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SUMMARY

The Maine Supreme Judicial Court reviewed Linda Dolloff’s convictions for attempted murder,
elevated aggravated assault, and false public alarm or report arising from an assault on her estranged
husband. The court addressed challenges to the admission of electronic documents, testimony about
family relationships, expert testimony concerning bloody footprints, and alleged prosecutorial
misconduct. It affirmed the judgments of conviction.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Linda Dolloff appealed from judgments of conviction entered after a
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the trial court erred by admitting electronic documents recovered from Dolloff's computer.

2. Whether the trial court erred by admitting contextual testimony about Dolloff's strained relationship with
Jeffrey's daughters.

3. Whether the trial court abused its discretion by permitting expert testimony concerning how bloody
footprints were created despite the claimed discovery violation.

4. Whether the prosecutor committed misconduct through statements during witness examination, closing
argument, and rebuttal.

5. Whether any preserved or unpreserved prosecutorial misconduct, considered individually or
cumulatively, deprived Dolloff of a fair trial.

HOLDINGS

1. The trial court properly admitted the electronic documents found in the 'Corinthians' Word file because
they were relevant to Dolloff's state of mind, planning, and motivations; sufficiently authenticated; and
not unfairly prejudicial under the Maine Rules of Evidence.

2. The trial court did not abuse its discretion by allowing the State's expert to testify about how bloody
footprints were likely created or by denying Dolloff's request to strike the testimony because Dolloff was
not prejudiced by the alleged discovery violation.

3. A prosecutor may argue the State's case with vigor, wit, satire, invective, and imaginative illustration,
but may not invite the jury to decide the case based on bias, prejudice, conjecture, unsupported facts,
personal opinion, burden shifting, or other impermissible considerations.

4. When prosecutorial misconduct is preserved by objection, the reviewing court determines whether
misconduct occurred, whether the trial court's response remedied resulting prejudice, and whether any
remaining error was harmless.

5. An unpreserved prosecutorial-misconduct claim warrants relief only upon obvious error: an error that is
plain, affects substantial rights, and seriously affects the fairness, integrity, or public reputation of
judicial proceedings. The challenged misconduct, considered individually and cumulatively, did not
meet that standard.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The central question is whether the [prosecutor’s] comment is fairly based on the facts in evidence.” (58
A.3d at 1046)

“The mere existence of a misstatement by a prosecutor at trial, or the occasional verbal misstep, will not
necessarily constitute misconduct when viewed in the context of the proceedings.” (58 A.3d at 1047)



“Our ultimate task in reviewing for both harmless error and obvious error is to determine whether Linda
received a fair trial.” (58 A.3d at 1054)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Jeffrey Dolloff was assaulted in his bedroom with his own softball bat and suffered life-threatening injuries. His
estranged wife, Linda Dolloff, reported that an intruder had entered the home, shot her, and injured Jeffrey, but
investigators found evidence including the bat, firearms, blood, DNA, opened drawers, and other circumstances
supporting the State's theory that she had staged a home invasion. The forensic and DNA evidence was partly
inconclusive, and there were no eyewitnesses to the assault. The jury nevertheless found Dolloff guilty of
attempted murder, elevated aggravated assault, and false public alarm or report.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Dolloff was indicted on July 10, 2009, pleaded not guilty, and was tried before a jury over fifteen days. The trial
court admitted the challenged electronic documents, testimony concerning Dolloff's relationship with the
victim's daughters, expert testimony about bloody footprints, and other evidence. The jury returned guilty
verdicts on all three charges, and the trial court imposed concurrent sentences, including twenty-five years with
all but sixteen years suspended and four years of probation on the attempted-murder and elevated-aggravated-
assault convictions. The Supreme Judicial Court of Maine affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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