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 The State hereby opposes Defendant’s motion for an order to show cause for alleged 

contempt and for an order compelling discovery related to the allegedly contemptuous 

conduct.  
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INTRODUCTION 

 The Rules of Professional Conduct do not require lawyers to remain silent in the 

face of unduly prejudicial publicity. Instead, the rules expressly allow lawyers to set the 

record straight. 

In his motion to continue the preliminary hearing, Defendant misstated the results 

of the ATF’s analysis of the bullet jacket fragment recovered during Charlie Kirk’s 

autopsy. Defendant’s counsel wrote, “the ATF was unable to identify the bullet recovered 

at autopsy to the rifle allegedly tied to Mr. Robinson.” See Def.’s Mot. to Vacate or 

Continue Preliminary Hearing (“Mot. to Continue”), Dkt. # 466 at 22. Defendant’s 

statement contained a material omission: that the ATF was unable to identify or exclude 

the bullet as having been fired from the rifle. As a result, Defendant’s statement was 

misleading. Defendant reinforced this misleading inference by following it up with, “the 

defense may very well decide to offer the testimony of the ATF firearm analyst as 

exculpatory evidence.” Id. 

In fact, the ATF’s conclusion was that the “bullet jacket fragment could not be 

identified or excluded as having been fired from the Exhibit 1 rifle,” and therefore “[t]he 

result of the comparison was inconclusive.” See Def.’s Mot. for and Order Prohibiting 

Further Alteration or Testing of a Bullet Jacket Fragment (“Mot. to Prohibit Testing”), 

Exhibit 2 at 2, Dkt. # 284 (emphasis added). 

 The media pounced on Defendant’s incomplete, and therefore misleading, statement 

with headlines proclaiming that the recovered bullet did not match Defendant’s rifle, that 

this “bombshell” finding exonerated Defendant, and that this prosecution was therefore 
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fatally flawed. After media organizations asked for the State’s response to Defendant’s 

pleading and the media stories it spawned, the State accurately explained the ATF’s 

conclusion, expressed confidence that it had sufficient evidence to move forward and prove 

its case at trial, and reiterated that Defendant is presumed innocent and that the State has 

the burden to prove its case to a jury beyond a reasonable doubt. 

This is precisely the response that rule 3.6(c) of the Utah Rules of Professional 

Conduct allows a lawyer to make. And the response did not offer an opinion on Defendant’s 

guilt. Merely expressing confidence that the State has enough evidence to carry its burden 

to prove its case to the jury guilty beyond a reasonable doubt tells the public nothing more 

than what the very existence of this prosecution proclaims. The State did not violate the 

rules, or this Court’s order, regarding trial publicity. 

Nor has Defendant demonstrated good cause to require the State to comply with his 

supplemental discovery request. Rule 16(a)(4) allows for discovery of evidence necessary 

to allow “the defendant to adequately prepare a defense.” Utah R. Crim. P. 16(a)(4) 

(emphasis added). The only statements from the State that could affect the merits of this 

case are those that were reported publicly, which Defendant already has access to. 

FACTS 

 Defendant misstates the ATF’s report 

1. On March 27, 2026, Defendant filed a Motion to Vacate or Continue the 

Preliminary Hearing. Mot. to Continue, Dkt. 466. 

2. Defendant stated in that filing: “Regarding the firearm evidence, the 

defense has been provided with an ATF summary report which indicates that the ATF was 
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unable to identify the bullet recovered at autopsy to the rifle allegedly tied to Mr. 

Robinson.” Mot. to Continue at 22. 

3. Defendant added, “the defense may very well decide to offer the testimony 

of the ATF firearm analyst as exculpatory evidence.” Id. 

4. In fact, the complete statement from the ATF Summary Report reads: “The 

Exhibit 6A bullet jacket fragment could not be identified or excluded as having been fired 

from the Exhibit 1 rifle based on an agreement of all discernable class characteristics and 

neither sufficient agreement nor sufficient disagreement of individual characteristics. The 

result of the comparison was inconclusive.” Mot. to Prohibit Testing, Exhibit 2 at 2, Dkt. 

# 284. 

The media seizes on Defendant’s mischaracterization 

5. Defendant’s mischaracterization of the report launched a media frenzy. 

How one headline shaped the narrative in the Tyler Robinson case (“One headline”), 

DESERET NEWS (March 31, 2026), attached as Exhibit A, 

https://www.deseret.com/politics/2026/03/31/tyler-robinson-case-bullet-didnt-match-

rifle-allegedly-used-charlie-kirk/ 

6. On March 30, 2026, The Daily Mail published a story with the headline, 

“Bullet used to kill Charlie Kirk did NOT match rifle allegedly used by suspect Tyler 

Robinson, new court filing claims.” Bullet used to kill Charlie Kirk did NOT match rifle 

allegedly used by suspect Tyler Robinson, new court filing claims, THE DAILY MAIL 

(March 30, 2026), attached as Exhibit B, https://www.dailymail.com/news/article-

15692625/Tyler-Robinson-bullet-rifle-match-Charlie-Kirk.html 

https://www.deseret.com/politics/2026/03/31/tyler-robinson-case-bullet-didnt-match-rifle-allegedly-used-charlie-kirk/
https://www.deseret.com/politics/2026/03/31/tyler-robinson-case-bullet-didnt-match-rifle-allegedly-used-charlie-kirk/
https://www.dailymail.com/news/article-15692625/Tyler-Robinson-bullet-rifle-match-Charlie-Kirk.html
https://www.dailymail.com/news/article-15692625/Tyler-Robinson-bullet-rifle-match-Charlie-Kirk.html
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7. As the Deseret News story—published just the next day—explained, The 

Daily Mail story characterized Defendant’s misrepresentation as “‘bombshell’ findings” 

and “quickly went viral with over 22 million views on X.” See One headline, Deseret 

News (Ex. A). 

8. The Deseret News article further reported, “Since the Daily Mail drew 

attention to the bullet findings, many online, including podcaster Candace Owens, are 

using the heading to support their view that there isn’t enough evidence against 

Robinson.” See id. 

9. Other news organizations quickly spread the erroneous conclusions 

stemming from Defendant’s mischaracterization of the AFT findings. 

10. USA Today ran a story stating, “Attorneys for the man accused of shooting 

conservative activist Charlie Kirk said a federal law enforcement agency did not connect 

the bullet found during autopsy to the suspected murder weapon.” Does the bullet match? 

Key issue emerges in Charlie Kirk murder case, USA TODAY, (Updated March 31, 2026), 

attached as Exhibit C, https://www.usatoday.com/story/news/nation/2026/03/31/tyler-

robinson-link-charlie-kirk-bullet-match/89399761007/ 

11.  People Magazine’s headline proclaimed, “Bullet That Killed Charlie Kirk 

Doesn’t Match Tyler Robinson’s Rifle, His Lawyers Claim.” Bullet That Killed Charlie 

Kirk Doesn’t Match Tyler Robinson’s Rifle, His Lawyers Claim, PEOPLE.COM (Updated 

March 31, 2026), attached as Exhibit D, https://people.com/bullet-killed-charlie-kirk-

doesnt-match-tyler-robinson-rifle-lawyers-claim-11938079 

https://www.usatoday.com/story/news/nation/2026/03/31/tyler-robinson-link-charlie-kirk-bullet-match/89399761007/
https://www.usatoday.com/story/news/nation/2026/03/31/tyler-robinson-link-charlie-kirk-bullet-match/89399761007/
https://people.com/bullet-killed-charlie-kirk-doesnt-match-tyler-robinson-rifle-lawyers-claim-11938079
https://people.com/bullet-killed-charlie-kirk-doesnt-match-tyler-robinson-rifle-lawyers-claim-11938079
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12.  A CBS News headline declared, “Charlie Kirk’s accused assassin’s lawyers 

question link between bullet from autopsy and rifle found near scene.” Charlie Kirk’s 

accused assassin’s lawyers question link between bullet from autopsy and rifle found near 

scene, CBS NEWS (March 31, 2026), attached as Exhibit E, 

https://www.cbsnews.com/news/charlie-kirks-tyler-robinson-lawyers-question-bullet-

rifle-link/ 

13.  The New York Post likewise reported, “Claims emerged this week that the 

‘bullet jacket fragment’ recovered from Kirk’s body didn’t match the .30-06 hunting 

rifle.” Prosecutors reveal what analysis of Charlie Kirk bullet and Tyler Robinson’s gun 

really found (“Prosecutors reveal”), NEW YORK POST (March 31, 2026), attached as 

Exhibit F,  https://nypost.com/2026/03/31/us-news/prosecutors-reveal-what-analysis-of-

charlie-kirk-bullet-and-tyler-robinsons-gun-really-found/ 

14. Politifact reported that “New court filings in Utah’s case against Tyler 

Robinson, the suspect in Charlie Kirk’s murder, gave way to widespread claims that a 

bullet analysis exonerates him.” Does a bullet analysis clear Charlie Kirk’s suspected 

killer? What an ‘inconclusive’ result means, POLITIFACT, attached as Exhibit G, 

https://www.politifact.com/article/2026/apr/02/charlie-kirk-tyler-robinson-bullet-

inconclusive/ 

15. PennLive posted an article with the headline, “Charlie Kirk assassination 

bombshell revealed: ‘Case has a fundamental problem.’” Charlie Kirk assassination 

bombshell revealed: ‘Case has a fundamental problem,’ PENNLIVE (March 31, 2026), 

https://www.cbsnews.com/news/charlie-kirks-tyler-robinson-lawyers-question-bullet-rifle-link/
https://www.cbsnews.com/news/charlie-kirks-tyler-robinson-lawyers-question-bullet-rifle-link/
https://nypost.com/2026/03/31/us-news/prosecutors-reveal-what-analysis-of-charlie-kirk-bullet-and-tyler-robinsons-gun-really-found/
https://nypost.com/2026/03/31/us-news/prosecutors-reveal-what-analysis-of-charlie-kirk-bullet-and-tyler-robinsons-gun-really-found/
https://www.politifact.com/article/2026/apr/02/charlie-kirk-tyler-robinson-bullet-inconclusive/
https://www.politifact.com/article/2026/apr/02/charlie-kirk-tyler-robinson-bullet-inconclusive/
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attached as Exhibit H, https://www.pennlive.com/news/2026/03/charlie-kirk-

assassination-bombshell-revealed-case-has-a-fundamental-problem.html 

16. The article stated, “A bombshell claim in the case against Tyler Robinson 

… has social media buzzing. According to multiple reports, documents in the case claim 

the bullet used in the assassination does not match the rifle that has been tied to 

Robinson.” See id. 

17. The article continued, “TMZ reported that Robinson’s defense team 

is arguing that there is ‘a discrepancy between the ballistic evidence and the 

weapon prosecutors say is connected’ to him.” See id. 

18.  The article continued, “‘This is not a minor evidentiary dispute,’ 

Brian Allen wrote on X. ‘If the bullet doesn’t match the gun — the prosecution’s 

case has a fundamental problem.’” See id. 

19.  The article also noted commentary from Marjorie Taylor Greene 

and Candace Owens:  

Marjorie Taylor Greene shared a headline from the Daily Mail 

reporting the claim and replied with an eyeball emoji. Greene posted again 

on X, writing, ‘The ATF could not match the bullet to Tyler Robinson’s gun 

and when the news breaks the sheriff resigns.’… 

 

‘Where are all my neocons who have been ‘overwhelmed’ by the 

non existent evidence against Tyler Robinson?’ Candace Owens wrote. 

‘You should all be ashamed of yourselves. Hope the money was worth it.’” 

See id. 

https://www.pennlive.com/news/2026/03/charlie-kirk-assassination-bombshell-revealed-case-has-a-fundamental-problem.html
https://www.pennlive.com/news/2026/03/charlie-kirk-assassination-bombshell-revealed-case-has-a-fundamental-problem.html
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20. Candace Owens posted a sixty-five minute video on YouTube on 

March 31, 2026, titled “PROVE ME WRONG: Tyler Robinson is A Patsy.” 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=UYkXV9mYbT4 

21. The video includes the statements, “the ATF in the Tyler Robinson 

case cannot connect the gun to him,” “if the gun does not fit, you must acquit,” 

and “[y]ou actually have to go back to the beginning to fully comprehend how this 

case fell apart so quickly.” See id. 

The prosecution’s response 

22. The State responded to media inquiries by explaining the full context 

of the ATF report: 

“[w]hen the results of a bullet fragment analysis come back as inconclusive, 

that means only that the fragment did not contain enough detail for the 

examiner to determine whether the characteristics on the fragment were 

consistent with having been fired by a particular firearm.” 

 

“Prosecutors reveal,” NEW YORK POST (March 31, 2026), Ex. F. 

 

23. The State also expressed confidence that it had sufficient evidence to 

proceed and prove its case: 

“We have ample evidence to demonstrate beyond a reasonable doubt that 

Tyler Robinson committed this murder and we will present some of that 

evidence at the upcoming preliminary hearing—and then we will present all 

of that evidence at the trial.” 

 

“The evidence that we detailed in the charging document is a general 

summary of the evidence that shows Tyler Robinson committed this crime. 

He is presumed innocent. The ultimate decision will be up to the jury—we 

believe we will be able to overcome his presumption of innocence.” 

 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=UYkXV9mYbT4
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Charlie Kirk murder suspect prosecutors slam his claims bullet doesn’t match, 

TMZ (March 31, 2026), attached as Exhibit I, 

https://www.tmz.com/2026/03/31/tyler-robinson-prosecutor-says-bullet-results-

were-inconclusive/ 

ARGUMENT 

I. The State did not violate this Court’s publicity order or Rule 3.6, 

because Rule 3.6(c) plainly allowed the State to respond to the unduly 

prejudicial publicity that Defendant’s mischaracterization generated. 

Defendant’s mischaracterization of the ATF report sparked a media frenzy that 

generated reports that the recovered bullet did not match the rifle allegedly tied to 

Defendant, that the ballistics analysis therefore exonerated him, and that the State’s case 

was thus fundamentally and fatally flawed. Some of those stories are listed in the fact 

section above and attached hereto as exhibits. In a murder case where a victim was killed 

by a single bullet, it is difficult to imagine publicity that would be more unduly prejudicial 

than false reports that the bullet recovered from the victim was proven to have not been 

fired from the defendant’s rifle. 

 Rule 3.6(c) of the Utah Rules of Professional Conduct plainly allows a lawyer to 

respond to this kind of unduly prejudicial publicity. It allows a lawyer to “make a statement 

that a reasonable lawyer would believe is required to protect a client from the substantial 

undue prejudicial effect of recent publicity not initiated by the lawyer or the lawyer’s 

client.” Utah R. Prof’l Conduct 3.6(c). This Court’s Pre-Trial and Trial Publicity Order 

requires the lawyers participating in this case to “abide strictly by Rule 3.6 of the Utah 

Rules of Professional Conduct.” Protection Order Re: Pre-Trial and Trial Publicity 

https://www.tmz.com/2026/03/31/tyler-robinson-prosecutor-says-bullet-results-were-inconclusive/
https://www.tmz.com/2026/03/31/tyler-robinson-prosecutor-says-bullet-results-were-inconclusive/
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(“Publicity Order”) at 1, Dkt. #23. The prosecution team has faithfully complied with this 

order. 

As Rule 3.6(c) plainly allowed, the State responded to the erroneous and therefore 

highly prejudicial reports spawned by Defendant’s mischaracterization. The State 

accurately explained the ATF’s conclusions and, without referring to any specific evidence, 

expressed confidence that it had sufficient evidence to proceed to trial. The State also 

reiterated that Defendant is presumed innocent and that the State is required to prove to a 

jury Defendant’s guilt beyond a reasonable doubt. The State did not violate Rule 3.6, or 

the Court’s Publicity Order requiring compliance with that rule. There is therefore no basis 

for a finding of contempt. 

Defendant ignores the plain language of the rule by mistakenly suggesting that the 

State is allowed to respond only to publicity generated by public statements from the 

defense team. See Declaration of Counsel in Support of Motion for Issuance of Order to 

Show Cause at 8. One of Defendant’s counsel declares “[a]t no point have any of Mr. 

Robinson’s counsel (or anyone on the defense team) made any public statements about the 

facts, evidence, litigation, prosecutors, victim, victim’s family, or anything else in this 

case.” Id. But the rule does not limit a lawyer’s response to prejudicial publicity generated 

only by opposing counsel’s public statements. Instead, a lawyer may respond to any unduly 

prejudicial publicity as long as that publicity was “not initiated by the lawyer or the 

lawyer’s client.” Utah R. Prof’l Cond. 3.6(c). 

Moreover, contrary to Defendant’s characterization, the State did not opine on 

Defendant’s guilt. See Mot. at 8-9. Rather, the State merely expressed confidence that it 
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had the evidence necessary to proceed with its case and carry its burden at trial—all in 

response to highly prejudicial media reports that the ATF’s analysis exonerated Defendant 

and the State’s case was therefore fatally flawed. The State’s comments made clear that a 

jury would have to resolve the issue of Defendant’s guilt, that Defendant was presumed 

innocent, and that the State would have to overcome that presumption at trial by proof 

beyond a reasonable doubt. See Mot. at 6. 

As the Kansas Supreme Court unanimously held, a prosecutor’s general statement 

that his job is to bring cases that he believes he can prove beyond a reasonable doubt does 

not express an opinion on a defendant’s guilt. See State v. Wright, 583 P.3d 174, 194 (Kan. 

2026). The defendant in Wright complained that the prosecutor expressed an opinion about 

his guilt when the prosecutor said during voir dire, “‘So, as the county attorney, my job is 

to prosecute cases that are brought, brought to my office that I feel that we can prove beyond 

a reasonable doubt.” Id. (emphasis in original). The prosecutor continued, “‘that is the 

burden that the State willingly accepts when it filed charges and brings cases forward. So, 

the State understands its burden and intends to prove that through the course of evidence 

this week.’” Id. 

The Kansas Supreme Court disagreed that these statements were improper. See id. 

“Rather than an improper personal opinion on Wright’s guilt, the prosecutor’s comment 

here simply explained the prosecutor’s role in the proceedings and reiterated the State’s 

burden of proving guilt beyond a reasonable doubt.” Id. As the Wright court recognized, 

“[a] prosecutor in a criminal case cannot ethically prosecute a charge that the prosecutor 

knows is unsupported by the evidence.” Id. 
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The Utah Supreme Court similarly rejected the defense claim that the prosecutor 

had stated an impermissible opinion when he said during closing argument, “‘You know 

that [a witness] told the truth’ or ‘She told the truth.’” State v. Bakalov, 1999 UT 45, ¶ 57, 

979 P.2d 799. Rather, the court recognized that “a prosecutor may draw permissible 

deductions from the evidence and make assertions about what the jury may reasonably 

conclude from those deductions.” Thus, a prosecutor’s “assertion about what the jury may 

reasonable conclude” from the evidence does not express a prosecutor’s opinion. See id. 

The State’s public comments here are easily distinguished from those in State v. 

Leavitt, 2025 UT 46, 579 P.3d 343. In that case, Leavitt initiated the publicity by calling a 

press conference to explain his reasons for seeking the death penalty in a murder 

prosecution. ¶ 1. He was not, as here, seeking to respond to unduly prejudicial publicity 

that he did not initiate. See Utah R. Prof. Cond. 3.6(c). 

Also, unlike here, Leavitt opined on both the credibility of a witness and the 

defendant’s guilt. See 2025 UT 46, ¶ 9. And he based those opinions not on the strength of 

the evidence to be presented at trial, but on his own assessment of a witness’s credibility 

and evidence that he expressly stated would never be presented to the jury. See id. When 

asked at his press conference about the fact that the State had only one witness, Leavitt 

responded, “we have concluded in our estimation, this witness is credible.” Id. He 

continued, “this witness’ testimony has been corroborated.…” and added, “we believe this 

witness, quite frankly, based on a lot of evidence that the jury will never hear.” Id. He 

concluded, “we know things that the jury will never hear which helps us to believe and 

strengthens our belief that this man committed … these murders.” Id. 
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The prosecution’s statements here are a far cry from those Leavitt made. The 

statements here expressed nothing more than general confidence in the State’s ability to 

proceed and carry its burden at trial given the evidence it expected to present. The State 

mentioned the evidence here only generally and did not refer to any specific piece of 

evidence or witness testimony, let alone evidence the jury would never hear. Rule 3.6(b)(2) 

expressly allowed the State to mention that the Information provides a summary of the 

evidence that the State believes is sufficient to prove its case. See Utah R. Prof’l Cond. 

3.6(b)(2) (allowing a layer to “state … information contained in a public record”). Nor did 

the State run afoul of the rule by mentioning that that this was a murder case against 

Defendant. See id. 3.6(b)(1). The rule expressly allows a lawyer to state “the claim [or] 

offense … involved and, the identity of the persons involved.” Utah R. Prof’l Cond. 

3.6(b)(1). Unlike the comments in Leavitt, the State’s comments here did not assert, or 

even suggest, that the prosecution’s confidence in its ability to proceed was based on 

evidence “the jury will never hear,” or on the prosecution’s conclusion that a particular 

witness was credible. Leavitt, 2025 UT 46, ¶ 9.  

Most importantly, a general statement that the prosecution believes that it has the 

evidence necessary to carry its burden at trial tells the public nothing more than what the 

prosecution’s decision to file and continue to pursue this case necessarily communicates—

that the prosecution believes it can prove its case. See Wright, 583 P.3d at 194 (“A 

prosecutor in a criminal case cannot ethically prosecute a charge that the prosecutor knows 

is unsupported by the evidence.”); Moss v. DeBalso, No. 1:19-CV-106, 2021 WL 2952900, 

at *21 (M.D. Pa. July 14, 2021) (recognizing that because prosecutor was pursuing a 
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criminal charge, “[i]t stands to reason that the Commonwealth believed that the evidence 

that would be adduced would bear out that charge”); Edwards v. State, 442 S.E.2d 444, 

445 (Ga. 1994) (recognizing that “an ethical state’s attorney would not prosecute a person 

for an offense unless there was at least some evidence to support each element of the … 

offense”). Indeed, it would be unethical for the prosecution to prosecute this case if it 

believed otherwise. See Utah R. Prof. Cond. 3.8(a) (requiring a prosecutor to “[r]efrain 

from prosecuting a charge that the prosecutor knows is not supported by probable cause”); 

Wright, 583 P.3d at 194; Edwards, 442 S.E.2d at 445. 

II. Defendant has not shown good cause to require the State to provide 

additional discovery related to its public statements, because there is 

no contempt here, Rule 16 limits discovery to information necessary to 

prepare a defense, and Defendant already possesses all the State’s 

public statements. 

 Defendant has not shown good cause under rule 16(a)(4), Utah Rules of Criminal 

Procedure to justify an order compelling the State to produce “documents related to [its 

allegedly] contemptuous conduct.” Mot. at 2, 13-14. First, as demonstrated, there is no 

contemptuous conduct that requires additional discovery. 

 Second, a discovery request must relate to evidence necessary to allow Defendant 

to prepare his defense. See Utah R. Crim. P. 16(a)(4). Before a court can order discovery 

beyond the mandatory disclosures required by Rule 16(a)(1), a defendant must demonstrate 

“good cause” that the information is necessary “in order for the defendant to adequately 

prepare a defense.” Id. (emphasis added). But information about the State’s public 

comments, including the State’s internal communications about those statements, is 

unrelated to Defendant’s defense. Defendant has not shown how information about which 
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media organizations the State spoke to, what the State said, and the State’s internal 

communications about its efforts to respond to Defendant’s misrepresentation in his 

Motion to Continue, are necessary to allow Defendant “to adequately prepare a defense.” 

See id. 

 Moreover, the only media statements that could possibly affect Defendant’s defense 

are those that were publicly reported. And Defendant already possesses those statements. 

 Finally, Defendant’s request for the State’s “internal communications” discussing 

its response to Defendant’s mischaracterization, and the negative publicity it spawned, 

request privileged work product communications. See Schroeder v. Utah Att'y Gen.'s Off., 

2015 UT 77, ¶ 3, 358 P.3d 1075 (“Work product includes … any material that discloses 

the mental impressions or legal theories of an attorney concerning the litigation.”); State v. 

Steffen, 2020 UT App 95, ¶ 31, 468 P.3d 568 (quoting S. Utah Wilderness All. v. Automated 

Geographic Reference Center, 2008 UT 88, ¶ 24, 200 P.3d 643) (“‘core or opinion work 

product that encompasses the mental impressions, conclusions, opinion, or legal theories 

of an attorney … concerning the litigation’ … ‘is generally afforded near absolute 

protection from discovery’”).  

Defendant has not shown the “good cause” necessary to justify his supplemental 

discovery request. Utah R. Crim. P. 16(a)(4). 

CONCLUSION 

 For the foregoing reasons, the Court should deny Defendant’s motion. 
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Dated April 30, 2026. 

Utah County Attorney’s Office 

 

  s/ Christopher D. Ballard    

      Christopher D. Ballard 

      Deputy Utah County Attorney 

 

 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 

I certify that on April 30, 2026, I filed the foregoing OPPOSITION TO 

MOTION FOR AN ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE FOR ALLEGED CONTEMPT 

OF COURT AND FOR AN ORDER COMPELLING DISCOVERY RELATED 

TO THE ALLEGED CONTEMPT through the court’s electronic filing system, which 

served a copy on all counsel of record. 

 

  s/ Christopher D. Ballard   

Christopher D. Ballard 
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POLITICS UTAH POLICE/COURTS UTAH

How one headline shaped the
narrative in the Tyler
Robinson case
Justin Nazaroff said, ‘Ballistic science is very inexact at best,’ highlighting the

complexities of matching bullets to firearms

Published: March 31, 2026, 4:40 p.m. MDT

Updated: April 1, 2026, 5:06 p.m. MDT

See More Deseret News Stories In Search

By Emma Pitts

Emma is a staff writer for the

Deseret News where she covers

the court system, social and

cross-generational issues.

After the British tabloid the Daily

Mail said a recent filing in the case

against alleged Charlie Kirk assassin

Tyler Robinson contained

“bombshell” findings, firearm

experts have accused the

Tyler Robinson, accused in the fatal

shooting of Charlie Kirk, appears during a

hearing in 4th District Court in Provo,

Thursday, Dec. 11, 2025. Rick Egan

https://www.deseret.com/politics/
https://www.deseret.com/utah/utah-police-courts/
https://www.deseret.com/utah/
https://google.com/preferences/source?q=deseret.com
https://www.deseret.com/authors/emma-pitts/
https://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-15692625/Tyler-Robinson-bullet-rifle-match-Charlie-Kirk.html?ns_mchannel=rss&ns_campaign=1490&ito=social-twitter_mailonline
https://x.com/FenixAmmunition/status/2038783292020068767
https://x.com/FenixAmmunition/status/2038783292020068767
https://www.deseret.com/authors/emma-pitts/
https://www.deseret.com/authors/emma-pitts/
https://www.deseret.com/authors/emma-pitts/


publication’s choice of words as “completely and utterly misleading

garbage.”

The Daily Mail published a story on Monday about a motion recently

filed by Robinson’s defense attorneys, which asked the judge to vacate or

delay the upcoming preliminary hearing in May because they do not yet

have all the evidence needed to prepare their case. Their story quickly

went viral with over 22 million views on X.

Why? Likely because of the misleading headline: “Bullet used to kill

Charlie Kirk did NOT match rifle allegedly used by suspect Tyler

Robinson, new court filing claims.”

The filing from the defense team stated that the “discovery in this case is

incomplete, voluminous, and the processing of it is complex,” and also

noted that they plan to hear testimony from Robinson’s parents and

former partner Lance Twiggs.

The preliminary hearing is currently set for May 18, 19 and 21. Robinson,

22, was charged with aggravated murder, along with five other felonies

and a misdemeanor, less than a week after Kirk was shot and killed on

Sept. 10, during an event at Utah Valley University in Orem, Utah.

But the Daily Mail highlighted information in the filing pertaining to the

bullet recovered from Kirk’s body.

The Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives, the defense

said, “was unable to identify the bullet recovered at autopsy to the rifle

allegedly tied to Mr. Robinson.” Robinson’s team added that they could

possibly have the ATF firearm analyst testify before the court as

“exculpatory evidence.”

https://x.com/DailyMail/status/2038750061274734986
https://x.com/KanekoaTheGreat/status/2038799310478020665


Ammunition expert weighs in
But being unable to match does not definitely mean it wasn’t used with

the gun linked to Robinson, according to Justin Nazaroff, CEO of Fenix

Ammunition.

The ATF “analyzed a bullet jacket fragment and were unable to

determine that it came from the shooter’s rifle,” he said Tuesday morning

on The Charlie Kirk Show. “Unfortunately, ballistic science is, in a lot of

cases, a best guess, and in many other cases, pseudoscience.”

He said that it was as likely to be determined as a match to the rifle as

otherwise.

Nazaroff continued, “Even people in the firearms community who do

understand firearms generally don’t really know a lot about ammunition.”

Since the Daily Mail drew attention to the bullet findings, many online,

including podcaster Candace Owens, are using the headline to support

their view that there isn’t enough evidence against Robinson.

“But it’s exactly what I’d expect from people who also watch Candace

Owens,” Nazaroff said. “It’s actually very difficult to match a bullet to a

rifle.”

A 2020 collaborative study by the FBI found that firearms analysis often

produces inconclusive results, even in controlled studies.

“If they had managed to recover a fully intact bullet where the lands and

grooves matched perfectly. People on the other side would say, Well, it’s

obvious that the bullet was planted, because you’re telling me that a

bullet was fired through a human being, and it was, it was in perfect

https://x.com/i/broadcasts/1DxleEMkeRDKL
https://pmc.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/articles/PMC8860930/


condition,” Nazaroff said, emphasizing that understanding that the bullet

would be fragmented was common knowledge, just days after the death

of Kirk.

Owens even mentioned it in a podcast on Sept. 25.

“It seems obvious that there are people who will latch onto the piece of

evidence that they think can be most easily used to confuse people,”

Nazaroff added. I want people to take away the fact that, again, ballistic

science is very inexact at best, and you’re dealing with a lot of people on

the internet who have no knowledge of it whatsoever. … This is not

something that you can draw a 100% conclusions about. This is but one

piece of evidence among many.”

Former federal prosecutor Cully Stimson said on Fox News that it’s a

“delay tactic” by Robinson’s defense. At the beginning of this year, Kirk’s

widow, Erika Kirk, asked Utah attorneys to guarantee her right to a

speedy trial.

“Nobody believed in the importance of the United States Constitution

more than Charlie Kirk. And although the United States Constitution

guarantees criminal defendants many rights, it does not guarantee them

the right to cause undue delay in the criminal justice process,” Kirk’s

lawyer wrote.

On the Hill
Deseret News congressional correspondent Cami Mondeaux brings you weekly

updates on happenings in Washington, D.C. – and the impact on Utah.

Email Address S U B S C R I B E

https://x.com/ErikaC47/status/2038839999873876298
https://x.com/GuntherEagleman/status/2039025062016102734
https://www.deseret.com/politics/2026/01/20/erika-kirk-asserts-right-to-speedy-trial-charlie-kirk/
https://www.deseret.com/politics/2026/01/20/erika-kirk-asserts-right-to-speedy-trial-charlie-kirk/
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Prosecutors Fire Back at Charlie Kirk Murder Suspect's Claims About Bullet

CHARLIE KIRK MURDER SUSPECT

PROSECUTORS SLAM
HIS CLAIMS
Bullet Doesn't Match

38

By TMZ STAFF

Published March 31, 2026 12:18 PM PDT  |  Updated March 31, 2026 2:41 PM PDT

EXCLUSIVE

GOT A TIP?



The attorney prosecuting Tyler Robinson in the case concerning Charlie Kirk's killing tells
TMZ the bullet matching test results were inconclusive ... but that doesn't remove Tyler from
suspicion.

Attorney Christopher Ballard tells us, "Generally when a bullet fragment analysis comes
back as inconclusive, that means the fragment did not contain enough detail for the
examiner to say one way or the other. There's just not enough there to determine whether
the bullet was fired by a particular firearm. We have ample evidence to demonstrate beyond
a reasonable doubt that Tyler Robinson committed this murder and we will present some of
that evidence at the upcoming preliminary hearing -- and then we will present all of that
evidence at the trial."

Getty



As we reported ... Tyler's defense team argued there’s a discrepancy between the ballistic
evidence and the weapon prosecutors say is connected to Robinson.

In a filed motion, they wrote, "The defense may very well decide to offer the testimony of
the ATF firearm analyst as exculpatory evidence."

But Ballard says this isn't expected to derail their case against Robinson.

FBI





RELATED ARTICLES

Getty

CHARLIE KIRK THROUGH THE YEARS LAUNCH GALLERY

As you know ... Robinson  allegedly confessed  to his father that he  shot and killed  Kirk  on
the Utah Valley University campus on Sept. 10. Robinson's father reportedly told a youth
pastor, who happens to work with the U.S. Marshals, and Robinson ultimately surrendered at
the Washington County Sheriff's Office, around 10 PM on Sept. 11.

The aggravated murder charge Robinson is facing could get him the death penalty if
convicted.
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