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IN THE IOWA DISTRICT COURT FOR MUSCATINE COUNTY                                                                                 
 
STATE OF IOWA,  )        
 Respondent-Plaintiff, )   Muscatine County No. 977-580/FECR000000 
vs.   )    
  )    
  )  MOTION FOR NEW TRIAL 
WILLIAM D. BEEMAN, ) 
  )  
 Petitioner-Defendant. )   
  ) 
 

Petitioner, William Beeman, by and through his attorneys, pursuant to Iowa Rule of 

Criminal Procedure 2.24(2)(a) and (b)(6), (8) and (9), moves for a new trial. There is important, 

favorable, and material, previously suppressed and new evidence that Petitioner could not have 

discovered sooner that demonstrates Beeman did not get a fair trial. In support of these assertions, 

Beeman respectfully states as follows: 

INTRODUCTION  

1. The body of 22-year-old Michiel Winkel was found near the campground just off a 

walking trail in Wildcat Den State Park in Muscatine County on April 26, 1980. State v. Beeman 

(“Beeman I”), 315 N.W.2d 770, 772 (Iowa 1982).  

2. The deputy medical examiner, Dr. Dean McGinty, a local family practice doctor, 

responded to the scene at 8:00 p.m. (Trial Transcript1 at 42-44). He testified that Michiel had been 

dead for at least 24 hours because of the state of the body. (T. 53). Dr. McGinty described the 

condition of the body, including a head wound, laceration marks around the neck, and stab wounds 

to the left chest area. (T. 48-52).  

3. The State’s theory of the crime was that Michiel was killed shortly after she was 

                         
1 Hereinafter, Trial Transcript is cited as “T.”. 
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seen by Linda Ray leaving the Canterbury Inn & Spa on April 21, 1980 at or around 10:45 p.m. 

with an unknown male.(T. 223-24; 231-32). 

4. To prove that Mr. Beeman was the murderer, the State had to allege Michiel died 

on April 21, 1980 because they presented evidence that she was last seen alive by her family on 

the 21st (T. 64) and the State did not dispute Beeman had airtight alibis on April 22, 1980 and the 

days that followed. Indeed, Mr. Beeman broke his foot on April 22, 1980, making it impossible 

that he committed the crime after that. (T. 256-57; 283-84). The State’s theory of the crime was 

that Mr. Beeman picked Michiel up on his motorcycle after she left the Spa and drove her out to 

Wild Cat Den State Park where he assaulted her and stabbed her. (T.90-92) (Attach. I State’s 

Exhibit S, William Beeman’s Sworn Statement to Police, dated 5/8/1980). 

5. At trial, Mr. Beeman presented three alibi witnesses for April 21, 1980, and also 

the testimony of Darlene Sandven who alleged she saw Ms. Winkel alive on April 22, 1980. (T. 

244-45; 255; 267-69; 271-72). The State and the jury discounted this testimony and Beeman was 

convicted and sentenced to life in prison. 

6. In December 2019, however, Defendant discovered, for the first time, evidence that 

that the State long withheld in violation of Brady v. Maryland, 373 U.S. 83 (1963). This evidence 

shows that it was not just Ms. Sandven who reported seeing Ms. Winkel alive after April 22, when 

it was impossible because Mr. Beeman had supposedly murdered her on April 21st. Rather, six 

different witnesses provide detailed description of seeing Ms. Winkel. These include as follows: 

a. Michelle Sue Martin told DCI that she saw Michel Winkel on April 25, 1980. 
(IADCI000419-424)2;  
 

b. Juaneta Knox and Teresa Shoemaker worked at the Plaza Theater and knew 
Michiel as the “crier.” They told DCI that Michiel approached them on April 

                         
2 See Attach. A, DCI Case File Excerpts for the IADCI citations. 
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22, 1980 to ask what was playing that evening. (IADCI000434-35); 
 

c. Jim Barela told DCI that he saw Michiel at Baker’s Front Street on April 23, 
1980. (IADCI000413);  

 
d. Virginia Norwood told DCI she saw Michiel at Baker’s Front Street on April 

23, 1980. (IADCI000415-417); 
 

e. Vallory Atkins told DCI that she saw Michiel at Baker’s Front Street on April 
23, 1980. (IADCI000548). 

 
7. For thirty-nine years, the State failed to turn over detailed information about 11 

alternate suspects that the State pursued. This newly discovered evidence further shows that there 

were credible alternate suspects with possible motives for Michiel’s assault and murder. This 

includes Ms. Winkel’s own father, Francis Winkel, who was never previously disclosed as a 

suspect. DCI’s own records confirm that he had a history of abuse toward Ms. Winkel and no alibi. 

(IADCI000209-210; 221-226; 317; 344-345). It also includes a local man named G.B. a/k/a J.B. 

3, who lived near Wild Cat Den, matched the description of the unknown man seen by Linda Ray 

picking up Michiel Winkel and was on the scene the day Michiel’s body was discovered. 

(IADCI000714).  

8. The new, previously undisclosed evidence also highlights that two men who had 

been polygraphed as suspects, L.D. and K.C., had been romantically involved with Michiel. 

(IADCI000784-790 (L. D.);  IADCI000134-138 (K. C.)). It includes witnesses that saw K.C. at 

Michiel’s funeral. (IADCI000231-232). Investigators interviewed K.C. twice, learning that he did 

not have an alibi for April 21, 1980 and that he carried a pocketknife. Investigators obtained K.C.’s 

                         
3 Counsel has abbreviated the names of alternate suspects for privacy concerns and redacted the attachments as 
necessary.  
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work records and interviewed witnesses for background information on him. (IADCI000715-722; 

728-729 (interviews) 725-727 (background); 767 (work records)).  

9. The State also did not disclose witnesses that would have testified that Michiel 

considered L. D. to be her boyfriend (IADCI000275), that L.D. did not have an alibi for April 21, 

1980, that L.D. had told DCI that he and Michiel spent a night together at his house and he intended 

to have sex with her, but they did not because she changed her mind. (IADCI000786-787). L.D. 

also told investigators that Michiel was calling him nearly every day and she was becoming 

“bothersome.” (IADCI000788-789). 

10. Additionally, the undisclosed evidence contains new information that campers at 

Wild Cat Den State Park, including Boy Scout leaders and Boy Scouts, told DCI that they heard a 

woman’s scream at approximately 1:00 am on April 26, 1980, which was only hours before her 

body was discovered. (IADCI000167-186). The evidence also lists previously unknown witnesses 

who discovered Michiel’s purse and that other campers discovered her body just a few feet from 

a trail on the afternoon of April 26, 1980. (IADCI000162-63; 178-182 (purse discovery); 

IADCI000151-154 (discovery of body)). 

11. Additionally, Mr. Beeman presents in this motion new scientific evidence that 

further undermines the theory that Michiel died on April 21, 1980. Since 1980, the scientific field 

of forensic pathology and methods for determining time of death has gained new research and 

understanding. The application of that new science evidence contradicts a date of death of April 

21, 1980 because analysis of the body’s decompensation, including entomology observations, 

support a much smaller window of time between death and discovery, which the State maintains 

is five days.  
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12. For nearly four decades, Mr. Beeman has maintained his innocence, long alleging 

that his police-induced confession was coerced and contradicted by his alibi evidence. Indeed, the 

disputed confession is the only evidence that ever really connected Mr. Beeman to the crime—

there are no eyewitnesses or reliable forensic evidence that have ever connected him to this crime. 

13. The undisclosed, only recently-discovered, powerful exculpatory evidence 

reinforcing Mr. Beeman’s innocence, including powerful evidence that Ms. Winkel was alive at 

the time the State alleges Mr. Beeman killed her and that the State suppressed credible alternate 

suspects with potential motives, requires this Court to vacate Mr. Beeman’s conviction and order 

a new trial in the interest of justice. The investigative reports disclosed almost 40 years after Mr. 

Beeman’s conviction included evidence about alternate suspects and evidence—reinforced by 

science—that Ms. Winkel was alive long-after the State maintains Mr. Beeman killed her. All of 

this was evidence favorable to Mr. Beeman, material to the issue of guilt, and suppressed by the 

State. DeSimone v. State, 803 N.W.2d 97 (Iowa 2011). Therefore, Mr. Beeman is entitled to a new 

trial. Id.  

RELEVANT FACTS ADMITTED AT TRIAL  

A. Discovery of Michiel Winkel’s body 
 

14. Ms. Winkel’s body was discovered on April 26, 1980, at approximately 3:00 p.m., 

in Wildcat Den State Park at the end of hot spell that week. (T. 20-21). The Muscatine County 

Sheriff responded to the scene and requested assistance from the Iowa Department of Criminal 

Investigation “DCI” (also known as the Bureau of Criminal Investigation “BCI.”)  

15. DCI Agent Rick SyWassink testified that when he viewed Ms. Winkel’s body at 

Wild Cat Den State Park at 4:15 p. m. on April 26th he observed rigor mortis in the limbs. (T. 21; 

IADCI000142).  
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16. DCI Agent Randolph viewed the body at 7:15 p.m. at the Wild Cat Den and took 

crime scene pictures. (T. 159; IADCI000199). He opined that there was not a struggle and that 

Michiel was stabbed at the location where her body was found. (T. 162-64).  

17. The local deputy medical examiner, Dr. Dean McGinty, a local family practice 

doctor, responded to the scene at 8:00 p.m. (T. 42-44). He testified that Michiel had been dead for 

at least 24 hours because of his observations of the body: the appearance of her skin, her bloated 

abdomen, her dry fingertips, and decompensation seen around her facial wounds. (T. 53-54). Dr. 

Charles Preacher, a pathologist, conducted the autopsy on the victim on April 27, 1980 at the Riley 

Funeral Home in Muscatine. (T. 126-27; IADCI000147-148; 189-190). Dr. Preacher testified that 

determining time of death is a complex procedure that involves weather, state of decompensation, 

and internal body temperature. (T. 143). The State asked: “did you make an effort to determine an 

approximate time of death?” Dr. Preacher testified: “We did not make any special effort to 

determine that time of death.” (T. 143). When pressed by the State, Dr. Preacher testified that he 

was able to establish a time frame that Ms. Winkel died anywhere from 72 hours (3 days) to two 

weeks (14 days) prior to the discovery of her body on April 26, 1980. (T. 144). He confirmed, 

however, that the body was in “rather good state of preservation” except for the eye wound which 

was “heavily infested with maggots.” (T. 150). In answer to a leading question by the State (“[T]his 

body had been dead for some period of time before the autopsy was performed. Was the body 

bloated somewhat?”), Dr. Preacher opined that the abdomen was distended but that the body was 

not generally bloated. (T. 149-50). 

18. Thus, according to the State’s evidence, Ms. Winkel could have died anytime 

between April 12, 1980 and April 23, 1980.  
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B. Pre-trial Discovery and Trial Evidence 

19. The County Attorney sent a letter to defense counsel on June 4, 1980 with three 

possible exculpatory witnesses: Darlene Sandven, Linda Ray, and Gregory Monroe. (See Attach. 

B, Letter to Beeman’s Counsel, dated 6/4/1980).  

20. Defense presented two of the possible exculpatory witnesses, Linda Ray and 

Darlene Sandven, as defense witnesses regarding the sightings of Michiel after April 21, 1980 and 

alibi witnesses for April 21, 1980. (T. 230; 270).  

21. Defense counsel filed a pre-trial motion for discovery on July 9, 1980. (Attach. C, 

Motion for Production Pursuant to Rule 13, dated 7/9/1980). 

22. The state objected to the “general Brady motion” and the court sustained the 

objection, denying the defense discovery of police investigative reports on July 22, 1980. (Attach. 

D, Ruling on Motions, dated 7/22/1980). 

23. During discovery depositions, the State disclosed that they had eleven suspects for 

the murder of Ms. Winkel. Beeman I, 315 N.W.2d at 777; (Attach. E, Deposition of Daryl 

Werner, dated 7/14/1980, at 40).4 The State disclosed that they investigated the following other 

persons of interest: 1) L. D.; 2) R. J. (aka J.B., 3) K.C., and 4) T.R. (Attach. F, Deposition of 

John Jutte, dated 7/10/1980, at 10; Werner Dep. 22-23; 40). 

24. At trial, when defense counsel asked Agent Rick SyWassink if there were suspects 

in the case besides Mr. Beeman, SyWassink answered “I guess in the sense of the word, yes, we 

could have.” (T. 41). When asked if they learned whether Michiel had any boyfriends, SyWassink 

testified, “One for sure and another one was – I don’t know that you really considered it boyfriend; 

                         
4 Hereinafter, Daryl Werner’s July 17, 1980 Deposition is cited as “Werner Dep. XX.” 
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but just a male acquaintance of hers.” (T. 37). When defense counsel asked Michiel’s brother’s 

girlfriend, Diana Carter (the only witness at trial who knew Michiel), if Michiel had any 

boyfriends, Carter testified, “She spoke of a boy named Larry and a Jim that” she had dated in 

Minnesota. (T. 69).  

26. Carter was the only lay witness presented by the State at trial. All other State 

witnesses were either members of law enforcement or medical examiners. (T. 2). 

C. Other possible sightings of Ms. Winkel after April 21, 1980 
 

27. According to Werner’s deposition testimony, there were several other witnesses, in 

addition to Sandven, who told police that they saw Michiel after April 21, 1980: 

a. April 22, 1980, 3:30 to 4:00 p.m.: Someone named “Tennell” saw Michiel at 

the Canterbury Inn & Spa. (Werner Dep. 30);5 

b. April 23, 1980, 9:00 p.m.: Pamela Norwood saw Michiel at Baker’s Front 

Street. (Werner Dep. 30);  

c. April 23, 1980, 9:00 p.m.: Jim Barela also saw Michiel at Baker’s Front Street 

at this time (as reported to Werner by Beeman) while Beeman was in the DJ 

booth. (Werner Dep. 35); 

d. April 23, 1980, night: Greg Monroe saw Michiel at Bogart’s. (Werner Dep. 

30); 

e. Werner testified there was a “missing entry” in a police report of someone who 

saw Michiel on April 22 or April 23. (Werner Dep. 30).  

28. Werner’s only explanation for the multiple witnesses who reported seeing Ms. 

                         
5 Eva Irene Tennell told DCI that she saw Michiel at the Canterbury Inn pool at 3:30 p.m. on April 22, 
1980. (IADCI000280). 
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Winkel on April 22 and 23, contradicting the state theory that she was killed by Mr. Beeman on 

April 21st was: “I think they were wrong on their dates.” (Werner Dep. 24).  

D. Evidence against Mr. Beeman at trial  
 

29. Beeman was a DJ at a local Muscatine bar, Baker’s Front Street Disco, where 

Michiel had been seen previously, but Beeman did not know Michiel. (T. 242; 280-81). 

30. No biological or eyewitness evidence connected Beeman to the crime or Michiel. 

Instead, his conviction relied upon the assumption that Michiel was assaulted and died on April 

21, 1980, on an unreliable and novel forensic method dubbed “knife-swipe” comparison (T. 178-

80), and a false confession contradicted by several alibi witnesses. (T. 243-46, 253-56, 261-62). 

 
i. Knife swipe comparison 

31. The only physical evidence purported to connect Mr. Beeman to the crime was a 

“feature-comparison” analysis of what DCI criminalist Dennis Chapman deemed to be “knife 

swipes” on the victim’s body to knives Mr. Beeman possessed, supposedly including a folding 

knife that Mr. Beeman voluntarily produced during his police interrogation. Chapman explained 

that in order to compare Mr. Beeman’s knives to the unknown marks, the knives were “moistened 

with blood” and wiped on the stomachs of one male and one female lab employee. (T. 179-80). It 

is unknown who or what blood was used to make the comparison.  

32. Chapman testified that the folding knife that Mr. Beeman produced during his 

second police interrogation (Trial Exhibit T) and a hunting knife found in his home (Trial Exhibit 

W), when pressed in blood onto the stomachs of State lab technicians, “were found to be similar 

in shape and length” to the purported knife swipes left on Ms. Winkel’s stomach. (T. 180). 

Chapman admitted that both knives were fairly common. (T. 183). Chapman did not testify that 
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any ruler-measurements were made of the impressions, or that the lab technicians’ stomachs would 

provide surfaces similar to the victim’s stomach. In fact, the male employee had significant body 

hair, which presumably would have altered the impressions. (Attach. G, State’s Exhibit AF, Photo 

of Test Knife Swipes on Female Iowa DCI Employee; Attach. H, State’s Exhibit AG, Photo of 

Test Knife Swipes on Male Iowa DCI Employee).  

33. Chapman also did not testify that he had any experience or knowledge that would 

enable him to make knife swipe comparisons. (T. 170-172). 

ii Mr. Beeman’s false confession 

34. The primary piece of evidence relied upon by the State was Beeman’s purported 

May 8, 1980, confession—a statement typed by Werner summarizing answers given by Beeman 

to questions asked by Jutte and then signed by Beeman without reading it following a second day 

of custodial interrogation. (T. 103, 298). This statement was generated two weeks after Michiel’s 

body was discovered. 

35. This confession came after a police interrogation conducted the day before on May 

7, 1980, where Mr. Beeman maintained his innocence. (T. 289-90).  

36. As to the confession, Mr. Beeman testified that during the second round of custodial 

interrogation, Jutte and Werner were “a lot rougher. . . . [B]efore they were nice and everything, 

acted like friends; and now they just kept calling me a liar.” (T. 292). He testified, “they just kept 

after me saying that they didn’t believe me; and then they said that they had a witness that I was 

seen picking up Michiel.” (T. 293). He continued, “I knew I didn’t do it; but they kept telling me 

that I did this.” They claimed that “they had a witness that I picked her up, and I was brought up 

to believe the policemen.” (T. 293).  

37. Beeman testified: “I kept telling them I didn’t do it; and then I was scared and 
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confused; and I just kind of went along with what they said.” (T. 296). Beeman testified that he 

did so because: “I knew I was in trouble, and I figured that they said that they were going to help 

me if I helped them. . . . Because I was scared; and I figured that it was a way out. I had to get out 

of the office. I was scared and had a headache and was confused.” (T. 296-97). Beeman’s statement 

was made on May 8, 1980, and he had broken his foot on April 22, 1980. (T. 243, 256-57). 

38. Beeman testified that he was afraid of Jutte and Werner. (T. 303). Because of his 

fear and confusion, he signed the confession, without reading it, in order to end the interrogation. 

(T. 297-98).  

39. The police did not tape or take notes during Beeman’s supposedly inculpatory 

statement to them. (T. 102). During Beeman’s trial, Jutte repeatedly testified that he could not 

recall several different parts of the circumstances of Beeman’s confession even though it had 

occurred just five months prior. (T. 97-102). 

40. The written, signed confession stated that Beeman met a young woman named 

“Michelle” around 11:00 p.m. on April 21, 1980, by Phillips Rental near Muscatine Plaza, and she 

agreed to go with him on his motorcycle out to Wildcat Den State Park, ten miles away. (Attach. 

I, State’s Exhibit S, William Beeman’s Sworn Statement to Police, dated 5/8/1980). This is not 

corroborated by any evidence or witness testimony. Linda Ray testified that she last saw Michiel 

waiting by the front desk of the Canterbury Inn & Spa starting at 10:30 p.m. and leaving the spa 

in a brown car on April 21, 1980, at 10:45 p.m. with an unknown male. Ray did not identify 

Beeman as the driver of the brown car. (T. 232-33). According to the written statement, Beeman 

kicked Michiel in the head “as a reflex” after she kneed him in the testicles. (Attach. I). The 

confession stated that Beeman could not remember anything about having sexual intercourse with 

Michiel or stabbing her. Ultimately, the statement indicated that Beeman was with the victim when 
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she removed her clothes, he planned to have sex with her until she refused, he may have had sex 

with her after she refused, and he murdered her. The statement is clear it all happened on April 21, 

1980. (Attach. I). 

E. Defense’s theory of the case and evidence  

41. Beeman was represented at a jury trial beginning on October 1, 1980 by Douglas 

Johnston and David Newell. The Defense called three alibi witnesses at trial: Crystal Wendt, Joyce 

Ridenour, and Richard Beeman. They all testified to seeing or talking on the phone to Mr. Beeman 

from 10:30 p.m. to 11:59 p.m. on April 21, 1980, exactly the time the written confession indicated 

that Beeman killed the victim. (T. 244-45 (Wendt); T. 259 (Ridenour); T. 269 (Richard Beeman)). 

Ridenour further testified that Beeman was home at her apartment at 11:00 p.m. on April 21, 1980. 

(T. 254-55). Ridenour explained that Werner was very interested in Monday night, April 21, 1980 

and that he kept asking her what Beeman did prior to 11:00 p.m. (T. 254-55).  

42. Beeman broke his foot at Baker’s Front Street Disco on April 22, 1980. (T. 280, 

283). Beeman’s girlfriend, Joyce Ridenour, told investigators that he was home with her each 

evening between April 22, 1980 and April 25, 1980. (T. 80).  

43. The Defense called Werner back to the stand in their case-in-chief. (T. 219). Werner 

testified that he interviewed Linda Ray who reported seeing Michiel leave the Canterbury Inn & 

Spa between 10 and 10:30 pm on April 21, 1980 with a man she was not able to identify. (T. 224-

27). 

44. The Defense also called Ray, who was acquainted with Michiel from school and 

worked at the Canterbury Inn & Spa where Michiel swam at night. (T. 230-31). Ray saw Michiel 

on April 21, 1980 at the spa and testified that Michiel was waiting for a ride to pick her up at 10:30 

p.m. (T. 232). Ray testified that Michiel left in a brown car at 10:45 p.m. (T. 232). Ray saw a man 

E-FILED  2020 JUN 09 10:09 PM MUSCATINE - CLERK OF DISTRICT COURT



13 
 

in the car and as part of the investigation, Jutte arranged for Ray to be put under hypnosis to try to 

enhance her memory of the description of the man Michiel left with that night. (T. 234). Ray 

testified on cross-examination that she remembered specific details, but admitted on re-direct that 

those details were remembered only during hypnosis. (T. 239). Ray was asked on cross-

examination: “Q. The person had somewhat of a broken or disfigured nose? A. I could not tell 

exactly what was wrong with his nose, but there was something different about it. Q. Whether it 

was broken or disfigured something caught your attention about the nose? A. Yes.” T. 236.  

45. The Defense called Darlene Sandven, who testified that she saw Michiel on April 

22, 1980 and that they were high school friends. (T. 271). Sandven testified that she saw Michiel 

that Tuesday, April 22, 1980 at the mall around 12:10 p.m. with an unidentified man. (T. 273). 

Sandven was not able to describe the man she saw with Michiel until she was placed under 

hypnosis, but even then, she did not identify that man as Beeman. (T.273-74).  

46. Beeman testified on his own behalf that he did not know Michiel Winkel. (T. 281). 

Beeman testified that he could recall the week of April 20, 1980 because his birthday is on April 

22, 1980 and that year his sister had a party for him at Baker’s, at which he broke his foot. (T. 283-

84). Beeman testified to his whereabouts on April 21, 1980 and that he went to Ridenour’s 

apartment that night. (T. 287). He also explained that in April of 1980, he drove a motorcycle and 

not a car. (T. 280). Beeman testified as to his interactions with Werner and Jutte and how they did 

not believe him when he denied knowing Michiel or seeing her on April 21, 1980. (T. 293-94). He 

testified that he went along with the officers because he was scared, confused, and wanted to get 

out of the office. (T. 297).  

F. Jury deliberations 

47. During jury deliberations, the jury found a bank deposit slip in Michiel’s purse, 
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which had been entered as State’s Exhibit Z. (T. 352). The slip was dated for April 22, 1980. (T. 

353). Neither the State nor Defense had presented the bank slip as evidence as it was simply 

included in the purse’s “normal women’s things.” (T. 67). The bank slip is potential evidence that 

Michiel was alive after April 21, 1980 because it is dated for April 22, 1980, however, the State’s 

witnesses did not disclose its existence, nor did the Defense investigate it either. Discussions were 

had about a mistrial and ultimately, the Court instructed the jury to disregard the bank slip and 

continue deliberations. (T. 365-375).  

48. Beeman was convicted by a jury on October 8, 1980. The Iowa Supreme Court 

affirmed his conviction on February 17, 1982. Beeman I, 315 N.W.2d at 779. The Iowa Supreme 

Court overruled the felony murder rule relied upon to sustain Beeman’s conviction in State v. 

Heemstra, 721 N.W. 2d 549 (Iowa 2006), but declined to apply it retroactively to Beeman. He 

sought post-conviction remedies, including habeas corpus relief, where he litigated the issue of 

the bank slip dated April 22, 1980. Beeman was denied each time and remains incarcerated at the 

Iowa State Penitentiary. 

THE DISCOVERY OF NEW, MATERIAL EXCULPATORY EVIDENCE OF 
INNOCENCE & BRADY VIOLATIONS REQUIRE A NEW TRIAL 

 
49. On June 20, 2019, Beeman filed a Motion for DNA testing. 

50. The State responded that this Court should deny the Motion because they could not 

find the evidence Mr. Beeman requested to test. 

51. This Court entered an order dated August 8, 2019 for Discovery and Evidence 

location searches for the evidence relevant to Beeman’s Motion for DNA Testing because the State 

has been unable to account for the evidence’s location or destruction. 

52. In that order, the Court ordered that the Muscatine County Attorney obtain any law 
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enforcement investigative records relevant to the death of Michiel Winkel and the conviction of 

Defendant, including those of the Department of Criminal Investigation (“DCI”) and to work with 

the Department of Public Safety and DCI to allow the inspection of the files. 

53. The State provided documents from the DCI investigative file on December 13, 

2019, totaling 833 pages. Defendant informed the Court that this file was incomplete and missing 

photos of the crime scene and evidence, chain of custody documents, and field investigation notes 

at a minimum. The State represented to the Court that there was another box of DCI materials that 

it would produce. Defendant’s Motion to Compel Discovery ¶ 6, Feb. 5, 2020. 

54. The State’s December 13, 2019 disclosure of DCI reports contained exculpatory 

evidence and information that had not been produced or provided prior to Mr. Beeman’s 1980 

trial.  

55. Such additional and new exculpatory evidence includes:  

Additional people who saw Michiel on April 22, 1980 or later: 
 

a. Michelle Sue Martin told DCI that she saw Michel Winkel on April 25, 1980. 
(IA DCI000419-424);  
 

b. Juaneta Knox and Teresa Shoemaker worked at the Plaza Theater and knew 
Michiel as the “crier.” They told DCI that Michiel approached them on April 
22, 1980 to ask what was playing at the theater that evening. (IADCI000434-
35).  
 

c. Jim Barela told DCI that he saw Michiel at Baker’s Front Street on April 23, 
1980. (IADCI000413).  

 
d. Virginia Norwood told DCI she saw Michiel at Baker’s Front Street on April 

23, 1980. (IADCI000415-417). 
 

e. Vallory Atkins told DCI that she saw Michiel at Baker’s Front Street on April 
23, 1980. (IADCI000548). 

 
f. Campers at Wild Cat Den State Park, including Boy Scout leaders and Boy 

Scouts told DCI that they heard a woman’s scream at approximately 1:00 am 
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on April 26, 1980. (IADCI000167-186). 
 
Alternate suspects and Michiel’s history as a runaway: 
 

a. Michiel’s family did not report her missing because she frequently ran away from 
home, would hitchhike from the family home to Muscatine, had a history of 
psychiatric treatment and had alleged that her father, Francis Winkel, physically 
and mentally abused her in the past. (IADCI000209-213; IADCI000244 (Denise 
Dunker told DCI Michiel was “afraid of her dad, often saying she did not want to 
go home”); IADCI000316-317; IADCI000210 (Michiel’s mother, Mary Louise 
Winkel told DCI that “recently [Frank Winkel] would just slap or push Michiel 
down if he would get mad”); IADC000225 (Michiel’s sister, Mary Nelson, 
described their father as “loving to the point of jealousy”)).  

 
b. Michiel’s family and friends told DCI that she referred to L.D. as her boyfriend and 

had plans to meet him on Wednesday, April 23, 1980. (IADCI000209-210; 219-
220; 390-391). It does not appear that the State ever disclosed L.D. as a possible 
suspect to the Defense, and while the State disclosed the fact that he had been 
polygraphed, the State did not disclose the polygraph report, or the fact that the 
polygraph was undertaken “in an effort to determine whether or not he was 
responsible for, had firsthand knowledge of, or participated in the above named 
offense.” (IADCI000129).  

 
c. During the polygraph examination, L.D. informed DCI that Michiel had gone home 

with him from Baker’s on March 26, 1980, and spent the night at his house. 
(IADCI000130, 787). He told DCI that he attempted to have sex with her, and they 
were both naked, but she wouldn’t allow sex. (IADCI000785-87). L.D. told DCI 
that he went to Baker’s Disco on April 23, 1980 and that his friend Jeff SyWassink 
would also know Michiel. (IADCI730-732). Jeff SyWassink appears to be the 
brother of the lead DCI investigator in this case, Rick SyWassink.  

 
d. Jeff SyWassink told DCI that he saw L.D. at Bogart’s on April 23 and 25, 1980, 

but could not account for him on April 21 or 22, 1980. (IADCI000735-36). DCI 
conducted extensive background investigation on L.D. including interviewing at 
least seven of his associates. (IADCI000061, 85, 87, 89-90, 95). 

 
e. Michiel’s sister Mary told DCI that when Michiel lived with her in Minnesota, 

Michiel “roamed the streets late at night and kept late hours and wandered in bad 
areas of town. She would often drift from place to place, staying anywhere she 
could at night.” (IADCI000226). Mary and her husband were not surprised when 
they learned of Michiel’s death, “[i]n fact, they were somewhat surprised that 
something like this had not happened before.” (Id.).  

 
f. G.B. a/k/a J.B. told DCI that approximately a month prior he and his wife had 

picked up a girl hitchhiking on Route 22 and took her to work at Hardees. 
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(IADCI000714). He also said that he had gone to Wild Cat Den State Park on April 
26, 1980 to take a coat to his son, S.B. who was camping with the Boy Scouts. 
(IADCI000714). S.B. was one of the Boy Scouts who heard a scream while 
camping overnight April 25-26, 1980. (IADCI000172). 

 
 

56. The DCI File indicates that some facts may have been incorrectly represented to 

the Defense. First, in his deposition, Werner stated that Michiel called L.D. at 10:00 p.m. on April 

21, 1980, and was then picked up from the Canterbury Inn & Spa at 10:30 p.m. (Werner Dep. at 

30). However, L.D. stated in his polygraph exam that Michiel called him at 10:30 p.m. 

(IADCI000131). This is especially important in light of Ray’s testimony that Michiel was at the 

Canterbury Inn & Spa at 10:30 p.m. waiting for a ride and then left with an unknown male. (T. 

232-33). 

57. Second, as mentioned above, at his deposition, Werner told Defense that Beeman’s 

name came up in the investigation because he worked at Baker’s. (Werner Dep. 32-33). At trial, 

Jutte testified that he could not remember how Beeman’s name came up as a suspect. (T. 94.) The 

DCI File shows that Beeman’s name was first raised in the case on May 2, 1980 by Vallory (Jones) 

Atkins who shared an infant child with Jim Barela – an alternate suspect and Beeman’s roommate. 

(IADCI000236-37; Attach. J, Deposition of Vallory Atkins, dated 7/10/1980 at 4). DCI 

interviewed Atkins because she had accepted Michiel’s application for a job at a store in the 

Muscatine Mall. (IADCI000065). The investigative reports clearly contradict both Werner’s and 

Jutte’s testimony about how they first learned of Mr. Beeman. The majority of Atkins’s statement 

to DCI focused on her personal experience with Beeman, totally unrelated to Michiel - she disliked 

Beeman and told DCI that he had raped her. (IADCI000237). While defense counsel deposed 

Atkins about her rape allegations against Mr. Beeman, they did not ask her any questions about 

any statements she made connecting Beeman to Michiel or any communications she had with 
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alternate suspect Jim Barela about the case. (Attach. J). The DCI report also discloses that Jim 

Barela stated that he talked to Michiel on April 23, 1980. (IADCI000413). 

58. The DCI reports illustrate that G.B. a/k/a J.B. had additional connections to Michiel 

and the Winkel & Carter families. He explained to DCI that his niece, K.V.B. worked with Michiel 

at Hardees and had told him about Michiel’s abusive father. (IADCI000714). Additionally, G.B. 

a/k/a J.B. lived in close proximity to Diana Carter and her family. (IADCI000712-714). Linda 

Carter, Diana Carter’s mother, told DCI that she learned from G.B. a/k/a J.B. that the girl was 

Michiel Winkel. (IADCI000712-713). Linda Carter was instructed by DCI to not talk to the 

Winkel family until identity was verified, but when DCI arrived at the Winkel’s home on April 

26, 1980, Mrs. Carter was present. (IADCI000712). During her second interview, Linda Carter 

explained that her information had come from G.B. a/k/a J.B.’s wife, L.B., her neighbor. 

(IADCI000713). Linda Carter’s son and Diana Carter’s brother, Robert, was one of the Boy Scouts 

at Wild Cat Den State Park and heard the woman’s scream. (IADCI000171).  

59. A Motion to Compel the remainder of the DCI file was filed on February 5, 2020 

and is pending as of this filing due to the delays caused by national emergency of COVID-19.  

ARGUMENT 

The evidence presented at Beeman’s trial was entirely circumstantial and the significant 

evidence that the State suppressed viable and credible alternate suspects from the Defense for 

almost forty years is devastating to the case against Beeman. This Court has no choice but to vacate 

Beeman’s conviction and grant him a new trial. The withheld evidence also corroborates Beeman’s 

alibi and defense witnesses who saw Michiel alive with someone else after April 21, 1980. The 

withheld evidence regarding Michiel’s mental state, family abuse, and tendency to run away from 

home would have greatly impacted Beeman’s defense at trial. The withheld evidence clearly 
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undermines any confidence in the jury’s verdict and there is a reasonable likelihood that had the 

jury heard the withheld evidence that the result would have been different. The withheld evidence 

regarding the alternate suspects, corroborated sightings of Michiel after April 21, 1980, and 

abusive family history, undermine confidence in the verdict and requires a new trial.  

I. The failure of the State to disclose all exculpatory evidence violated Mr. 
Beeman’s due process rights and requires this Court to grant him a new trial 

 
As was the law at the time of Beeman’s trial, the State must produce all exculpatory 

evidence. Brady, 373 U.S. at 87. Failure of the State to produce evidence favorable to the defendant 

is a per se violation of the defendant’s due process rights where the evidence is material to guilt. 

Id. The test is what would logically aid the defense in the investigation and preparation of its case 

and as evidence upon trial. State v. Fryer, 226 N.W.2d 36, 40 (Iowa 1975).  

Suppressed evidence is considered collectively. Wearry v. Cain, 136 S. Ct. 1002 (2016), 

Kyles v. Whitley, 514 U.S. 419, 436 (1995); Liggins v. State, 841 N.W.2d 356 (Iowa 2013) 

(unpublished). A new trial must be granted if the State suppressed evidence, that evidence was 

favorable to Beeman, and the evidence was material to the issue of Beeman’s guilt. The suppressed 

evidence can include both favorable exculpatory evidence and favorable impeaching evidence of 

an adverse witness, as long as the evidence is material – there is a reasonable probability that it 

would have changed the result at trial. U.S. v. Bagley, 473 U.S. 667, 676 (1985). Aguilera v. State, 

807 N.W.2d 249, 253 (Iowa 2011). 

In Aguilera, the Iowa Supreme Court explained:  

[T]he materiality inquiry is not just a matter of determining whether, after 
discounting the inculpatory evidence in light of the undisclosed evidence, the 
remaining evidence is sufficient to support the jury’s conclusions. Rather, the 
question is whether “the favorable evidence could reasonably be taken to put the 
whole case in such a different light as to undermine confidence in the verdict.” 
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Id. at 254 (quoting Harrington v. State, 659 N.W.2d 509, 523 (2003)). 

In Beeman’s case, the State suppressed material, favorable exculpatory evidence and 

material, favorable impeaching evidence.  

i. The State failed to disclose exculpatory evidence including additional witnesses 
who contradicted the State’s theory of Beeman’s guilt and evidence of alternate 
suspects  

  

The statements of eyewitnesses who saw Michiel alive after Beeman is alleged to have 

killed her on April 21, 1980, thus contradicting the State’s theory of the case, is Brady material. 

See, e.g., Brady, 373 U.S. at 87 (failure to turn over statement by co-defendant that he had planned 

the killing, and that co-defendant had performed actual killing is violation of due process); Kyles, 

514 U.S. 419 (failure to disclose inconsistent eyewitness and informant statements, and list of 

license numbers compiled by police that did not show Kyles’ car in supermarket parking lot).  

The investigation of other suspects is Brady material, such as the investigation of L.D. by 

DCI. See, e.g., Banks v. Reynolds, 54 F.3d 1508, 1517, 1520 (10th Cir. 1995) (failure to reveal that 

another individual or individuals had been arrested for same crime was a Brady violation); Smith 

v. Secretary of New Mexico Department of Corrections, 50 F.3d 801, 829-835 (10th Cir. 1995) 

(failure to disclose information indicating that uncharged third party had committed the offense 

was a Brady violation); Miller v. Angliker, 848 F.2d 1312, 1321-23 (2d Cir. 1988) (failure to 

disclose information that would suggest another person committed offense is Brady); Bowen v. 

Maynard, 799 F.2d 593, 610-12 (10th Cir. 1986) (Brady violation where prosecution failed to 

disclose that police considered another man a suspect when the other man better fit the description 

of eyewitnesses; he was suspected by law enforcement in another state of being a hitman, and 

carried same weapon used in murders).  
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The State’s December 13, 2019 disclosure of DCI reports contained exculpatory evidence 

and information that had not been produced or provided prior to Mr. Beeman’s 1980 trial.  

i. The State failed to disclose all of the identities of persons who saw Michiel alive 

“after Beeman killed her” on April 21, 1980.  

ii. The State failed to disclose that Michiel had a rocky family history, prior 

psychiatric hospitalizations, was known as a runaway, had experienced violence by 

her father, and had become infatuated with a “boyfriend” previously that had ended 

in court intervention.  

iii. The State failed to disclose that Michiel considered L.D. to be her boyfriend, that 

L.D. was polygraphed as a potential suspect, that L.D. was interviewed by DCI - 

despite his relationship to DCI Agent SyWassink’s brother Jeff SyWassink; that 

L.D. did not have an alibi for April 21, 1980, that L.D. had told DCI that Michiel 

stopped them just before they were going to have sex; and the DCI interviewed 

multiple people, including SyWassink’s brother, to gather background information 

on L.D. 

iv. The State failed to disclose the identity of eye witness G.B. a/k/a J.B., who observed 

Michiel’s body at Wild Cat Den State Park, and his connections to Michiel and the 

Carter family-despite the potential exculpatory and impeaching information he 

possessed regarding Michiel’s hitchhiking, abuse by her father and condition of the 

body on April 26, 1980. Additionally, G.B. a/k/a J.B.’s physical description, 

specifically his facial characteristics, that resemble the description given by Linda 

Ray. This exculpatory evidence was suppressed from Beeman and his counsel since 

1980, is favorable to his defense, and material because if these statements and 
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reports had been disclosed to the defense, the outcome of Beeman’s trial would 

have been different. This due process violation requires this Court to grant Beeman 

a new trial.  

ii. The State suppressed evidence that would have impeached its own witnesses 

The State must produce all evidence that may be used to impeach the credibility of 

witnesses. See Giglio v. United States, 405 U.S. 150, 154 (1972) (“When the reliability of a given 

witness may well be determinative of guilt or innocence, nondisclosure of evidence affecting 

credibility falls within this rule.”) (citations and internal quotation marks omitted); Bagley, 473 

U.S. at 676, State v. Romeo, 542 N.W.2d 543, 551 (Iowa 1996) (citing Bagley, 473 U.S. at 676). 

See, e.g., Clemmons v. Delo, 124 F.3d 944, 949-52 (8th Cir. 1997) (failure to disclose internal 

government memo generated on day of prison killing which indicated that eyewitness saw 

someone else commit murder is Brady).  

Inconsistent notes by a prosecutor and law enforcement notes from interviews with 

government witness are Brady material. See, e.g., United States v. Service Deli, Inc., 151 F.3d 938, 

943-44 (9th Cir. 1998) (Brady obligation to turn over original notes from witness interview that 

contained three key pieces of impeachment information that showed that story had changed, 

change may have been brought about by threats of imprisonment, and witness had claimed to have 

suffered a stroke); United States v. Pelullo, 105 F.3d 117, 122-23 (3d Cir. 1997) (failure to disclose 

rough notes of FBI and IRS agents corroborating defendant’s version of events and impeaching 

testimony of government agents).  

Here, the State failed to turn over reports of eyewitness testimony that were inconsistent 

with the State’s theory that Michiel was killed on April 21, 1980. The State also presented 

testimony, such as from John Jutte, that was inconsistent with the DCI file. For example, Jutte 

E-FILED  2020 JUN 09 10:09 PM MUSCATINE - CLERK OF DISTRICT COURT



23 
 

testified that he could not remember how Beeman’s name was raised in the case. Daryl Werner 

had also told the Defense that Beeman’s name came up because he worked at Baker’s – not because 

any witness claimed to have seen him with Michiel as Atkins had. Further, at trial, Rick SyWassink 

was able to testify about Michiel’s “boyfriends” without being confronted with his brother’s 

relationship with L.D. or L.D.’s statement that he had recently attempted to have sex with Michiel, 

that they were naked together, and she stopped them right before they were going to have sex.  

Deputy Werner discussed in his deposition whether other suspects, such as K.C. matched 

the description given by Linda Ray. (Werner Dep. at 40). However, at no time did anyone mention 

that G.B. a/k/a J.B. also fit that description, lived near to Wild Cat Den State Park, had previously 

picked Michiel up while she was hitchhiking and taken her to work. (IADCI000714; Attach. K, 

Debora Wiley, Sex-abuse secret is finally broken, Des Moines Register, Mar. 14, 1993, at 1).  

Taken as a whole, the DCI file included evidence of multiple witnesses who could have 

contradicted the State’s theory on time of death and statements that would have provided the 

Defense with both information about alternate suspects and possible connections to these alternate 

suspects within this investigation. Similarly, in Aguilera, the “suppressed DCI file contains many 

statements that” made the defendant’s version of events much more likely by impeaching the 

statements of witnesses who testified and disclosing statements of additional witnesses whom the 

defense could have interviewed. 807 N.W.2d at 258. Aguilera explains “[a]gain, the test is not 

whether the evidence, in and of itself, is material, but whether the evidence would change the 

defendant’s trial strategy and lead to a new dynamic at trial.” Id. at 257. The question then is 

“whether that new strategy gives us confidence that there is a reasonable probability the outcome 

of the trial might have been different if the favorable material had been made available to the 

defense in a timely manner.” Id. As in Aguilera, the State violated Beeman’s due process rights by 
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failing to disclose significant evidence of alternate suspects and contradictions to its time of death 

theory that would have changed the Defense’s trial strategy (the Defense was unable to point to 

any alternate suspects at trial) and lead to a new dynamic at trial with many more witnesses who 

saw Ms. Winkel after the State theorized she had died. 

II. The suppressed DCI report is newly discovered evidence, and because the 
suppressed evidence could not have been discovered earlier through due diligence, 
is material and would have changed the outcome of the trial, a new trial is now 
required  

 
Iowa Rule of Criminal Procedure 2.24(2)(b)(8) provides, in pertinent part, that a district 

court may grant a new trial “[w]hen the defendant has discovered important and material evidence 

in the defendant’s favor since the verdict, which the defendant could not with reasonable diligence 

have discovered and produced at trial.” In order to prevail under this rule, Mr. Beeman must show 

the proffered evidence (1) was discovered after the verdict, (2) could not have been discovered 

“earlier in the exercise of reasonable diligence,” (3) “is material to the issues in the case and not 

merely cumulative or impeaching,” and (4) “probably would have changed the result of the trial 

in which [he] was convicted.” State v. Anderson, 885 N.W.2d 219 (Iowa Ct. App. 2016) (citing 

State v. Weaver, 554 N.W.2d 240, 246 (Iowa 1996)); see also Romeo, 542 N.W.2d at 550. 

i. Michiel was seen alive during the week of April 21, 1980 
 

Beeman’s trial counsel requested discovery, including any Brady material on July 9, 1980; 

the court denied the request. (Attach. C; Attach. D). Beeman deposed Werner, Jutte, and other 

investigators and at no time did any officer disclose the identities of additional witnesses who 

reported seeing Michiel after April 21, 1980. The prosecutor disclosed three names on June 4, 

1980: Linda Ray, Darlene Sandven and Gregory Monroe. Defense counsel called Linda Ray and 

Darlene Sandven. (Attach. B).  
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Defense counsel’s investigation of the case before the October 1, 1980 trial and 

corroboration of Beeman’s alibi was greatly hampered and obstructed by the State’s failure to 

disclose the identities of all of the witnesses who reported seeing Michiel between the evening of 

April 21, 1980 and April 26, 1980. The Iowa Supreme Court has held that when police 

investigative reports are suppressed, the evidence included in those reports was itself suppressed. 

See Harrington v. State, 659 N.W.2d 509, 523 (Iowa 2003) (“because Harrington did not have the 

essential details (about an alternate suspect) contained within the withheld police reports, we hold 

the evidence was suppressed.”) 

Here, the State withheld the investigative reports that detailed who saw Michiel from April 

21-26, 1980, and where and when she was seen. The DCI reports tendered in December of 2019 

include details and witnesses that would have corroborated Darlene Sandven’s testimony at trial. 

The State suppressed information that 1) Michiel was seen at the mall by Juaneta Knox and Theresa 

Shoemaker on April 22, 1980, the same day as Sandven (IADCI000434-35); 2) that Michelle 

Martin saw Michiel near the Muscatine Plaza on April 24th or 25th, 1980 (IADCI000420-22); and 

3) that Virginia Norwood told investigators that she saw Michiel at Baker’s Front Street Disco on 

April 23, 1980 (IADCI000456). Werner testified in his deposition about a Pam Norwood, but never 

disclosed a Virginia Norwood. (Werner Dep. at 30). Jim Barela told investigators that he saw 

Michiel at Baker’s Front Street Disco on April 23, 1980 and spoke with her. Jim Barela further 

explained that he had known Michiel since they were in the eighth grade together. (IADCI000482-

483). 

The withheld reports clearly establish reasonable doubt as to whether Michiel was 

assaulted and died on April 21, 1980 or whether she was still alive and present in the Muscatine 

area. The disclosure of these reports would have made a significant impact on the defense theory 
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that Michiel was not killed by Beeman on April 21, 1980 before Beeman broke his foot on April 

22, 1980.  

ii. Alternate Suspects Polygraphed 

The State disclosed in depositions that there were initially eleven suspects, however these 

disclosures did not reveal that, investigators focused on L.D. and K.C. Detective Werner 

mentioned that both L.D. and K.C. were polygraphed during his deposition. (Werner Dep. at 40-

41). However, the reports of their interviews or what they were asked during the polygraphs was 

never disclosed to the defense. See Harrington, 659 N.W.2d at 523 (Iowa 2003) (“because 

Harrington did not have the essential details (about an alternate suspect) contained within the 

withheld police reports, we hold the evidence was suppressed.”) 

The withheld reports explicitly explain that both L.D. and K.C. were treated as suspects 

and were questioned during their polygraph examinations about whether they were present when 

Michiel was stabbed, if they personally stabbed her, or if they knew where the knife was now 

located. (IADCI000716-22; IADCI000129-133). 

During his polygraph on May 21, 1980, K.C. offered his theory of Michiel’s assault. He 

explained to investigators that while Michiel hitchhiked, she would not take a ride with someone 

she did not know and that she would not have agreed to sex, so she would have fought back and 

that would have angered the man. (IADCI000721). K.C. dated Michiel one time. (IADCI000718; 

720). 

L.D. explained to investigators that he took Michiel home from Baker’s Front Street on 

March 26, 1980 and that the spent the night together in the same bed, but did not actually have 

sex. (IADCI000130-133). He also told investigators that Michiel called him on April 21, 1980 at 

10:30 p.m. wanting to see him that night. (Id.). L.D. did not have an alibi for April 21, 1980 and 
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told investigators that he was at Baker’s Front Street on April 23rd. (Id.). Investigators talked to 

Jeffrey SyWassink, Agent SyWassink’s brother, to confirm L.D.’s information. (IADCI000735-

736). Agent SyWassink testified at trial about his investigation into whether Michiel had 

boyfriends – including his thoughts on the distinction between “steady boyfriends or just boys that 

were friends” (T. 37) – and that “in some sense of the word, yes, we could have” had alternate 

suspects without being challenged with the polygraph exams stating that K.C. and L.D. were 

possibly suspects and L.D.’s recent sexual history with Michiel. The Defense could also not 

investigate how L.D.’s account of his sexual encounter with Michiel – that they took their clothes 

off and then she stopped them right when they were going to have sex – mirrored the confession 

that was supposedly given by Beeman. 

If defense counsel had known or received the DCI reports about Michiel’s relationship with 

L.D. and the witnesses that reported seeing Michiel at Baker’s Front Street on April 23, 1980—

the same night L.D. told DCI that he was at Baker’s Front Street Disco— they could have 

investigated L.D. as an alternate suspect. See Moon v. State, 911 N.W.2d 137, 145 (Iowa 2018) 

(“Since all of the statements contained in the file could be used to either impeach a witness or 

support alternate interpretations of events, these statements were all clearly exculpatory.”) (quoting 

Aguilera, 807 N.W.2d at 254). The Defense also could have used the DCI reports that Michiel 

called L.D. at 10:30 p.m. on April 21, 1980, not 10:00 p.m. as later testified to by Werner, to 

counter the State’s timing for that night. The Defense also could have looked into two other 

previously undisclosed alternate suspects: 1) M.G. who knew Michiel from the Canterbury Inn & 

Spa and had given her a ride home in March, 1980; and R.O., Michiel’s boss at Hardee’s. 

(IADCI000285-286, 320-324). 

Unfortunately, based on the DCI reports it appears that DCI did not consider G.B. a/k/a 
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J.B. to be a suspect in Michiel’s death. This was in error because: 1) G.B. a/k/a J.B. had a prior 

encounter with Michiel while she was hitchhiking; 2) lived near Wild Cat Den State Park on Route 

22 in Montpelier (minutes from the campground); 3) had children her age and most likely would 

have known her if she visited Diana Carter at her home; 4) appeared at the campground eerily at 

the time the body was being discovered by police and 5) was confident enough to tell people the 

identity of the body. Most significantly G.B. a/k/a J.B. was uniquely similar to the description of 

the man seen by Linda Ray with Michiel on April 21, 1980. Ray was adamant that the man with 

Michiel had a unique facial characteristic of a nose disfiguration and bushy hair. (IADCI000408-

409). In 1993, G.B. a/k/a J.B. was arrested and charged with sex abuse, after decades of abuse of 

his children, extended family members and others, including his niece who worked with Michiel, 

K.V.B., who had told G.B. a/k/a J.B. about Michiel’s abusive father. (IADCI000714; Attach. K).  

Further, it also appears that the State withheld evidence of how Beeman’s name was first 

raised – by a woman who had a child with alternate suspect Jim Barela. This woman, Vallory 

Atkins, also immediately gave the police names of women who were interviewed by the State as 

possible character witnesses against Beeman. (IADCI000436-439). Instead, Jutte told the Defense 

that he did not know how Beeman became a suspect and Werner testified that it was because 

Beeman worked at Baker’s. (T. 76; Werner Dep. at 33). If defense counsel knew that Atkins had 

claimed to see Beeman at the mall, they could have challenged these statements and learned why 

DCI ultimately seemed to have discredited Atkins testimony about seeing Beeman with Michiel. 

Defense counsel also could have asked her about her claim of seeing Michiel on April 23, 1980, 

with Beeman. (T. 238). If Beeman knew his name had been implicated by the associate of an 

alternate suspect, he may have been able to develop evidence against his guilt. 

iii. Michiel’s complex family history, including physical and mental abuse, prior 
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psychiatric care, prior failed romantic relationships, and episodes of isolation from 
her family  
 

The State did not call any of Michiel’s family members to testify at trial, instead relying 

on Michiel’s brother Mark’s girlfriend, Diana Carter. (T. 62-71). The Defense elicited testimony 

from Carter that it was unusual that the family had not reported Michiel missing. (T. 71). The State 

relied on Carter to establish that Michiel had not been home since April 21, 1980 and what clothes 

she was wearing when she left the home. (T. 64-66). The State did not disclose in any discovery 

or depositions that Michiel had a tumultuous relationship with her family, her prior psychiatric 

care, her history of running away from home, or hitchhiking because her father refused to provide 

transportation for her.  

iv. Michiel was a runaway 

The suppressed DCI investigative reports illustrate that Michiel’s mother, Mary Louise 

Winkel informed investigators that Michiel had run away from home previously and that she had 

planned to ask her husband permission to call the police if Michiel had not returned by the coming 

weekend. (IADCI000205). During the summer of 1977, Michiel was treated at the University of 

Iowa Hospital for psychiatric conditions and because of runaway problems at home. 

(IADCI000223). Michiel’s sister, Mary Francis Nelson, informed investigators that she had picked 

Michiel up from the University of Iowa Hospital and taken Michiel back to Minnesota to live with 

her. (Id.). Mary Francis explained that when Michiel lived with her in Minnesota, Michiel would 

often roam the streets at night, drift from place to place, and stay anywhere she could. 

(IADCI000226). Michiel’s brother Mark told investigators that Michiel was not allowed to have a 

car because she previously ran away and wrecked a car in Wisconsin. (IADCI000211).  
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v. Michiel was abused by her father 

Michiel’s friend, Denise Dunker, described a family that teased Michiel about her weight 

calling her “piggy” and treated Michiel as an outsider in the family. (IADCI000244-245). Dunker 

described an incident at the Winkel home where she and Michiel were not allowed to use the 

towels in the bathroom because they were for the “family and not for her or Michiel.” 

(IADCI000245). Michiel’s co-workers at Hardee’s told investigators that Michiel did not like to 

leave work and did not want to go home. (IADCI000331; 333). There were also rumors that 

Michiel’s father beat her. (IADCI000332; 336; 345). One co-worker reported that Michiel had 

related that Francis threw a coffee pot at Michiel’s head. (IADCI000340). 

Michiel’s sister, Mary Francis, told investigators that in their family they were not allowed 

to have boyfriends. (IADCI000224). Mary Francis described a time where Michiel removed all 

the red clothing from her wardrobe because their father, Francis, equated red with whorehouses. 

(IADCI000224). 

There were also allegations of physical violence by Francis Winkel. Michiel’s mother, 

Mary Louise, described Francis as a “strict disciplinarian” who would “slap or push Michiel down 

if he would get mad,” and that the relationship between Michiel and her father was a “cold war.” 

(IADCI000210). The oldest sister, Mary Francis, stated her father did not strike Michiel “but did 

occasionally discipline her by holding her up against the wall by the neck.” (IADCI000225). Mark 

Winkel described Michiel as a loner who “required discipline.” (IADCI000212). Mark described 

his father’s discipline as that of the verbal nature, but that one time he saw his father push Michiel 

down on the bed during an argument. (Id.). DCI even asked Mary Francis if she thought there had 

been any “incest” between her father and Michiel. (IADCI000225). Michiel’s brother Pierre 

described her as “slow and lacking maturity” and stated that their father tried to explain things to 
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her and discipline her. (IADCI000222). Pierre also indicated that his parents fought over Michiel. 

(Id.). 

Michiel’s father, Francis Winkel, is a viable alternate suspect that was not disclosed to the 

Defense. The DCI re-interviewed Pierre Winkel for the purpose of “alibi father” on April 28, 1980. 

(IADCI000221). Pierre stated he arrived home on April 21, 1980 at 8:00 p.m. and “did not observe 

anyone at home, but estimated that his father must have been home because it would be unusual 

for him not to be home between 6:30 pm. and 7:00 p.m. (Id.). Pierre also could not recall seeing 

the family motorcycle at home, but did see the El Camino and noted that Mark’s car was gone. 

(Id.). Michiel’s sister, Jeanne, and mother, Mary Louise, left the Winkel home on the afternoon of 

April 20, 1980 and returned late on the evening of April 22, 1980 to discover that Michiel was not 

home and had not been home the night of April 21 either. (IADCI000217)  

vi. Michiel’s psychiatric history 

Michiel’s sister, Mary Francis, described the legal troubles and psychiatric issues Michiel 

dealt with while living with her in Minnesota. (IADCI000223-225. Mary Francis described 

Michiel as suffering from suicidal ideations, violent outbursts, destruction of property, and a 

phobia of people considering her to be “nuts” because of the psychiatric treatment she had 

received. (IADCI000224-225). Michiel’s brother Mark described her to investigators as “not right 

in the head” and a “problem child.” (IADCI000211). 

vii. Michiel often hitchhiked into Muscatine 

It was known in Michiel’s family and to law enforcement that Michiel often hitchhiked the 

approximately three miles from her family home in rural Muscatine to downtown Muscatine for 

work at Hardee’s or to swim at the Canterbury Inn & Spa. (IADCI000207; 210; 282; 640). Her 

family knew that she would hitchhike during the day and at night. (IADCI000218; 226; 245). 
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Michiel did not have her own vehicle. (IADCI000211). Indeed, DCI concluded “hitchhiking and 

walking were the two main modes of transportation used by Winkel.” (IADCI000376). The State 

suppressed information and evidence they learned about Michiel’s known practice of hitchhiking, 

an inherently dangerous activity.  

The State suppressed material, exculpatory evidence from Beeman and his defense. With 

the above information, counsel would have been able to investigate Michiel’s activities, associates, 

and family life. Her vulnerable background would have provided reasonable doubt as to Beeman’s 

responsibility for her death. Beeman and his trial counsel were not informed about any of these 

important and exculpatory matters that change the entire dynamic and theory of the defense. If 

defense counsel had been informed about the complex abusive family history, an investigation and 

theory of defense could have included an alternate suspect. (Attach. L, Affidavit of David Newell, 

dated 2/6/2020). 

The new evidence suppressed in the DCI file could not have been discovered any sooner 

through due diligence. Beeman sought discovery pre-trial, he pursued his appellate and post-

conviction remedies, and it was not until December 2019 after this Court ordered discovery to 

locate missing DNA evidence that the State disclosed the suppressed evidence. The evidence is 

material in that the additional eyewitness that saw Michiel alive after April 21, 1980 would have 

corroborated the two eyewitnesses the state did disclose. The evidence regarding the family history 

and Michiel’s psychiatric conditions was material to the defense investigation of alternate suspects. 

And the suppression of the alternate suspects, specifically L.D. & GB. a/k/a J.B., is material and 

would have changed the result of the trial by providing an alternate theory for the jury to consider. 

If L.D. had a relationship with Michiel, she continued to pursue him, and they were both seen at 

Baker’s Disco on April 23, 1980. Further, G.B. a/k/a J.B. uniquely resembled Linda Ray’s 

E-FILED  2020 JUN 09 10:09 PM MUSCATINE - CLERK OF DISTRICT COURT



33 
 

description of the man that picked up Michiel on April 21, 1980 more than any other suspect, 

including Beeman. As in DeSimone, 803 N.W.2d 97 and Aguilera, 807 N.W.2d 249, the 

suppression of exculpatory and impeachment evidence here violated Beeman’s due process rights 

under Brady and warrants a new trial under. Indeed, after DeSimone’s conviction was vacated 

because of a timecard that contradicted the testimony of an adverse witness, DeSimone was 

granted a new trial at which he was acquitted. See U.C. Irvine Newkirk Ctr. Sci. & Soc’y, U. Mich. 

L. Sch. , Mich. St. U. C.L., National Registry of Exonerations, 

https://www.law.umich.edu/special/exoneration/Pages/casedetail.aspx?caseid=4336 (last 

accessed May 22, 2020). 

Most importantly, after forty years Beeman has discovered what the State knew all along, there 

are many varied and credible alternate suspects in this crime and the mere existence of those 

credible alternate suspects would have been reasonable doubt at Beeman’s trial, if only the State 

had disclosed this exculpatory evidence. This Court should consider all the suppressed and newly 

discovered evidence in totality and grant Beeman a new trial. 

III. The State’s presumed destruction of the physical evidence that would exonerate Mr. 
Beeman is a violation of Due Process that requires a new trial 

 
At the time of Beeman’s trial, a sexual assault kit was collected from Michiel. Analysts 

detected semen and seminal fluid on the vaginal swab. However, in 1980, law enforcement did not 

have the ability to detect whose semen and seminal fluid was on that swab. The best analysis at 

that time was limited to blood typing.  

Michiel was determined to be blood type O. (T. 184). Mr. Beeman was determined to be 

blood type A. (Id.). Only blood type O was found on the swab. (Attach. M, Iowa DCI Laboratory 

Report for Lab Case #80-2967 at 2, 15). The blood types of alternate suspects and family members 
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are unknown. Testing the vaginal swab to determine whose male DNA was present in the naked 

body of Michiel when she was found would be key to solving her murder.  

To prove a due process violation based on destruction of evidence, the defendant must 

show (1) a proper defense request for the evidence; (2) that the evidence was material; and (3) that 

the evidence would have been significantly favorable to the defendant. State v. Brown, 337 N.W.2d 

507, 511 (Iowa 1983); State v. Langlet, 283 N.W.2d 330, 333 (Iowa 1979). Only a deliberate act 

supports the rationale underlying the rule: that destruction serves as an “admission by conduct of 

the weakness of one's case.” Id. See also Arizona v. Youngblood, 488 U.S. 51, 58 (1988) 

(distinguishing state’s failure to disclose material exculpatory evidence from failure to preserve 

potentially useful evidence, Court held “unless a criminal defendant can show bad faith on the part 

of the police, failure to preserve potentially useful evidence does not constitute a denial of due 

process of law”). State v. Hulbert, 481 N.W.2d 329, 334 (Iowa 1992). 

Here, the State has been unable to account for the physical evidence collected by DCI and 

the Muscatine County Sheriff in their investigation of Michiel’s death. Muscatine County Sheriff 

and the County Attorney have informed counsel for Beeman that the Sheriff does not have a policy 

for retention or destruction of evidence. (Attach. N, Midwest Innocence Project’s Open Records 

Request to Muscatine Sheriff’s Department, dated 8/1/2019; Attach. O, Muscatine County 

Attorney Alan Ostergren’s Response Email to Open Records Request, dated 10/17/2019). DCI 

produced an evidence routing card that shows that DCI Agent Rick SyWassink accepted the 

evidence from the DCI Lab on October 1, 1980. (Attach. P, Iowa DCI Green Card for Lab Case 

#80-2967). 

The identity of the person who had sex with Michiel before she died is material to the 

identity of who caused her death. The State has not shown that the evidence was destroyed in 
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accordance with any destruction policy and an inference of misconduct on the part of Agent 

SyWassink is credible. SyWassink, was terminated by DCI after a five-month internal 

investigation by DCI. (Attach. Q, Frank Santiago, DCI agent says he was unfairly fired, Des 

Moines Register, Oct. 9, 1996, at 2). Agent SyWassink was terminated from the DCI on September 

30, 1996. (Attach. R, SyWassink v. State of IA DPS, Joint Statement of Undisputed Facts and Joint 

Exhibits at 2). 

Because DNA testing could prove that Beeman did not murder Michiel, the missing 

evidence is material and useful to the defendant if the evidence could be found and tested. New 

technology, available only after the initial investigation almost forty years ago, could help detect 

an unknown male profile on Michiel’s sexual assault kit, chest swabs (which could have picked 

up the perpetrator’s saliva), and/or Michiel’s clothing. This is especially true considering there 

were initially eleven suspects in this case, newly-known alternate suspects, and that no witness 

ever saw Beeman and Michiel together. To date, the State has not produced any logs, records, 

affidavits, or any other documentary support showing the destruction of any evidence in this case, 

apart from laboratory exhibit K, or to establish its location after October 1, 1980. (Attach. P). Thus, 

the destruction arguably is in bad faith and a violation of Mr. Beeman’s due process rights. Hulbert, 

481 N.W.2d at 334. 

IV. New scientific evidence that Michiel Winkel died after April 21, 1980 requires a new 
trial  
 

Iowa Rule of Criminal Procedure 2.24(2)(b)(8) provides, in pertinent part, a district court 

may grant a new trial “[w]hen the defendant has discovered important and material evidence in the 

defendant’s favor since the verdict, which the defendant could not with reasonable diligence have 

discovered and produced at trial.” In order to prevail under this rule, Beeman must show the 
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proffered evidence (1) was discovered after the verdict, (2) could not have been discovered “earlier 

in the exercise of reasonable diligence,” (3) “is material to the issues in the case and not merely 

cumulative or impeaching,” and (4) “probably would have changed the result of the trial in which 

[he] was convicted.” Anderson, 885 N.W.2d 219; citing Weaver, 554 N.W.2d at 246; see also 

Romeo, 542 N.W.2d at 550. 

The State’s theory that Beeman killed Michiel on April 21, 1980 is not consistent with the 

observations of the body in light of current scientific understandings of death investigations. There 

are several post-mortem changes that are taken into consideration to estimate a time of death. 

Werner U. Spitz & Daniel J. Fisher, Medicolegal Investigation of Death: Guidelines for the 

Application of Pathology to Crime Investigation, at 94 (4th ed. 2006). These include the state of 

decomposition of the body, where it was found (inside or outside), the time of year, the high and 

low temperatures, the presence of rigor and livor mortis, any insect activity seen on the body and 

if so at what stage. Id. at 95; Dominick DiMaio & Vincent J.M. DiMaio, M.D., Forensic 

Pathology, at 21 (2d ed. 2001). Beeman has consulted with Dr. Andrew Baker, Chief Medical 

Examiner of Hennepin County, Minnesota. Dr. Baker has requested complete, digital photographs 

from the autopsy and crime scene in order to complete his analysis as to the most likely time of 

death or post-mortem interval time period. A preliminary review by Dr. Baker directed Beeman to 

consult with a forensic entomologist, Dr. Corey Hildebrand. Dr. Hildebrand also requested access 

to complete, digital photographs from the crime scene and autopsy before issuing an opinion as to 

the time of death. The Defense has been unable to obtain the requested photographs and asks this 

Court to order their disclosure.  

Observations of rigor mortis 

SyWassink described observing rigor mortis when he saw the body at the scene on April 
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26, 1980. (T. 21). It is now known in the scientific community that rigor mortis in the limbs would 

not be present five days after death. Rigor mortis is the common term for post-mortem rigidity. 

Rigor mortis is a process the body moves through in which after death the body first becomes 

flaccid and then stiffens and freezes the joints. Spitz & Fisher, supra, at 101. In average conditions, 

rigor mortis becomes apparent within thirty to sixty minutes. Id. at 101. Rigor mortis will increase 

for 12 hours, remain for 10-12 hours and disappear in the next 12 hours. Generally, higher air 

temperatures will accelerate the rigor mortis process while cooler temperatures will decrease it. Id. 

at 102. As shown in the table below, the high temperature in the Muscatine area on April 22, 1980, 

was 91 degrees. Rigor mortis is not detectable after 36 hours or a day and a half, thus SyWassink’s 

observations that Michiel’s limbs had rigor mortis is inconsistent with a date of death on April 21, 

1980. The rational inference from SyWassink’s observations is that Michiel died on April 24th or 

25th after Beeman broke his foot on April 22, 1980.  

i. Signs of decompensation  

Deputy medical examiner Dr. McGinty testified that in his opinion Michiel had died at 

least 24 hours before to his examination at 8:00 p.m. on April 26, 1980. The pathologist hired by 

the medical examiner, Dr. Preacher, conducted an autopsy at the Riley Funeral Home in Muscatine 

on April 27, 1980 at approximately 9:30 a.m. The body was not refrigerated or kept cool as the 

funeral home did not have a cooler in 1980. (Attach. S, Letter from Ralph J. Wittich-Riley-Freers 

Funeral Home, Muscatine, IA). 

Decompensation is the disintegration of body tissue after death. Spitz & Fisher, supra at 

107. Scientists have identified two parallel decompensation processes: 1) Autolysis: self-

dissolution by body enzymes and 2) Putrefaction: bacteria and other microorganism changes. Id. 

at 107. Putrefaction changes depend on the environment. Id. at 107-108. In temperate climates, 
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early decompensation can be seen in 24 to 36 hours, such as a greenish discoloration of the 

abdomen, which is then followed by bloating; greenish or purple discoloration of the face; purging 

of bodily fluids from the nose and mouth; swollen, protruding tongue; and bulging eyes. Id. at 108. 

After three days, the entire body becomes bloated and skin slippage is evident. Id. at 109.  

Since the funeral home did not have a cooler, the body was allowed to further decompose 

between discovery on the afternoon of the 26th at 3:00 p.m., the observations of Dr. McGinty at 

8:00p.m., and the autopsy at 9:30 a.m. on the 27th. Dr. Preacher testified that the abdomen was not 

“especially bloated” and that the body was in pretty good shape. (T. 150). These findings at autopsy 

on April 27th are not consistent and do not support a date of death on April 21, 1980. The new 

evidence and science about death investigations contradicts the state’s theory that Beeman had the 

exclusive opportunity to attack Michiel on April 21, 1980. No one saw or noted decompensation 

that would indicate that Michiel had been deceased for 5 days. Had Michiel been murdered on 

April 21, 1980, when she was found on April 26, 1980, her body would have been entirely bloated, 

her eyes would have been bulging, her tongue swollen and protruding, and skin slippage would 

have been evident. DiMaio & DiMaio, supra at 31. None of that was present, thus Michiel was not 

dead on April 21, 1980.  

ii. Insect activity on the body   

Dr. Preacher noted insect activity in the eye wound and identified the insects as maggots. 

(T. 150). Neither Dr. McGinty nor Dr. Preacher collected the insects or maggots for further 

analysis. (IADCI000187-200).  

The forensic science community now knows that maggots cause additional damage to a 

decomposing body. Spitz & Fisher, supra at 113; DiMaio & DiMaio, supra at 39-40. Fly eggs are 

first deposited at the corners of the eyes, mouth and other mucocutaneous junctions. Spitz & Fisher, 
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supra at 113. Clusters of fly eggs may resemble grated cheese to the uneducated eye. Id. The fly 

eggs will develop into crawling insects that will then damage the available soft tissue. Id. The 

identification of maggots as a particular species of fly enables a more scientific time period from 

when the eggs are deposited on the body to when the eggs hatch. Id. at 125. It is accepted that most 

flies require at least 24 hours before eggs will hatch. Id. at 125-26. The size of the maggot may 

also permit further determination of time from hatching to larvae and the size or existence of pupae 

indicate a longer post-mortem interval (time between death and discovery). Id. at 126. It is now 

recommended that the larvae be retained and submitted for examination by an entomologist. Id. 

“If the body has not been moved and only eggs are present on the body, one can assume that the 

duration of death is one to two days.” DiMaio & DiMaio, supra at 40. 

Researchers also now know that maggots and blow flies are more active when the 

temperature is warmer. Id. at 39-40. According to national weather records, the average daily high 

and low temperature recorded near Wild Cat Den State Park in Muscatine were:  

Date High Low 

April 21, 1980 85 52 

April 22,1980 91 71 

April 23, 1980 82 54 

April 24, 1980 59 37 

April 25, 1980 61 35 

April 26, 1980 66 32 

(Attach. T, National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration Record of Climatological 

Observations for the Station: Muscatine, IA US USC00135837, 4/21/1980 – 4/27/1980). 
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Hourly data was not recorded for Muscatine, IA in 1980, but hourly data was recorded in 

Burlington, IA approximately 50 miles south of Muscatine. Hourly data was recorded in Moline, 

IL in 1980, approximately 30 miles east of Muscatine. (Attach. U, Iowa Environmental Mesonet 

Hourly Weather Observation History, Burlington, IA, 4/21/1980 – 4/27/1980; Attach. V, Iowa 

Environmental Mesonet Hourly Weather Observation History, Moline, IL, 4/21/1980 – 

4/27/1980). Based on these records, the hottest days, and thus the most active insect days, would 

have been April 22nd and 23rd and the new evidence regarding time of death establishes that there 

would be advanced maggots and blow flies found on Michiel on the 26th. Since there were only 

small maggot eggs or larvae found in one location, that does not support a finding that Michiel 

was killed on April 21st.  

Based on the recorded weather temperatures, maggots would have been very active on 

April 22nd and 23rd and the research on entomology provides that the maggots - the small first-

stage larvae - seen by Dr. Preacher—would have hatched before April 26th if the body had been in 

Wild Cat Den State Park beginning on April 21, 1980. DiMaio & DiMaio, supra at 40. Forensic 

entomology has proven to be an imperative tool to determine time of death. In the Nevada case of 

Kirstin Lobato, entomologists were able to narrow the time of death range based on lack of insect 

activity. See U.C. Irvine Newkirk Ctr. Sci. & Soc’y, U. Mich. L. Sch., Mich. St. U. C.L., National 

Registry of Exonerations, 

https://www.law.umich.edu/special/exoneration/Pages/casedetail.aspx?caseid=5234 (last 

accessed May 22, 2020). (Attach. W, Order, State v. Lobato, Case No. C177394, District Court, 

Dec. 19, 2017).  

Time of death was critical in this case, as Beeman had an undisputed alibi for April 22nd 

through 26th, 1980. In order for the jury to vote to convict him guilty of the murder of Michiel 
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Winkel, the jury had to believe that he murdered her on April 21, 1980. New evidence indicates 

that a body with open wounds, exposed to the elements, in April in Iowa for five days would not 

be in rigor mortis, would be much more advanced in decomposition, and would include much 

greater insect activity than what was observed on Michiel on April 26, 1980. This new evidence 

establishes that Michiel was not killed in the Wild Cat Den State Park by Mr. Beeman on April 

21, 1980 as alleged by the State. This new evidence is corroborated by the witnesses who saw 

Michiel alive and in Muscatine on April 22, 23, 24 and 25, 1980. Based on the new evidence, it is 

likely that Michiel was attacked after Beeman broke his foot and this evidence could not have been 

found through due diligence, is material and would probably change the result at trial.  

CONCLUSION 

The suppressed evidence, combined with the new scientific evidence, leads to a new 

dynamic. Michiel’s history and practice of hitchhiking, her tumultuous relationship with her father 

and mental illness, combined with being seen by multiple people on April 23 at Baker’s Front 

Street Disco and four substantial alternate suspects in K.C., Francis Winkel, L.D., and G.B. a/k/a 

J.B. all with no alibis create a new, intriguing theory of defense and thus the evidence is material. 

See Aguilera, 807 N.W.2d at 257. The multiple sightings of Michiel after April 21, 1980 bolster 

the materiality of the new scientific evidence showing that Michiel died after April 21, 1980. In 

light of the suppressed statements and evidence in the DCI file, the court cannot have confidence 

in the verdict and must grant this motion, vacate Beeman’s conviction and set the matter for trial. 

WHEREFORE, the Defendant respectfully requests this Court enter an Order Granting him 

a New Trial and set this matter for a bond hearing. Defendant further requests any other relief that 

is just and equitable under the circumstances. 

Dated this 9th day of June, 2020. 
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By:/s/Erica Nichols Cook, AT 0013189 
Assistant State Public Defender 
Special Defense Unit, Wrongful Conviction Division  
401 E. Court Avenue, Suite 150 
Des Moines, Iowa 50309 
Phone: (515) 288-0578 Fax: 288-2020 
enicholscook@spd.state.ia.us 
 
/s/Joshua A. Tepfer, AT0013351 
/s/Lindsay Hagy (admitted pro hac vice) 
The Exoneration Project 
at the University of Chicago Law School 
311 N. Aberdeen Street, Third Floor, Suite E 
Chicago, Illinois 60607 
(312) 789-4955 
Josh@exonerationproject.org  
Lindsay@exonerationproject.org  

 
/s/Tricia Bushnell, AT0013307 
Midwest Innocence Project 
36619 Broadway, Suite 2 
Kansas City, MO 64111 
Phone: 816-221-2166 
tbushnell@themip.org 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

I hereby certify that on this 9th day of June 2020, I caused a copy of the foregoing 

MOTION FOR NEW TRIAL to be served via EDMS to: 

  
Muscatine County Attorney’s Office 
420 E. Third Street  
Muscatine, Iowa 52761 

  
DATED: June 9, 2020 /s/Erica Nichols Cook, AT 0013189 

Assistant State Public Defender 
Special Defense Unit, Wrongful 
Conviction Division  
401 E. Court Avenue, Suite 150 
Des Moines, Iowa 50309 
Phone: (515) 288-0578 Fax: 288-2020 
enicholscook@spd.state.ia.us 
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