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Are Sandy Hook skeptics 
delusional with “twisted minds”? 

by  Jim Fetzer Ph.D., & Kelley Watt

“Noah Pozner’s death certificate is a fake. But if Sandy Hook had been 
real, there would have been no reason to fake it. QED”–Jim Fetzer

Someone calling himself “Lenny Pozner”, who purports to be the father 
of the alleged Sandy Hook victim, Noah Pozner, has launched a vicious attack 
upon those who are skeptical of the “official story” of the Sandy Hook event.

A response has been published by AbleChild, observing that the problem 
has arisen because the “official report” from Connecticut authorities, 
especially the Sandy Hook Final Report authored by Danbury State’s Attorney 
Stephen Sedensky, was a shoddy piece of work that raised more questions 
than it answers. This exchange deserves serious consideration, not least of 
all because Noah Pozner appears to be the only alleged “child victim” for 
whom their birth and death certificates have been released by their “parents”. 
There is no stronger case.

That makes the Noah Pozner case of special significance as an acid test: if 
Noah really died, that defeats the critics’ claim that “no children died at 
Sandy Hook”; but if Noah did not die, especially if Lenny’s “proof of death” 
turns out to be fake, then this effort to defeat the critics will have backfired 
badly. And it is very straightforward to demonstrate that AbleChild is right 
about the “official report”.

The “official report” on Sandy Hook

At this point in time, it is relatively trivial to demonstrate that the “official 
report” on Sandy Hook that was authored by Danbury State’s Attorney 
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Stephen Sedensky does not establish a causal nexus between the shooter, 
his victims and the weapons he is alleged to have used. It suffers from the 
shortcomings of concluding that there were no fingerprints on the .22 rifle that 
was allegedly used to shoot his mother and, even more surprisingly, that of the 
large number of shots that were fired from the 5.56 calibre Bushmaster (close 
to 150 rounds), none of the bullet fragments could be matched to the weapon:

Under these circumstances, it would have been impossible for the alleged 
shooter, Adam Lanza, to have been convicted in a properly conducted court 
of law for his alleged offense, because no causal nexus has been established 
between the purported shooter, his weapons and the 20 children and seven 
adults he is supposed to have killed, which one might have naively supposed 
was the point of the investigation. But if that was its goal, then its objective 
was not achieved. If there has ever been such an abysmal failure in the annals 
of forensic investigation, I would love to hear about it. This is absurd!

The staged photos for the fake event

We have published several studies of the celebrated Shannon Hicks’ 
“iconic photograph”, which seems to show children being evacuated from 
Sandy Hook. But now we have additional proof it was staged, where the 
children were rearranged into a different sequence to create the “best shot” 
to convey the false impression that a real emergency was taking place. Here 
is addition proof that this was a hoax:

And a new video study offers further proof that this was only a drill, 
where the author is very patient and circumspect in arriving at the conclusion 
that it was a hoax and no children died. But, of course, if he is correct–and 
the evidence is over-whlemingly on his side–than Lenny Pozner has no case 
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and we should not be concerned about the “parents of the victims” at Sandy 
Hook, because there were none.

One of his best observations concerns what a real evacuation would have 
looked like, which would have been something a lot like this:

When you combine the missing 469 children being evacuated from the 
school, the absence of EMTs hurrying into the school to rush those little 
bodies off to hospitals were doctors could pronounce them “dead or alive”, 
the denial of access to the bodies by their parents, the lack of urgency about 
what was taking place–including rearranging the children to take a staged 
photograph–there really is no room for doubt that this was a drill, which even 
Obama Department of Education officials have confirmed.

Lenny Pozner’s vicious attack

Lenny entitled his commentary, “Our Grief  Denied: The Twisted Cruelty 
of Sandy Hook Hoaxers”, and begins with this image and two paragraphs 
that follow here, which commit fallacies that I spent 35 years teaching 
undergraduates to avoid. After all, if none of those children actually died 
on 14 December 2012, then they are not “committing lies” or  “spreading 
misinformation” as the author of this assault claims.

The most obvious is that of begging the question by taking for granted 
the issue under consideration, namely, whether or not 20 students and 6 
adults were murdered by Adam Lanzan at Sandy Hook Elementary School 
on 14 December 2012:

More than a year and a half after Adam Lanza brutally murdered 26 
women and children at the Sandy Hook Elementary School in Newtown, 
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parents and relatives of the victims still relive the terror of that fateful day 
along with the daily anguish and torment they suffer over the loss of their 
loved ones. 

Worse, they have to suffer the onslaught of delusional conspiracy 
theorists, commonly called hoaxers, who claim Sandy Hook was a “false 
flag” event concocted by the government as a pretext to gun confiscation.

As a parent of one of the murdered students, Noah Pozner, I have worked 
to debunk and stop the cruel and hateful hoaxers who use the Internet to 
spread their lies. Recently, some hoaxers have stepped up the intensity of 
their twisted campaign in an effort to draw more people into this destructive 
tale of misinformation and continue to disrupt the lives of victims’ families.

Equally important, however, is the appeal to pity, which, in this case, 
entails the alleged grief that the victim’s parents have had to endure, where 
what the “Sandy Hook hoaxers” is only cruel if those 26 children actually 
died that day. 

We can only feel their grief if their children actually died, where none of 
their reactions were remotely like the genuine grief expressed by the parents 
of dead children in Gaza.

We have no responses remotely comparable from the alleged “parents” 
of dead children at Sandy Hook. Just as you can search in vain for the 
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missing children, you can 
search in vain for reactions 
from them to the alleged 
deaths of their children. 
Try Robbie Parker, father 
of Emilie, meeting the 
press, for example; or 
try Anderson Cooper 
interviewing the parents of 
Grace McDonnell.  Search 
for any parent displaying 
real grief. It’s not there.

Noah Pozner’s “death certificate”

Upon first consideration, Lenny’s “death certificate” for Noah Pozner 
looks authentic, where questions only arise when you take a closer look. For 
it to have been published by his father, Lenny, is a significant development, 
since it is the first concrete proof we have that any child actually died at 
Sandy Hook. As I have emphasized, there have been extraordinary efforts 
to suppress information about these 20 deaths:
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As Dennis Cimino has observed, why would they need to use different 
typewriter ribbons on that certificate for different fields of it? and why is 
the certificate clearly with shaded areas that are not uniform like authentic 
death certificates are? You can clearly see that the typewriter clarity is blurry 
in some fields and clear and crisp in the others, meaning that, while the 
blurry ones may have been done with a typewriter, the clear sections were 
photoshopped into the document. His observations have been reinforced by 
those sent to me by Bob Sims:

(1) I am rather surprised, according to the copy you posted, that any 
branch of government was still using typewriters at all, when computers 
can do it so much better. However, the use of a typewriter in this case 
makes it much easier to spot fraud.

(2) For starters, can you see any reason for the government typist to 
change the ball back and forth on the IBM machine I must assume was 
being used, because I cannot think of a reason to go to the extra trouble, 
and what for?

(3) For example, look at the very top in Box 3, where the date is posted. 
Why is that type clearly smaller than the rest of the page? You would have 
to change the ball for this, but for what reason?

(4) Now look at the capital “A” in Box 12 for Residence (Alpine). It is 
identical to the capital “A” in Box 22 for Mailing Address (Alpine). It 
is also identical to the capital “A” in Box 33 for Funeral Home. This is 
totally as expected, is it not? Read on.

(5) Note that the capital “A” in question above in three different boxes has 
a small flag at its pinnacle. Compare that to the capital “A”, without the 
small flag in Box 4, Time of Death, Box 26, City or Town, Box 27, County 
of Death, and Box 39, Time Pronounced, and in Box 46, Time of Injury.

(6) Compare Box 1, “Noah,” with Box 7, “November,” and you will 
clearly see that the spacing between the “N” and the “o” is quite different.

(7) Compare Box 1, the “N” in “Noah,” with Box 26, the “N” in 
“SANDY.” They are clearly different.

(8) Compare Box 1, “Samuel,” with Box 11, “Sandy,” and again, the 
spacing between the “S” and the “a” is clearly not the same.

(9) In fact, the entire spacing in Box 1 is unlike any other in the forged 
document.
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(10) Compare the name “Pozner” in Box 1 with “Pozner” in Box 20, 
clearly not the same.

Noah Pozner’s death certificate is a fake, which we have proven on a 
dozen or more different grounds. But if Sandy Hook had been real, there 
would have been no reason to fake it. QED

Moreover, Noah Pozner’s “death certificate” states that “No autopsy 
was performed”, while the “official report” states, “All the victims were 
given autopsies”. We know they cannot both be true. It would be tempting 
to presume that one of them is accurate and the other a mistake. But insofar 
as they are both predicated on the presupposition Noah Pozner and 19 other 
children actually died at Sandy Hook, they both appear to be false. We have 
no authentic proof that any of those children, including Noah Pozner, actually 
died. None–for the obvious reason that none of them died!

Is “Lenny Pozner” Noah’s father?

One of  the more intriguing developments related to the Pozner case is 
that the man who calls himself “Lenny” and poses as Noah’s father initiated 
contact with one of the members of the Sandy Hook research group, with 
whom I have collaborated in publishing several articles, including “Top Ten 
Reasons: Sandy Hook was an elaborate hoax”. I interviewed her and Kate 
Slate together on “The Real Deal”, (radiofetzer.blogspot.com): 24 March 
2014. Here is what “Kelly from Tulsa”, as honest as the day is long, wrote 
me about her “conversations with Lenny”:

I received an email message several months ago from Google+ stating 
Lenny Pozner was following (cyber stalking) me, so I hit the reply button and 
said to Mr. Pozner, ” Why are you following me on Google+, is it because I 
don’t believe anything about the official story?” Mr. Pozner wrote me back 
stating he had indeed lost his son and the death certificates were available 
to prove it for $19 from the Newtown Clerk’s office and I told him that the 
death certificated were not available and that the town had them sealed and 
I didn’t believe it was really Noah’s father otherwise he would have known 
that and I wasn’t going to waste my time talking through emails to someone 
posing to be Noah’s father. 

To make a long story short we emailed back and forth until late in the 
evening when he stated he was tired of using the keyboard and could we talk 
on the phone. I gave him my cell number and we talked until 3:00 am and 
proceeded to talk everyday for the next 5 weeks, often multiple times on the 
same day.
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I would say we 
spent 100 or more 
hours on the phone 
back and Roth over a 
5-week time period. 
We laughed,  we 
shared photos and 
I got the impression 
he was a soft spoken 
likable guy, at the 
same time, I never 
got the impression 
he lost his son nor 
was  he  ab l e  t o 
convince me even 
though he  t r ied 
somewhat hard. 

The first time we spoke until the wee hours of the morning: I asked him to 
produce the following items (by the way, this call began on Friday night and 
went until Saturday morning) a death certificate for his son, his son’s birth 
certificate showing he had been born, a photo of his wife in the hospital with 
Noah and Noah’s twin sister as well as Sandy Hook report card.  

The following Monday he sent me an email telling me to check my inbox 
and sure enough, much to my surprise, he had posted all the things I asked 
for on his lenpoz.com website. However, the photo was not of his wife in the 
hospital, nonetheless, he did post a photo of Veronique with the two newborns 
in her arms. The death certificate I believe stated he was “never married” 
which I thought odd.

Speaking of his wife I asked him about Veronique working for the State 
Department in some capacity to disarm the country of Switzerland and 
he told me she never worked for the State Department but was a nurse, to 
which I asked for her nursing certificate (which he sent). Since Veronique’s 
mother worked for the UN, I decided to call the office in the US Embassy and 
disguised myself as a foreigner to ask for Mrs. Veronique Haller. I was told 
that “she had left her post in 2013” (after she had been discovered working 
there for gun control in Switzerland). 

On Noah’s birth certificate, it states that Veronique was born in 
Switzerland, but Lenny told me it was a different “Veronique Haller”. I told 
him I felt he was lying to me and I believed it was his wife. I told Lenny that 
the name  “Veronique Haller” was unusual and for it not to be the same 
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person stretched the imagination but he said “Veronique” was a very common 
name overseas. Whatever!

Like I said, we talked for around 5 weeks and I felt we had developed 
a friendship of sorts. We laughed many times as he had a very good sense 
of humor, but my overall impression from my gut told me he was not being 
truthful and over and over my mantra was, “Your son did not die and on 
top of that you are much too old to have children that young.” He asked me 
how old I guessed him to be and I said I was “around 61” and he said he 
was 47 which I did not believe. So I asked him for a driver’s license, which 
he immediately sent before I could practically finish my sentence; but it had 
expired in 2009 and the photo did not look like the Lenny I had seen on lenpoz.
com. In fact, we laughed, because I told him he looked like a Columbian 
Drug Lord–and he agreed.

Our friendship came to an end rather abruptly because I told Lenny that I 
was going to make a donation to his Noah’s Ark website (to which he sent me 
the correct address) since there were several official and unofficial donation 
websites set up on his son’s behalf. I explained that, since I did not believe his 
son nor any others died at the school as the result of any shooting, there 
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would probably be a class 
action lawsuit claiming fraud 
and that, unless I had made a 
donation, I could not expect 
to be a part of that suit. I also 
told Lenny that a friend of 
mine agreed with me and had 
just made a donation. The next 
day he returned her money 
because if a lawsuit does 
ensue, he did not want her to 
be a beneficiary.

He wrote me one last email after that, which said, “Fuck You Bitch”, and 
that was the last I heard of my friend, Lenny Pozner.  I found it rather strange 
that, every day–even numerous times a day–I would let it be known that I 
thought he was lying, yet he never once got upset or mad. When I brought 
up the money issue was when he ended our friendship. Sad! Go figure! 
Meanwhile, Noah’s mother has claimed that she has released a photograph 
of his body. But no one I know can find it.  So where is it?

For those who base their conclusions upon logic and evidence, there is 
no doubt that, as Paul Preston was told by his contacts in the Department of 
Education of the Obama administration, it was a drill and no children died, 
which was done to promote an anti-gun agenda. Yet the charade continues. 
Not only were stories and photos published predating “the massacre”, but 
even NPR is running stories about the traumatic effects for the Sandy Hook 
first responders. No children died–not even Noah Pozner, it would appear–yet 
the charade continues without end.

This chapter originally appeared as “Are Sandy Hook critics delusional with 
‘twisted minds’?” (6 August 2014), veteranstoday.com.

[Editor’s note: Although Appendix C, The Sandy Hook Timeline, includes 
reports from the media, contemporaneous at the time, that copies of the death 
certificates had been released under pressure from the press to The New York 
Post, none of us has been able to obtain copies--nor do we know of anyone 
else who has succeeded. Professor James Tracy, for example, wrote to The 
Post asking for copies and received no response. This appears to have been 
yet another false report like that from the Hartford Courant, which claimed 
that it had receive the FBI Report on Sandy Hook. But there appears to 
have been no FBI investigation of Sandy Hook, where that, too, appears to 
have been just one more in an endless stream of lies, deceit and deception 
surrounding Sandy Hook.]
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Every grain of Sandy Hook:

Snopes.com & 
Plausible Deniability

by Sterling Harwood, J.D., Ph.D.
In the time of my confession, in the hour of my deepest need 

When the pool of tears beneath my feet flood every newborn seed 
There’s a dying voice within me reaching out somewhere 

Toiling in the danger and in the morals of despair. 
 

Don’t have the inclination to look back on any mistake 
Like Cain, I now behold this chain of events that I must break 

In the fury of the moment I can see the master’s hand 
In every leaf that trembles, in every grain of sand. 

 
*** 

I gaze into the doorway of temptation’s angry flame 
And every time I pass that way I always hear my name 

Then onward in my journey I come to understand 
That every hair is numbered like every grain of sand. 

 
*** 

In the violence of a summer’s dream, in the chill of a wintry light 
In the bitter dance of loneliness fading into space 

In the broken mirror of innocence on each forgotten face. 
 

*** 
Sometimes I turn, there’s someone there, other times it’s only me 

I am hanging in the balance of the reality of man 
Like every sparrow falling, like every grain of sand.

~ Bob Dylan, “Every Grain of Sand,” from the album Shot of Love (1981)
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1. A Brief Introduction to a Brief Critique of a Brief snopes.com 
Essay

     
I have to admire the folks at snopes.com for at least seeming at first to 

have a plausible answer to every question they address about Sandy Hook in 
the snopes.com 15-page entry on the subject.  Since, however, plausibility is a 
matter of degree, let me raise some brief questions about how the answers at 
snopes.com could be more plausible or less implausible when going beyond 
initial appearances, and let me point out a few puzzles of the official story 
which snopes.com has yet to answer at all as far as I know.

2. Slicing & Dicing Dr. Carver: What Could Come Crashing 
Down on the Heads of the People of Newtown?

Let’s start with slicing and dicing Dr. Carver.  H. Wayne Carver refused 
to let parents of the 20 dead children at Sandy Hook identify the victims by 
direct viewing of the bodies.  Snopes.com diverts attention away from this 
startling fact by explaining away a closely related fact.  Carver said one 
can control the situation better by using instead photographs of the dead to 
identify the victims, depending on the photographer.  Snopes.com said that 
what Carver meant was that one can use a photograph of the face to identify 
the victim without showing wounds to the body of a child.  This, however, 
hardly depends on the photographer; this depends instead on the shooter 
and where he shot the child.  If the shooter shot the child in the face or even 
shot the identifying features of the child’s face off, then the photographer 
wouldn’t matter one little bit.  

What is snopes.com implying here?  Are they implicitly saying that 
some photographers will be insubordinate to Dr. Carver and photograph only 
blood and guts and refuse to take a photo of an un-bloodied face if there is 
one?  That’s just implausible.  It’s also pretty implausible that all 20 sets of 
parents would accept a mere photograph for identifying their child as dead.  
I have serious trouble imagining how even one parent much less 20 sets of 
parents could be talked out of being with their child right after the tragedy.  
Ask yourself: Would you allow some stranger to keep you from your dead 
child just by showing you a bloodless photo of your child?  It strikes me as 
most implausible.

     
Suspiciously convenient, if not implausible, is Dr. Carver’s role in 

changing the law about a year before the Sandy Hook massacre to allow 
keeping the names of murdered minors secret.  The names of the murdered 
minors did come out within about a day or two anyway, but why have such 
a law except to give the authorities unneeded time to get their story straight?  
I can think of no other plausible reason to change the law in Connecticut 
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that had stood for hundreds of years allowing the public to know the names 
of murdered minors. Dr. Carver is worth additional investigation if only due 
to his cryptic remark that he hopes future disclosures don’t come crashing 
down on the heads of the people of Newtown (search YouTube.com with 
the key words of Carver’s name and “crashing down on the heads of the 
people of Newtown”).  Over what disclosure could there possibly be negative 
consequences crashing down on the heads of the people of Newtown?  No 
investigation or piece of journalism has yet pinned Dr. Carver down on that.

3. I Never Promised You a Rosen Garden: Enter a Gene Rosen 
or Two, Slow-responding Humanitarian or Fast-talking Phony?

Next up for your consideration is one Gene Rosen, or actually two Gene 
Rosens.  Again snopes.com does a great job of plausible denial by diversion 
to a related issue. The main issue is why Rosen and a bus driver would 
babysit six children traumatized by seeing their teacher shot dead in front of 
them without calling the police to take custody of the children immediately.  
Instead, snopes.com focuses on explaining that Gene Rosen was mistaken for 
another Gene Rosen who is a member of the Screen Actors Guild.  Snopes.
com knows this because an Internet search snopes.com did shows that the 
acting Rosen is only 62 years old and has lived outside Connecticut (and not 
inside Connecticut) but that the non-acting Rosen is found on another Internet 
search by snopes.com to be 69 years old and to have resided only inside 
Connecticut.  Whether Rosen, however, was an actor or not is secondary to 
the main issue of whether his story is phony.  Again, would you sit idle for 
half an hour if six children and a bus driver wandered into your yard and 
told you a tale of a murder going on, or would you immediately dial 911?  
Rosen’s tale is implausible and snopes.com’s answer to skepticism about it 
is a marvelous feat of distraction to a related but secondary issue of Screen 
Actors Guild membership.

4. There Are Unidentified, Armed Men in the Woods Behind the 
Massacre: So Rest Reassured?

     
Now consider the case of what snopes.com admits is an unidentified man 

seen with a gun in the woods near the school on the day of the massacre, 
as reported in the Newtown Bee newspaper.  Snopes.com reassures us that a 
reliable local law enforcement source says that the armed man at or near the 
scene of the crime was only an off-duty tactical squad police officer from 
another town.  But this so-called (implicitly anyway) innocent explanation 
raises about 100 more questions than it answers.  What was his name?  Why 
can’t we know his name?  Why was he armed?  Why was he armed when he 
was off-duty?  Why did he decide to spend his off-duty hours prowling the 
woods where a massacre was to occur or had just occurred?  What did he see, 
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if anything, from the vantage point of the woods or wherever else he traveled 
in the area that day?  To whom did he report, if anyone?  With what weapon 
or weapons was he armed?  Did those weapons match those of the accused 
killer by any chance?  Did the man fire his gun?  If he fired his gun, did he 
hit his intended target?  What was his rank?  What was his level of training?  
What was the name of the other town he was from?  Was he called in from 
out of town by any law enforcement officials in Newtown?  

And of course we could go on.  This so-called innocent explanation of 
an armed tactical squad officer from out of town just happening to be there 
strikes me more than a bit as being as alarming an explanation as the following 
hypothetical one: Oh, don’t worry about that armed, unidentified man we saw 
in the woods behind the massacre; he was just a highly trained off-duty CIA 
sniper who was just visiting from Hong Kong.  What?!  At least if he were 
from the CIA I’d know why his name was hidden, but tactical squad officers 
are not undercover officers, so there’s no reason at all to hide his name.  You 
can listen to a police scanner and go to wherever the SWAT team is called 
and take photographs with a telephoto lens of all the tactical squad officers.  
So avoid confusing tactical squad officers with undercover officers and CIA 
agents whose names must be kept secret.

Now consider the case of another unidentified man.  This time the man 
was detained, handcuffed, and pinned to the ground.  He might have been 
armed but snopes.com evidently thinks that is so unimportant that it fails to 
say one way or the other.  But don’t worry, snopes.com reassures us that police 
determined he was just an innocent passerby.  Snopes.com gives no citation 
to any source it has for that reassurance.  Snopes.com fails even to rely on 
the prestigious Newtown Bee here, as it relied on before in trying to reassure 
us about the mysterious, armed tactical squad officer.  Further, snopes.com 
fails to identify which police officer or officers made that determination that 
the handcuffed man was just an innocent passerby.  Snopes.com also fails to 
give the handcuffed man’s name or physical description at all.  Furthermore, 
if the guy is so innocent, then why refuse or fail to release his name so the 
free press of this mighty country can double-check to see if the police might 
have made a mistake in making their determination of his alleged innocence.  

Police do make mistakes, you know.  The man’s name should be recorded 
in a police report anyway if the police were engaged in due diligence and so his 
name should come out eventually anyway unless the police reports themselves 
are being sealed because there was some sort of intelligence operation going 
on at Sandy Hook around the time of the massacre.  Fortunately, The Los 
Angeles Times on December 14, 2012 reported the man’s name as Chris 
Manfredonia.  The story is that police released him because he said he was a 
parent who had come to the school that day to help his six-year-old daughter 
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and other students make gingerbread houses.  There are, however, two more 
suspicious facts: 1) Manfredonia was wearing camouflaged clothes when 
spotted in the woods behind the school; and 2) Manfredonia’s home address 
is “directly behind” the other murder scene, the home of Adam Lanza.  (See, 
Sophia Smallstorm, “Unravelling Sandy Hook,” youtube.com, starting at 
about 24:44 into the video, last retrieved 9/24/15.)

5. Robbie Parker & What He Was Robbed of in the Massacre: 
Not His Sense of Humor

   
Now consider Robbie Parker (see the YouTube.com clip of his CNN 

press conference), the laughing father of a freshly murdered child.  Snopes.
com assures us that not all grieving parents grieve the same and, besides, 
we don’t really know what makes people laugh anyway.  But we do know 
what makes it implausible that you would laugh: learning that your child was 
murdered suddenly and violently by a madman at school.  The odds that you 
would laugh the way Parker does when going up to the microphone are just 
extremely low.  How many other laughing fathers of murdered children have 
you seen on video or otherwise?  Further, it isn’t just Mr. Parker’s laugh: he 
also takes a deep breath and seems to right himself the way actors do before 
starting a scene.  Snopes.com reassures us that no one from any crisis actor 
firm has yet been identified as being an actor at Sandy Hook.  

But is that because there were no crisis actors at all or only because the 
secret that crisis actors were used is being so well kept, perhaps because 
the actors are under contract to keep their identities secret?  It is incredibly 
weak of snopes.com merely to say that no crisis actor has yet been identified.  
I would expect snopes.com also at least to say that it has picked up the damn 
phone and obtained denials from all of the crisis actor firms that any of their 
actors were working in Newtown on the day of the massacre.  How many crisis 
acting firms could there be to call, anyway?  Finally on this point, snopes.
com suggests that maybe the two parents of Sandy Hook victims laughing 
so soon on video after the respective murders might just be having a crazy 
reaction.  That’s possible, but given how these two parents, Mr. Parker and 
Ms. Lynn McDonnell, were in the rest of their statements to the media, it 
surely is implausible.  They simply don’t appear crazy yet they laugh, smile 
broadly, and shed no tears.

6. Logical Puzzles in the Official Story Unaddressed by Snopes.
com

     
Now I want to turn to puzzling issues that the 15-page entry on snopes.

com for Sandy Hook fails to answer at all as far as I can see.  Another liquid 
missing from the scene, besides the tears of any parent, is blood.  (See, for 
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example, Sofia Smallstorm, “Unravelling Sandy Hook,” youtube.com, last 
retrieved 9/23/2015, and Peter Klein, “Banned Documentaries, Episode 
2, What Really Happened at Sandy Hook?,” youtube.com, last retrieved 
9/23/2015.)  Snopes.com has no answer I have seen yet for the lack of any 
photographs or video of blood from the murder scene or from any of the 
scenes where others were, according to the official story at least, non-fatally 
injured.  Plenty of blood from, for example, the Manson murders, the OJ 
murders, Columbine and other murder scenes seems to come out but none 
at all come out from Sandy Hook.  

In the aftermath of the Oklahoma City bombing, one color photograph of a 
fireman holding a bloody, mortally wounded child even won some prestigious 
awards for photojournalism, and it is a haunting photograph indeed with deep 
symbolism on several levels.  We even see photos of, for example, the dead 
face of Marilyn Monroe, the dead face of Elvis Presley or the dead face John 
Lennon leak out but yet we see no leaked scenes of blood or dead faces from 
the Sandy Hook massacre of 26 plus the shooter’s shooting of himself to 
death.  In fact, we don’t even see blood on any non-fatally wounded people, 
though there were some, according to the official story at least.  Further, we 
see no blood on any emergency medical technician, law enforcement officials 
or health care personnel.  And this is in the age of cell phone photography, 
video-cameras, and helicopters with cameras that can zoom in for close-ups.  
Isn’t the lack of blood implausible, especially given how many people were 
filmed milling around the parking lot of the school soon after the massacre?

     
Snopes.com also has no answer I have seen so far for the fact that there are 

gaps in the Internet and email usage at the school that suggest the school was 
not in use regularly but was used only for a drill.  Speaking of Internet usage, 
another implausible fact, if the Sandy Hook massacre is totally un-staged 
rather than any sort of psychological operation or drill, isn’t it implausible 
for there to have been Internet donation pages set up for some of the victims 
so soon after the murders of the particular victims were confirmed?  Indeed, 
one chapter in this book documents how some donation sites were launched 
some days before the massacre.  (See also, Sofia Smallstorm, in the YouTube.
com video “Banned Documentaries, Episode 2: What Really Happened at 
Sandy Hook?” at about 59:25; last retrieved 9/9/15).  

How is such a launch possible, much less plausible?  Ask yourself if 
you would set up such a page asking for money in honor of your dead child 
in the wake of the violent murder of your child or whether that would be an 
implausible use of your time so soon after learning of your child’s violent 
murder at the hands of a madman?  Is this a case of advance knowledge of 
some kind of risk or operation, as appears to be the case of San Francisco 
Mayor Willie Brown getting at least 8-hours of advance warning to stay off 
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commercial airlines just before 9/11? (See, Phillip Matier & Andrew Ross, 
“Willie Brown got low-key early warning about air travel,” SFGATE (San 
Francisco Chronicle Online), published 4:00am, Wednesday, September 
12, 2001.)

     
Snopes.com also has no answer yet for a young boy interviewed by Dr. 

Oz on the Dr. Oz show (see the fascinating YouTube.com clip from Dr. Oz’s 
show) who says that the Sandy Hook emergency was only a drill.  Dr. Oz 
changes the subject immediately instead of doing the more plausible and 
straightforward thing and asking the boy why he thought it was only a drill or 
who told him that it was only a drill.  I find Dr. Oz’s changing of the subject 
so fast downright suspicious but maybe Dr. Oz just lacks an enquiring mind 
or was just obeying a producer’s shout into Dr. Oz’s earpiece to move along 
to another subject.  Maybe a producer shouted into Dr. Oz’s earpiece: Don’t 
pay any attention to the man behind the curtain or the Sandy Hook victim 
who said it was a drill, Dr. Oz.

7. Conclusion: Too Much Implausibility & Too Many 
Unanswered Puzzles in an Official Story of a Massacre Years 
Old Now

     
Maybe, just maybe, snopes.com will eventually conjure up plausible 

explanations to every logical puzzle posed by the official story of Sandy 
Hook, but snopes.com has failed to do so yet and it has been years since the 
Sandy Hook massacre.  Snopes.com does an admirable job of summarizing 
the official story but the official story itself is far from admirable.  The official 
story is an implausible mess with unanswered puzzles sprinkled over the 
top.  Re-investigate!
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