the scene until 10:30 a.m., long after the murder had 

occurred.  

 

With all the information Cheri learned from others about the crime, she did what she normally 

did when she was high on drugs, she talked.  When Detective Presley arrived at Brian Stanton’s 

house immediately following the March 6, 1990 “drug raid,” he began his interview of Cheri and 

tape recorded everything she said.  During this interview, Cheri repeated everything she had 

heard from others, right down to the details about the motorcycle that Lisa testified she had told 
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Cheri about.389  Cheri even told Presley that Lisa had told her everything she knew about the 

crime.390 (Fig. 107). 

 

 
 

Figure 107:   Cheri Dale’s March 6, 1990 interview 
 

 

Gerri McGowan’s interview with Wick confirms the fact that Cheri babbled and rambled on 

when she was high on drugs.  In that interview, Gerri related to Wick what Cheri had told her 

after the murder.  Wick, of course, led the conversation in a direction that seemed like Cheri was 

relating first hand knowledge, but Gerri at one point corrected him and made it clear that “it 

wasn’t her that was doing it.  That’s not how she told me.”  Rather, Gerri specifically told Wick 

that Cheri “was saying that Abbott was the one doing it.” 391  (Fig. 108).  Brian Stanton told 

Detective Wick that prior to Cheri’s March 6, 1990 interview she had been staying at his house 

for a week, high on drugs, and “talking nonsense.”392 

 

 

 
 

Figure 108:   Transcript of Gerri (Hampton) McGowan’s interview 

 

 

The significance of Gerri’s statement to Wick cannot be overemphasized because it illustrates 

how Cheri simply repeated to everyone details that she had learned from others, specifically 

from Lisa Stanton.  Cheri herself stated this during her interview shortly after the murder where 

she said, “But, I haven’t said anymore than anyone else knows.”393 (Fig. 109). 

 

 

 
 

Figure 109:   Transcript of Cheri Dale’s March 6, 1990 interview 
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Her talking incessantly and repeating what others had told her created a problem for Cheri in that 

during the days leading up to her initial interview with police her comments to others about 

being at the house (albeit on the wrong day) had led her into the spotlight amongst a circle of 

people that had not previously been her friends.  With this sudden attention Cheri embellished 

her story about arriving at the house “during a fight” and added that upon hearing the fight she 

ducked into the coat closet directly behind the front door.  Unfortunately, she repeated this part 

of her story two years later during her interview with Detective Wick and Manning.394    

 

 

 
 

Figure 110:   Transcript of Cheri Dale’s 1992 interview in Texas 

 

 

The fact is that Cheri never hid in the closet.  During her testimony at the hearing on her Motion 

for New Trial, Cheri explained how she had embellished parts of her story by repeating things 

she had heard from others (Fig. 111): 

 

 

 
 

Figure 111:   Cheri Dale’s post conviction testimony 
 

 

To say that all of the people mentioned throughout this paper had detailed knowledge of the 

crime scene would be an understatement.  It is undisputed that Lisa Stanton, Kevin Sturgeon and 

Paul Barnette arrived at the scene and saw Susan Taylor dead on the floor.  Brian Stanton was at 

the scene two days after the murder and before it was cleaned up.  All of these people told 

everyone they knew, including Cheri Dale, about the details they had witnessed.  Cheri in turn 

repeated these details to Detective Presley.  It is undisputed that Cheri was high on drugs at the 

time she spoke with Presley and the transcript of that interview clearly reveals that she was 

babbling and rambling on as Presley sat and listened.  Presley himself testified that Cheri “used 

so much meth that her mind is really cooked a little bit to where she kind of wanders off at 

times.”395  In sum, Cheri never said anything that was not already common knowledge to a 

multitude of people who spoke to her after the murder. 



A CASE FOR INNOCENCE 

The Wrongful Conviction of Cheri Lynn Dale 125 

 

 

 

 

WHO REALLY KILLED SUSAN TAYLOR? 

 

 

 

Any conclusion as to who really killed Susan Taylor must be tempered by the fact that without 

cooperation from police and prosecutor it is impossible to know for sure.  As ironic as it sounds, 

it is the truth.  Twenty three years have now passed and many crucial witnesses have either 

disappeared or are no longer alive, including Jeff Hilner who died in 2011.  Fortunately for Cheri 

Dale, however, the documents this paper relies on were preserved due to the efforts of her 

brother, Fred Caldwell, who tirelessly photocopied everything he could at Cheri’s post 

conviction lawyer’s office and eventually managed to abscond with most of his file.  Without 

Fred this paper never could have been written. 

 

Although the author has relied primarily on forensic evidence to show that Cheri could not have 

been the killer, he also has relied on the contradictory statements and testimony of key witnesses 

for the prosecution.  Since their testimony was essential to the prosecution, revealing these 

inconsistencies reveals the weaknesses in prosecutor Manning’s case.  Finally, the overwhelming 

abundance of anecdotal evidence simply cannot be ignored for this evidence alone raises 

reasonable doubt as to Cheri’s guilt. 

 

Early rumors abounded as to who was responsible for Susan’s death.  Many witnesses claimed 

Richard Amparano hired an outsider to kill her, and some claimed he killed her himself.  Some 

believed she was killed because she stole money and drugs from someone.  Others maintained 

Lisa Stanton, who was known to be violent, killed her in a jealous rage.  If one considers motive 

then Jeff Hilner, also known to be extremely violent, would be the most likely suspect because 

he previously had threatened to kill Susan after she had him arrested for taking her vehicle.  

Similarly, George Camarena indicated just two hours before she was killed that he wanted to 

beat and rape her.  James Abbott had scratch marks on his face that morning that were not there 

the night before and he was angry that Susan had taken the spare bedroom at Lisa’s house where 

he previously was staying.  In addition, Abbott was a hardcore drug addict and it was widely 

known that a large amount of drugs and money were present in the house at the time.  Whoever 

did kill Susan apparently had some sort of vendetta against her because she was beaten so 

viciously that the word overkill is an understatement.  A simple robbery or rape would not 

ordinarily have escalated into such a heinous crime. 

 

Detective Wick’s interview of Gerri McGowan deserves mention because Gerri was within the 

circle of friends that included those suspects discussed herein.  (Fig. 111).  Gerri related one of 

the rumors circulating within this circle with sufficient detail that it appears plausible.  She stated 

that someone, possibly James Abbott, threw a toolbox at Susan and injured her.  Fatima 

Kesheshian also told Wick that someone had hit Susan with a toolbox.396  Recall from the 

discussion above that James Abbot told Wick he had stolen a tool box from McGowan’s house 

that morning.397  In her interview a month before Abbott’s, Gerri confirmed that Abbott had 
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stolen her tool box.398  Kevin Sturgeon, a police informant, stated to police and later testified at 

trial that James Abbott had been at the murder scene hours before Susan was killed.399 

 

Gerri also stated that Lisa found Susan still alive and that Susan had said something to her.  Lisa 

then grabbed her drugs and left to call 911.  Upon her return she found that Susan had been 

beaten further and was dead.  She also stated that during this time “Richard and those guys were 

there.”400 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
* 

 
 

Figure 111:   Transcript of Gerri (Hampton) McGowan’s 1994 Interview 
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In addition to motive, one must consider opportunity.  None of the people mentioned above, 

Amparano, Stanton, Hilner, Abbott and Camarena have a verifiable alibi and, with exception of 

Jeff Hilner, they all either changed or contradicted their stories.  Moreover, these stories were 

contradicted by other witnesses interviewed by police.  Camarena can be placed at the crime 

scene at the exact time Susan was said to have been killed.  Lisa Stanton, Richard Amparano and 

James Abbott can be placed there at or very near the time of death.  It is likely that James Abbott 

was in the blue van with out of state license plates that Ruth Winans saw parked in front of the 

house at 7:00 a.m. 

 

Detective Wick interviewed Suzanne Lynn Light on September 15, 1994.  Light stated in her 

interview that she had a conversation with Fatima Kesheshian wherein Fatima told her that 

“everyone had a little bit to do with it.”401  Fatima told her that James Abbott was at the house 

arguing with Susan Taylor over an expensive piece of electrical equipment she had taken from 

Abbott and sold.  Abbott then hit her in the head with an iron and Susan went to the garage to get 

“a jack handle or something,” and at that time Jeff Hilner and Richard Amparano walked in and 

told Abbott “if you’re gonna do something you’re gonna finish it, do it right.”402  Although 

Light’s hearsay statement suggests that Richard Amparano was present during the attack, it must 

be remembered that Richard passed a lie detector test and there is no direct evidence linking him 

to the crime.  Accordingly, it cannot fairly be said that he took part in the murder. 

 

Because of the multitude of timing problems and the statements of Gary Walker, the 

prosecution’s alleged 8:05 a.m. time of death cannot be correct.  It must therefore be accepted 

that Susan Taylor was killed prior to 6:00 a.m.  Accordingly, based on their original statements 

to police that they left at or near 6 or 7:00 a.m., Robert Amparano and George Camarena must 

have been present during the murder.  During the author’s several conversations with Richard 

Amparano, he agreed to speak with his brother, Robert, about the contradictions in Robert’s 

story and that likelihood that he was present during the murder.  Richard later stated that when he 

spoke to Robert it was apparent that he been holding a secret all these years and at the very least 

could identify those responsible for the murder.  Unfortunately, shortly after this conversation 

Richard changed his telephone number and has not spoken to the author since July 3, 2013. 

 

Evidence also indicates that James Abbott was at the scene during this time.  Someone hit Susan 

with a baseball bat or other similar object, fracturing her wrist as she tried to protect her herself.  

Further blows from this weapon rendered her unconscious on the floor where she laid on her 

right side.  Since the autopsy report indicated there were no injuries to her right side, Susan 

remained in that position unconscious while someone bludgeoned her to death with an axe-

hammer type weapon.  Because of the strong medical and ballistics evidence presented herein, 

the author also concludes that at some point Susan was shot at least twice in the head, once to the 

left temple and once directly behind her left ear.  No conclusion can be reached as to whether she 

was shot before or after the axe bludgeoning.  Immediately after the initial attack, Lisa Stanton 

arrived and found Susan alive.  She then left hurriedly.  When she returned she found that Susan 

had been further bludgeoned.   
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MOTION FOR NEW TRIAL  

 

 

 

Following her conviction, Cheri Dale filed a Motion for New Trial wherein she raised several 

points of error, most of which focused on ineffective assistance of counsel.  The Court conducted 

a hearing on this motion over three days in January of 1996. 

 

The Sixth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution guarantees every criminal defendant not just the 

assistance of counsel in his or her defense, but also the effective assistance of counsel.  Numerous 

appeals court decisions from the courts of all fifty states affirm that a convicted defendant will be 

granted a new trial where the defense lawyer was ineffective.  Failing to adequately investigate a 

possible defense is just one of the many ways a lawyer can be ineffective in representing a 

criminal defendant.  In Cheri Dale’s case, the many instances of police and prosecutorial 

misconduct were compounded by her defense lawyer who, instead of independently conducting a 

thorough investigation, merely relied on the prosecutor’s representations as to several key issues.  

As a result, Cheri’s defense was doomed from the start.403   

 

In fairness to Cheri’s second public defender, he first was assigned to the case on September 24, 

1994, and therefore did not have an extraordinary amount of time to prepare.  Nonetheless, he 

did not depose or even interview a single police officer, including Detective Wick, while 

representing Cheri.  He did not even interview Lisa Stanton, the prosecution’s star witness.  At 

trial, Cheri’s lawyer called only three witnesses in her defense.  The first was Dr. Gerald Vale, a 

forensic dentist called to rebut the testimony of Dr. Norman Sperber.  The second was Ruth 

Winans who saw several cars arrive at the murder scene wile Cheri was supposedly alone in the 

house killing Susan Taylor.  The third was Joan Hall, a family friend who drove with Cheri and 

her mother two days after the murder to a Shaklee Home Products meeting.  Hall took less than 

two minutes to testify that Cheri had no cuts, bruises or scratches when she saw her that day.    

 

Cheri’s defense lawyer never bothered to request an audio enhancement of the audio tape of her 

interview because he believed the audio tape was clear and that she actually said what was 

typewritten.  Specifically, he testified at the hearing on Cheri’s motion for new trial that he did 

not hire an expert to review the audio tape because, “to myself and my investigator as we 

listened to it, it was very clear what she said.  . . .  I mean it was – it was obvious.”404  Moreover, 

he didn’t even play the tape for Cheri in order that he might have discussed it with her.405 

 

Thus being convinced that Cheri was at the scene of the crime, Cheri’s defense lawyer elected 

not to put on four crucial alibi witnesses.  Cheri’s stepfather and mother, Charles and Connie Lou 

Caldwell, both testified at the hearing Cheri’s Motion for New Trial that Cheri had spent the 

night of January 24, 1990 at their several miles away from the scene of the crime, and that she 

was asleep on the couch when they awoke early in the morning and went to work.406  Cheri’s 

brother, Fred Caldwell, also testified at the hearing that he saw Cheri in her parent’s house 
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between 8:30 and 11:30 the morning of the murder.407  Finally, Cheri’s grandmother, Artheldra 

Hanawatt, gave a declaration attached to Cheri’s Petition for Habeas Corpus stating that Cheri 

was at her parent’s house at 9:00 that morning, took a shower, ate two bowls of cereal, and 

remained there all morning.408  The timing of his decision to forego the alibi defense, together 

with his conflicting statements as to whether Cheri had agreed with his decision, further the 

claim that Cheri had ineffective assistance of counsel.  At trial, Cheri’s defense lawyer stated that 

he alone made the decision to forego the alibi defense.409  At the hearing on Cheri’s Motion for 

New Trial, however, he emphatically stated that Cheri alone made the decision.410  These two 

statements cannot be reconciled. 

 

Cheri Dale testified at the hearing on her Motion for New Trial.  On cross examination Manning 

asked her just one single question:  Whether she visited Susan Taylor’s house on the morning of 

the murder.  Cheri answered emphatically that she did not.  (Fig. 112). 

 

 
 

Figure 111:   Cheri Dale’s cross examination during hearing on Motion for New Trial 
 

As of February 7, 1994, Cheri’s defense lawyer still had not yet reviewed the audio and video 

tapes of her 1990 and 1992 police interviews:  “I'm still waiting for all the video cassette tapes of 

my client's interviews which I still have not -- I've got numerous tapes but no videos or audios of 

my client's interviews yet.  Since we're only about three and a half weeks from trial those are 

certainly of importance.”411  Despite not having these tapes, he maintained he was able to fully 

advise Cheri of the circumstances surrounding her available defenses such that just three weeks 

later he made an informed decision to forego an alibi defense. 

 

Cheri’s defense lawyer never bothered to independently confirm the results of the DNA test 

Manning represented to him as confirming that the hair found in Susan Taylor’s hand was her 

own.  He repeatedly failed to object at trial, thus allowing Manning to introduce inadmissible and 

prejudicial evidence that the jury should never have seen nor heard.  At or near the time Susan 

was killed, James Abbott appeared at Joy Stanton’s apartment with scratches on his face, covered 

in blood and asking to take a shower.  Cheri’s defense lawyer was aware of this, but never made 

any mention of it nor attempted to call Joy Stanton as a witness.  In sum, Cheri’s defense lawyer 

was so ineffective that had the appellate courts known what is reflected in this paper it beyond 

any reasonable doubt that Cheri would have been granted a new trial. 

 

Cheri’s first public defender, Stephen Wadler, had filed several motions including a motion to 

dismiss the case against her on the basis of outrageous governmental misconduct.  At a hearing 

held December 12, 1994, Cheri’s second public defender elected to drop two of those motions, 
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but announced that he would proceed on the outrageous governmental misconduct.412  On 

February 7, 1995, however, he elected to drop that motion as well.413  This came as a shock to 

Stephen Wadler who had originally filed the motions.  Mr. Wadler gave a declaration attached to 

Cheri’s petition for writ of habeas corpus wherein he stated, “I believe these motions had merit, 

and I can conceive of no reasonably valid trial tactics for the withdrawal of these motions.”414   

 

Based upon the foregoing, Cheri Dale is entitled to a new trial on grounds she received 

ineffective assistance of counsel. 
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CONCLUSION 

 

 

 

Someone once said that justice is the only indispensable element to democracy.  Justice requires 

not only punishment for the guilty, but also vindication for the wrongfully accused.  As 

Americans, we generally adhere to the notion that it is better to let the guilty go free than to 

convict one innocent person.  In order to ensure that no innocent person is ever convicted we rely 

on the sound judgment of two gatekeepers who stand at the courthouse door.  These are the 

police and prosecutor. 

 

Police have a legal duty to perform a complete and thorough investigation of a crime. The 

prosecutor in turn has an ethical duty to make a personal evaluation of the truth prior to filing 

formal charges, as well as to apprise the court or defense counsel of adverse evidence or defects 

in the truthfulness of his witnesses.415  It is not proper to simply let a jury decide a case where the 

prosecutor has questions about guilt or innocence.  When the duties of both police and prosecutor 

are fulfilled the chances of convicting an innocent person are greatly reduced.  In the case of 

Cheri Lynn Dale, however, both police and prosecutor not only abandoned their duties, they 

acted contrary to them and as a result an innocent woman has been in prison since 1995. 

 

When the jury handed down its guilty verdict, Cheri must have wondered how it was possible 

that an innocent woman could be convicted of a crime she had nothing to do with.  The fact is 

that wrongful convictions happen, and that is why we have appeals courts.  In the event an 

appeals court fails to overturn a wrongful conviction, we have a constitutional guarantee of 

habeas corpus.  Yet, these appellate courts are not trial courts; they generally cannot reexamine 

evidence and they rely on the record from the trial court to determine whether mistakes were 

made.  The trial record in Cheri’s case, however, reflects only the product of police and 

prosecutorial misconduct, most of which was unknown to Cheri’s defense lawyer at the time of 

trial.  All of Cheri’s appeals have now been exhausted.  It was not until 2005, ten years after 

Cheri was convicted, that the author of this paper began to scrutinize the investigation, 

prosecution and trial.  This paper is therefore the first revelation of this incredible travesty and 

miscarriage of justice.  The following is a summary of the author’s answer to the questions “Why 

was Cheri Dale convicted and why is she still in prison?” 

 

 

Police Misconduct 

 

After homicide detectives failed to make an arrest the case grew cold.  Two years later, Detective 

Wick, who had never worked a homicide case, requested permission to look into the case 

because Jeff Hilner had contacted him suggesting that Cheri Dale was the killer.  At exactly that 

time the hair samples went missing from the evidence locker only to be found nine months later 

in Wick’s unmarked police Corvette.  Wick had checked all of the evidence in the case out of the 
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locker and had taken it to prosecutor Manning’s office for review.  It was at this point, January 7, 

1992, that Wick started building his case against Cheri.  On February 12, 1995, Cheri’s defense 

investigator interviewed Hilner’s close friend, Ann (Foye) Arbuckle who stated that Detective 

Wick spoke to her often during his investigation and that in the beginning Wick was “open 

minded.”  She stated that soon after, however, Wick and Hilner “became real close” and Wick 

then “became obsessed with linking Cheri to the murder.”  Arbuckle persistently told Wick that 

she was sure Cheri had nothing to do with the crime, but he ignored her.   

 

It is beyond cavil that Wick manipulated witnesses to say what he wanted and disregarded 

witnesses who said anything to the contrary.  Moreover, Detective Wick had personal knowledge 

that could have substantiated Cheri’s alibi and not only chose to ignore it, but falsely testified at 

Cheri’s trial that he had no such knowledge.416  Further, there can be no doubt that Detective 

Wick committed perjury while testifying under oath before the Grand Jury and during Cheri’s 

trial.  Wick testified to the Grand Jury that Cheri had stated during her first interview that the 

voice she heard at Brian Stanton’s house (Richard Amparano’s voice) was the “killer.”417  Cheri 

never identified the voice as the killer, only that the voice sounded like the one she heard when 

she was there.  Recall that Cheri had visited the house four days earlier and heard the undisputed 

fight between Lee Baum and James McFadden where Richard Amparano was present.  Wick 

also testified to the Grand Jury that Cheri specifically stated she was at Lisa’s house “on January 

25, 1990,” the day of the murder.418  Cheri never stated she was at the house on January 25, 

1990.  To the contrary, she stated that she had been there on a weekend.419   

 

Wick testified to the Grand Jury that Cheri told him she saw Paul Barnett and Kevin Sturgeon 

arrive and enter Lisa’s house.420  To the contrary, Cheri told Wick that she saw no one at the 

house while she was there.421  Wick testified to the Grand Jury that when shown a photograph of 

the hair found in Susan Taylor’s hand during her 1992 interview, she stated “Yeah, that sure 

looks like my hair.”422  This testimony was false.  To the contrary, the phrase “looks like my 

hair” appears nowhere in the transcript of Cheri’s 1992 interview.  In point of fact, Cheri stated 

at least 44 times during that interview that it was not, and could not be her hair.  Wick also 

testified to the Grand Jury that Lisa had told him the last time she was at her house before the 

murder was the previous evening, January 24, 1990.423  This statement was false.  In point of 

fact, Lisa told Wick during her 1992 interview that she and Kevin Benson remained at her house 

until approximately 3 or 4:00 a.m. when the two left for Voss’ house, just four hours before the 

time Susan was alleged to have been killed.424   

 

Wick further testified to the Grand Jury that Cheri stated during her interview that she “actually 

walked down the hall and looked down there,” meaning down the hall and into the bedroom 

where Susan was killed.425  This statement was absolutely false.  When Wick asked Cheri during 

that interview whether she “ever look[ed] down the hall,” Cheri flatly responded “No.”426  

Manning was present during that interview and specifically asked the same question, “Did you 

go down the hall?”  Cheri emphatically answered “No, that’s what I’m saying.  I never went 

down inside that house.”427  To be sure, Cheri always maintained that she never went beyond the 

coat closet behind the front door to the house.  For prosecutor Manning to allow what he knew 

were false statements to go uncorrected is a breach of his ethical duty as a prosecutor and is an 

atrocious display of prosecutorial misconduct. 
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During the Grand Jury proceedings, one of the grand jurors astutely asked Wick whether the 

items Cheri said she sat on while in the closet were ever found.  Wick responded to this question 

by stating, “I can’t answer that question. . . .  I didn’t have the opportunity to talk with anybody 

that recalled the items that she discussed being in that closet.”428  This too is patently false and 

Manning knew it.  Cheri stated in her interview with Wick and Manning that while she was in 

the closet she sat down on straw baskets and boxes that appeared to be full of Christmas 

ornaments because they were making noise as she was crushing them underneath her.429  Fatima 

Kesheshian corroborated Cheri’s statement about sitting on baskets during her interview with 

Wick where she said Cheri had told her that she had hidden in a “closet of baskets over by the 

front door.”430   

 

In his arrest warrant affidavit, Wick recited verbatim Detective Presley’s on-scene notes that 

described in detail the contents of the closet at the time of the murder.  Nowhere in Presley’s 

notes does he describe anything like what Cheri said was in the closet.  Cheri also stated to 

Detective Presley in her first interview that she never went past the “coat rack” that was near the 

front door.431  This coat rack Cheri said she saw was not present when Presley arrived and 

inventoried the house.  This supports Cheri’s contention that she was there on a different day. 

 

Prior to the Grand Jury’s indictment, Detective Wick had interviewed several witnesses, 

including Cheri Dale and Lisa Stanton.  Lisa’s interview, of course, contained so many 

contradictions that her credibility should have made her an unreliable witness at best.  Instead, 

she ended up being the star witness for the prosecution, despite the fact that she quite literally 

had Susan Taylor’s blood on her hands and that her explanation for it was contrary to the 

forensic evidence.  Three of the remaining witnesses, John DiMercurio, Fatima Kesheshian and 

Pablo Barnette, gave statements that either inculpated others or cast serious doubt on whether 

Cheri had anything to do with the crime.  Another witness, Karen Gunther, said James Abbott 

came to Mark Kountz’ house sweating and with scratch marks on his face as early as 6:00 a.m. 

the morning of the murder, thereby contradicting Abbott’s story that he woke her and Kountz up 

at 8:00 a.m.432  Then there is Jeff Hilner, whose relationship with Wick during his investigation 

strongly suggests he was trying to frame Cheri.  Kathy Cox told Detective Wick that Lisa 

Stanton told her days after the murder, “Jeff Hilner was there . . . cause Lisa told me.”433  Finally, 

there is Kathy Cox herself who maintained a journal of everything Lisa Stanton told her in the 

days following the murder. 

 

After Cheri’s indictment in April of 1994, and after DNA a month later excluded her as the 

source of the hair found in Susan’s hand, Wick interviewed at least seven other people.  The 

manner in which he interviewed these people without doubt reveals that his sole interest was in 

finding someone to corroborate his theory that Cheri was guilty.  Of these seven people, only two 

testified at Cheri’s trial:  Kevin Sturgeon, a necessary witness to establish the time the body was 

discovered, and Gerri McGowan whose obviously coached testimony is discussed at the 

beginning of this paper.  Of those who did not testify was Roberto Franco434 who should have 

been a key prosecution witness if in fact Cheri had borrowed his red Chevy Nova the morning of 

the murder as Wick and Manning alleged.  Another interviewed witness who did not testify was 

Charles Vary435 who also should have been a key prosecution witness if in fact Manning’s 

statement to the judge about bloody clothes were true.  That neither of these witnesses testified at 

trial is beyond comprehension given they were indispensable to evidence that was crucial to the 
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prosecution’s case.  Sandra Voss likewise did not testify at trial, but this should not be surprising 

since she originally told police that Lisa Stanton had hidden a bloody baseball bat at her house 

immediately after the murder.  Finally, Suzanne Light told Wick that James Abbott had stolen 

her car the night before the murder, thereby refuting his alibi. 

 

In 2008, the author of this paper contacted Detective Robert Wick’s former partner Blake 

Burwell.  During this conversation, Burwell stated that “Wick’s brother was a meth cook in the 

desert.”  In John DiMercurio’s interview with Detective Wick he stated that Brian Stanton was 

dealing methamphetamine for the Narcotics Task Force.436  Wick worked as an undercover 

narcotics detective and was a member of the Narcotics Task Force.  Several of the people Wick 

interviewed were paid informants.  Detective Wick died of cancer on June 27, 2007.  Shortly 

thereafter, Wick’s sister contacted Cheri Dale’s family.  The author spoke to Wick’s sister and 

was informed that she believed Cheri was innocent because her brother’s “entire life was one big 

lie.”  The author of this paper does not take lightly the assertions of police misconduct made 

herein, and nor does he take any pleasure in “trampling on a dead man’s grave” so to speak, but 

the evidence suggesting that Detective Robert Wick intentionally manipulated, tampered with 

and manufactured evidence in order to convict Cheri Dale is so overwhelming it cannot be 

ignored. 

 

 

Prosecutorial Misconduct 

 

In Berger v. United States, the seminal case defining a prosecutor’s legal and ethical role as a 

minister of justice, the United States Supreme Court stated that a prosecutor’s duty to serve 

justice includes the avoidance of conduct that deliberately corrupts the truth finding process.437  

A prosecutor can violate the duty to truth by deliberately distorting the evidence, misleading the 

jury and misrepresenting the facts.438  Deputy District Attorney Thomas Manning did all of 

these.  Contrary to his ethical duty, Manning did everything he could to prevent the truth of 

Cheri Dale’s innocence from being revealed.  He knowingly misrepresented evidence, made 

false statements to Cheri’s lawyer, to the judge and to the jury, knowingly allowed witnesses to 

testify falsely, and suborned perjured testimony of a law enforcement officer.  In so doing, 

Manning handicapped Cheri’s defense lawyer and watched him make strategic decisions that 

prevented Cheri from putting on a proper defense. 

 

Manning had read the transcripts of every person interviewed by Detective Wick, and even 

personally attended some of those interviews.  With the overwhelming number of contradictions 

made by these material witnesses, the author of this paper is at a loss to understand how Manning 

could have remotely been convinced of Cheri’s guilt.  To the contrary, evidence exists that 

Manning in fact had serious doubts about her guilt and may even have been convinced that she 

was innocent.   

 

Cheri’s first public defender, Steven Wadler, signed a declaration wherein he stated that 

Manning told him numerous times that he (Manning) did not believe Cheri murdered Susan 

Taylor, but that he did believe she knew who the real killer was.439  Attorney Wadler also stated 

in his declaration that he had a similar conversation with Detective Wick who shared Manning’s 

belief.  After Cheri’s conviction, Wadler signed another declaration in support of her appeal 
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wherein he stated that while he was her lawyer “it became apparent to me that several individuals 

had not been investigated who were potential suspects in the homicide.”440  It was obvious to 

Wadler that Manning was prosecuting Cheri for the sole purpose of pressuring her into revealing 

the name of the real killer.  What Manning did not realize at the time was the Cheri Dale did not 

know who killed Susan Taylor, and by the time he did realize it was too late.  He had spent 

enormous time and resources prosecuting her and rather than drop the case he simply let it go to 

a jury.  In other words, Manning prosecuted her knowing full well she was not guilty. 

 

It is interesting to note that Dr. Sperber’s report on his comparison of the bite mark photograph 

to Cheri’s dental impression is dated the same day as the February 22, 1994 adversary 

preliminary hearing before Judge Rogers.  This can only be attributable to the fact that Manning 

was rushing to gather all the evidence he could in order to prevent his case against Cheri from 

being dismissed at that hearing for want of any evidence and for the false statements and 

inconsistencies contained in Cheri’s arrest warrant.  To be sure, public defender Steven Wadler 

took Manning to task for inconsistencies in the hair analysis and false statements in the arrest 

warrant, and as a direct result Judge Rogers ordered Cheri released on her own recognizance, an 

unprecedented move for someone charged with first degree murder.  Judge Rogers also ordered 

that the hearing be continued to another day to determine whether the case should in fact be 

dismissed.  What Manning failed to tell Judge Rogers at that time was that he had already 

secretly convened a Grand Jury that was scheduled to hear the case two months later.  Once the 

Grand Jury handed down its indictment in April, the case was removed from Judge Rogers’ 

jurisdiction and he never heard the matter again.   

 

In other words, Manning was able to circumvent the inevitable scrutiny of Judge Rogers by 

obtaining a “backdoor” indictment from the Grand Jury.  Shortly thereafter, attorney Wadler was 

removed as Cheri’s defense lawyer due to a conflict with one of Manning’s witnesses.  The 

upshot of all this was that the only two people who ever gave serious attention to Cheri’s 

defense, Judge Rogers and Steven Wadler, were gone and Manning was thereafter on the fast 

track to trial and accountable to no one.  It is hard to imagine how the Grand Jury would have 

indicted Cheri had it known of the DNA test that excluded her as the source of the hair found 

clutched in Susan’s hand.  Without the indictment, it is likely that Judge Rogers would have 

quashed the arrest warrant and Cheri’s case would have ended for lack of sufficient evidence to 

proceed to trial.  Manning’s misconduct, therefore, is the only reason Cheri was tried for the 

murder of Susan Taylor. 

 

Again, it is absolutely inconceivable how Manning could have been convinced of Cheri Dale’s 

guilt in view of the complete lack of any evidence against her, the inconsistencies and 

contradictions in the interview statements and testimony of his main witnesses, the DNA 

exclusion, Cheri’s lie detector test, and the mounds of evidence pointing to third parties.  It is 

beyond cavil that Manning abrogated his ethical duty as a prosecutor and the extent of his 

misconduct surely rises to the level of criminal culpability.  Since Manning worked in 

conjunction with Detective Wick, their conduct is nothing short of a conspiracy to deprive Cheri 

Dale of her constitutional right to due process and to receive a fair trial.  The author of this paper 

respectfully submits that Thomas F. Manning’s conduct throughout the investigation and 

prosecution of Cheri Dale should be referred to the California Attorney General for investigation 

and to the California Bar Association for consideration of disciplinary proceedings. 
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FINAL REMARKS 

 

 

 

As this paper neared conclusion the author tracked down several witnesses who were 

interviewed by police during the months following the murder, or who Detective Wick 

interviewed during his investigation.  Several of these witnesses each confirmed that at least five 

people were present in Lisa Stanton’s home at the time Susan Taylor was killed. All of these 

witnesses to this day steadfastly maintain that Cheri Dale had nothing to do with Susan’s death.  

How can they be so sure?  Because they all know who killed Susan.  Everyone knows who killed 

Susan, and everyone knows it wasn’t Cheri Dale.  Some of these witnesses in turn contacted Lisa 

Stanton to persuade her to come forward and tell the truth.  Lisa declined to do so out of fear for 

her life.  If Cheri Dale killed Susan Taylor why would Lisa Stanton fear for her life?  The answer 

is that she knows who really killed Susan. 

 

It is absolutely astounding how so great a travesty and miscarriage of justice could have 

occurred.  But it did, and we as a society have an inherent obligation to make right what was 

done wrong.  As of the date of this writing, Cheri Dale has spent twenty years in prison since her 

conviction on April 25, 1995; nearly half her life.  Prior to that, she spent over a year in jail 

awaiting trial.   

 

On January 17, 2015, Cheri Dale celebrated her 45th birthday.  She was just 23 years old when 

she was arrested.  The judicial system has failed Cheri Dale.  Her only hope of justice and 

freedom lies with whoever reads this paper and is compelled to take action.  Thus, it is the 

author’s sincere desire that whoever has the ability will take whatever steps within their power to 

set this matter right. 
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Exhibit “A” 

Charles Merritt’s March 9, 1990 Microscopic Analysis Report 
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Exhibit “B” 

Rose Neth’s September 4, 1992 Microscopic Analysis Report 
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Exhibit “C” 

Rose Neth’s December 16, 1992 Microscopic Analysis Report 
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Exhibit “D” 

Cellmark’s August 2, 1993 DNA Analysis Report 
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Exhibit “E” 

Cellmark’s May 20, 1994 DNA Analysis Report 
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Exhibit “F” 

Cellmark’s June 24, 1994 DNA Analysis Report 
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Exhibit “G” 

Cellmark’s October 10, 1994 DNA Analysis Report 
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