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Richard Johnson seeks executive clemency because he did
not commit the crime for which he was convicted and sentenced
to death. He is innocent.

I

The story begins in September 1985, when Richard Johnson
and Daniel Swansen, an eccentric businessman with a lengthy
history of mental illness and psychiatric treatment, left Morehead
City, North Carolina in Swansen’s RV. The two had planned on
driving to Florida, but they never made it that far.

The two men stopped at a rest area located near the border
between North and South Carolina. While there, Swansen picked
up two destitute hitchhikers: Connie Sue Hess and Curtis
Harbert. The group continued on its way, with Johnson driving
the RV. According to Hess, she and Harbert had sex with
Swansen in the back of the RV, after which she joined Johnson in
the driving compartment. As the group drove through Clarendon
County, South Carolina, someone shot and killed Swansen.

The remaining three — Johnson, Hess, and Harbert — con-
tinued south on I-95 eventually entering Jasper County.
Johnson's driving was dangerous and erratic. He'd been drinking
heavily and using drugs all day and was by now so intoxicated
that he could later remember nothing of the day’s events. Hewas
swerving and hitting guardrails. Trooper Bruce Smalls spotted
the vehicle, and pulled it over. As he stood on the steps to the
RV, he too was shot and killed.

The question, of course, was who did it?

. | Johnson, Hess, and Harbert ran from the scene. Hess and
7 Harbertheaded in one direction. Johnson in the opposite one. All
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three were eventually caught. All three were threatened with
prosecution for the crime of capital murder in connection with the
deaths of Swansen and Trooper Smalls. But in the end, only
Johnson was tried and convicted.

In fact, Richard Johnson was twice tried and twice
convicted for the murder of Trooper Smalls, once in 1986 and
again in 1988. On neither occasion, however, did the jury hear the
full story. Most importantly, on neither occasion did the jury
learn the truth: Harbert had killed Swansen; and Hess — by her
own confession — had shot and killed Trooper Smallis.

The jury convicted and condemned an innocent man.

I

Following the killings, Hess and Harbert each gave state-
ments to law enforcement officials. Harbert said that Johnson had
killed both Swansen and Trooper Smalls, and that’s what he
subsequently told the jury at trial. In one statement, Hess, too,
said that Johnson had killed Trooper Smalls. But in a later
statement, Hess said that Harbert — not Johnson — was the one
who killed Trooper Smalls. At trial, however, Hess decided to go
with her first story. Johnson, she testified, had killed Trooper
Smalls and Swenson.

The testimony of Hess and Harbert was key to the state’s
case against Johnson. They were the only ones who knew what
happened in that RV. Johnson was so drunk and stoned he could
remember absolutely nothing. Moreover, the physical evidence
the state was able to find linking Johnson to the crime was all but
non-existent. Indeed, what little evidence there was suggested
Johnson could not have been the killer. No gunpowder residue
was, for example, found on his hands. None was found on the
hands of either Harbert or Hess, either. Johnson, however, was
T tested within the critical time frame during which powder — if
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any was present — would have shown up; in contrast, Harbert

and Hess were tested, for reasons that remain unclear, several
hours outside the critical window of opportunity, so of course no

residue was found.

Left only the testimony of two witnesses who could very
well have been the perpetrators themselves, and with no real
physical evidence, the state turned to an informant — Ronnie
Dale Stevenson — for a helping hand.

Johnson was held in Cell Block 2 pending his trial for the
murder of Trooper Smalls. Stevenson, it just so happened, was
being held there too, or so the state claimed. It was, in any event,
during this time that Stevenson said he spoke with Johnson about
Trooper Smalls’s killing. Stevenson later said at trial that he
asked Johnson if he’d shot Trooper Smalls, and according to
Stevenson, Johnson said in reply, “I don’t remember shooting
him, but I know I did it.” A couple of days later, Stevenson said
that he “talked to [Johnson] again and . . . asked him why did he
shoot him and he [Johnson] said, because there was a dead man in
theback of theRV....”

That, more or less, was the evidence presented at Johnson's
trial: The testimony of two eyewitnesses, one or both of whom
could themselves have been the real killer or killers, and the
hearsay testimony of an inmate to whom Johnson had allegedly
confessed. That’s a pretty thin case, but the jury nonetheless
convicted and sentenced Johnson to death.

Johnson appealed to the South Carolina Supreme Court,
which reversed his conviction and ordered a new trial. The
second trial proceeded along much the same lines as the first.
Harbert was once again the state’s star witness, and once against
testified that Johnson had killed Trooper Smalls. Stevenson also
testified, saying once again that Johnson had confessed to him
that he (Johnson) had killed Trooper Smalls.
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Hess, however, did not testify at the second trial She was,
according to the prosecutor, unavailable; she was in Nebraska, in
some kind of institution. Rather than force her to return to South
Carolina to testify, the prosecutor suggested simply reading to the
jury her testimony from the first trial. The defense saw no reason
to object.

Once again, the jury convicted Johnson and sentenced him
to death. This time, the South Carolina Supreme Court did not

reverse.

Following his conviction and sentence of death in
connection with the death of Trooper Smalls, Johnson agreed to
plead guilty to the murder of Swensen, in exchange for which the
state agreed not to seek the death penalty. Why, one might ask,
would an innocent man plead guilty to a crime he did not
commit?

The better question, however, is why wouldn’t he? Johnson
already knew how at least one jury sized up the evidence against
him. He already faced one death sentence, and didn’t see any
point in facing another. He couldn’t remember anything that
happened on that day in order to defend himself. And besides,
his lawyer was telling him to take the deal. What would have
been the point of insisting on a trial? Faced with the likelihood of
yet another death sentence, a plea to life imprisonment looked
like a good deal.

I

If Johnson was the real triggerman, if Johnson was the one
who killed Trooper Smalls, then the fact that the jury sentenced
him to death for that crime comes as no surprise. In the jury’s
mind, after all, Johnson was a cop-killer.

But the jury did not hear the real story./ It did not have all
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the facts before it. And if it did had all the facts, it’s hard to
believe the result would have been a conviction, much less a
sentence of death. So, what evidence didn’t the jury hear, and
almost as important, why didn’t it hear it?

To begin with, keep in mind that the state had no physical
evidence whatsoever linking Johnson to the crime. Keep in mind
as well that Johnson himself was so intoxicated he couldn’t
remember anything and was thus in no position to defend
himself. Consequently, the case against Johnson turned almost
wholly on the testimony of Harbert, Hess, and Stevenson.

Start with Harbert, who appeared at both trials, and who
testified on each occasion that Johnson was the one who killed
Trooper Smalls. The jury could obviously have surmised that
Harbert had some incentive to lie, since he himself might have
been the actual killer. Indeed, at the time of the killings, Harbert
was wanted by authorities in West Virginia. (Johnson, on the
other hand, had no criminal record).

What the jury did not know was how much of an incentive
Harbert had to lie. Remember that at the time he agreed to testify
for the state, Harbert, along with Johnson and Hess, was facing
charges of capital murder. In exchange for his testimony against
Johnson, however, the state agreed not to prosecute him. And
indeed, three days after Johnson was convicted, all charges
against Harbert were dropped.

But the fact that Harbert’s testimony was given in exchange
for a get-out-ofjail-free card was never brought to the jury’s
attention. The jury thought Harbert had no more incentive to lie
than would anyone else who happened to be at the scene of a
crime. But that wasn’t true. Harbert’s incentive to lie was bigger
than that. He lied in exchange for the state’s promise to let him
go if he did, even if he was the actual killer.

-~ 50 why didn't the jury know that Harbert was testifying
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against Johnson in exchange for his own life? Because no one ever
told Johnson or his attorneys that that’s what was going on. Yet
they should have. Prosecutors in the state of South Carolina, like
prosecutors everywhere, have a constitutional obligation to give a
criminal defendant any information that might help exculpate
him, which the evidence of Harbert’s bargain with the state surely
would have done in Johnson's case. But the state failed to honor
its obligation, and in so doing violated Johnson’s right to the due
processes of law.

Turn next to Stevenson, to whom Johnson allegedly con-
fessed while the two were being held together in jail. The jury
knew, of course, that Stevenson was a jailhouse inmate, and could
have concluded all on its own that his credibility left something to
be desired. But what the jury did not know was that Stevenson
made a livelihood out of testifying against other prison inmates,
and testifying against them falsely. Indeed, he’d been in the
business since at least the early 1980’s. Stevenson told the jury,
however, that he’d only once before provided information helpful
to law enforcement official — yet another lie. Nor did the jury
know that lJaw enforcement officials, fully aware of the fact that
Stevenson was a professional snitch, purposely arranged to have
Stevenson housed in the same facility as Johnson.

So why weren’t these exculpatory facts — facts which
would have gone far to put the jury in reasonable doubt as to
Johnson's guilt — brought to the jury’s attention? Once again, the
state had a constitutional obligation to inform Johnson and his
lawyers about Stevenson’s history as an informant, and once
again, the state failed to honor that obligation.

Turn finally to Hess, who also testified against Johnson at
the first trial, and whose testimony at that trial was introduced
against him at the second trial. Hess, like Harbert and Johnson,
was initially charged with capital murder, and like Harbert, she
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was offered immunity in exchange for her testimony against
Johnson. Also like Harbert, the charges against her were dropped
three days after Johnson was convicted. And, like Harbert, the
deal she’d struck with the state — her testimony against Johnson
in exchange for her life — was never revealed to the defense, nor,
therefore, to the jury. Once again, the state failed to honor its
constitutional obligations.

In short, the state withheld a host of evidence that could
and would have helped Johnson prove his innocence. But it gets
worse.

Hess had never been completely comfortable about placing
the blame for Trooper Smalls’ death on Johnson. True, she said in
her initial statements to the police that Johnson did it, but she
later told the police that Harbert — not Johnson — was the killer.
Nonetheless, when it came time to testify, Hess stuck to her side
of the bargain she’d struck with the state. Johnson, she said, was
the killer.

Yet Hess's discomfort would not go away. It only got
worse. In fact, it got so bad that Hess finally had to do something
about it. Following Johnson's first trial, but before his second one,
Hess contacted Marion Riggs, the lawyer who had been assigned
to represent her in connection with the charges originally filed
against her in connection with the killings. Hess told Riggs that
she wanted to “correct the mistakes.” She wanted to recant her
testimony against Johnson. The real killer, Hess told Riggs, was
Harbert. Harbert had killed both Swansen and Trooper Smalls.
Johnson was innocent.

Hess told Riggs to forward her recantation to the sheriff,
which Riggs did. He mailed a letter to the sheriff telling him that
Hess had recanted her testimony against Johnson. The sheriff
later testified that, to the best of his recollection, he’d passed the
letter on “to proper channels,” meaning he’d passed the letter
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along to the chief SLED (South Carolina Law Enforcement
Division) agent involved in the case, a fellow named Sonny Riley,
“or to whoever was in charge of the case or the Solicitor.” In other
words, the state knew, at the time of the second trial, that Hess
had recanted her prior testimony accusing Johnson of the murder.

The prosecutor should of course have turned that inform-
ation immediately over to Johnson’s defense lawyers, as he was
constitutionally required to do. But he didn’t. Even worse, the
prosecutor was the one who suggested, rather than bring Hess
back from Nebrasks to testify in person at Johnson’s second trial,
that they simply use instead the testimony she gave at the first
trial. The defense agreed, but then again, the defense didn’t know
that Hess had recanted her original testimony. The state did, but
decided to keep that information to itself, all at the price of
Johnson's right to a fair trial.

Would any of this information — the immunity Harbert
and Hess had gotten in exchange for their testimony, the fact that
Stevenson had made a career out of lying against other inmates,
and last but not least, the fact that Hess was now saying that
Johnson was innocent and that Harbert was the real killer — have
made a difference to the jury? Of course it would have. The
state’s case against Johnson was thin to begin with. No jury
would have convicted him if it had heard all the evidence.

Johnson’s lawyer at the second trial learned of Hess's
recantation during proceedings that occurred some time after the
trial was over. His reaction to learning of her recantation sums it
up: “I think an innocent man is up there in prison.”

Indeed, Johnson's trial had all the earmarks of a trial in
which the risk of an innocent person being convicted is at its very
highest. The experts who study such risks, most notably

.. Professor Barry Scheck of the Cardozo Law School’s Innocence
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Project, and Professor Lawrence Marshall of the Northwestern
University Law School’s Center on Wrongful Convictions, have
found that trials involving defendants who are convicted of a
crime, but who are later exonerated through the use of DNA,
share certain common features. In particular, they usually
involve the following four elements:

The presentation of testimony from unreliable jail-house
informants.  Here, Stevenson filled that role
admirably.

The use of so-called “junk science.” Here, a police dog
handler testified that his bloodhound had
corroborated Harbert’s testimony about the direction
in which he ran following Trooper Smalls’s shooting,
thus enhancing Harbert’s credibility in the eyes of
the jury. Such “bloodhound testimony” is among
the most notorious of junk science.

The resort to misconduct on the part of prosecutors.
Here, the most egregious — though by no means the
only — example of prosecutorial misconduct was the
failure to disclose to Johnson and his attorneys the
critical evidence that would have lead to his
acquittal; and

The failure of defense counsel to present an adequate
defense. Here, Johnson’s defense lawyers — although
hampered from the start by the state’s failure to turn
over critical exculpatory evidence — nonetheless fell
short in a number of ways. In particular, they failed,
despite the widespread publicity surrounding the
killing of a state trooper, to request a change of
venue. They failed to present all the exculpatory
evidence they did have. Finally, even though
(because of the state’s misconduct) they didn’t know
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about Stevenson’s career as an informant, they
nonetheless failed to impeach Stevenson based on
the full range of his criminal convictions, of which
there were many and of which they were fully
aware, choosing instead to highlight only one.

v

When the state violates a criminal defendant’s
constitutional right to a fair trial, as the state did here, the usual
avenue of redress is through the courts. And accordingly,
Johnson tried to avail himself of that avenue. But that avenue
was never really open to him.

The critical evidence that should have been presented to the
jury was withheld from Johnson and his lawyers by the state in
violation of its constitutional duty to disclose that evidence.
Nonetheless, the lawyers who represented Johnson on appeal
discovered that evidence and presented it to the courts, both state
and federal, confident that the courts would agree that the state
had violated Johnson’s right to due process and would order a
new trial. Johnson’s eventual vindication was just a matter of
time.

But none of that happened. Instead, Johnson finds himself
pleading for executive clemency. What went wrong?

To understand, you need to go back to Johnson’s trial.
Following his conviction, Johnson made the following statement
to the jury during that part of the trial in which the jury was ask
to decide his fate, life imprisonment or death:

I haven’t been before you during the guilt phase of

this trial or until now because there was no defense

for my actions, I realize that now .... I have no

defense for anything or the tragedies that have
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occurred. All I have is sorrow [for] the lives that I
have ruined. I realize that there were many that I
have ruined.

This statement can be understood in one of two very
different ways. The first is that it’s an admission of guilt. Having
already been convicted, Johnson decided at long last to come
clean. The second is that it’s the statement of a man who can’t
remember a single thing about the day on which, according to a
jury of his peers, he killed a state trooper, but who's sorry if that's
in fact what he did.

The first way of interpreting Johnson’s statement is simply
wrong. His statement can’t be read as an admission of guilt,
because Johnson didn’t and can’t remember doing anything for
which he would have acquired guilt. Instead, the second
interpretation is the right one. Johnson’s statement was an
entirely appropriate, and in fact, courageous, acknowledgment of
the jury’s verdict, but nothing more.

Nonetheless, the state court that heard Johnson's initial
post-conviction appeal — which was Johnson's first appeal
following his discovery of the critical evidence discussed above —
interpreted his statement as an admission of guilt. Moreover,
that court further found that any criminal defendant who admits
his guilt cannot, under South Carolina law, raise any legal
challenge to the validity of the process that led to his conviction.
Consequently, the court refused, on the basis of this rule, to hear
anything about the state’s failure to turn over the evidence that
would have led to Johnson's acquittal. In short, the state court
turned a deaf ear to Johnson’s appeal, just because he said —
assuming the jury’s verdict against him was true — that he was
sorry for what they said he’d done.

Johnson could hardly believe it, nor could the lawyers who
were representing him on appeal. They’d never heard of such a
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rule, and for good reason: It doesn’t exist. The lower court made
it up. ,

The courts of the state of South Carolina are of course free
to establish the procedural ground rules that tell criminal
defendants what they must and must not do if they want the
courts to listen to their appeals. Yet those rules cannot be created
out of thin air. They must be clear and well-established in
advance, so that a criminal defendant can at least know what he
must and must not do if he wants the courts to listen. In fact, ifa
state court refuses to hear a defendant’s appeal on the basis of a
rule that is not well-established and regularly followed, he can ask
a federal court to step and give him the redress he seeks.

Before doing that, however, Johnson asked the South
Carolina Supreme Court — the final arbiter on what South Caro-
lina law does and not say — to review the decision of the lower
state court, and to say, definitively, whether or not South Carolina
law does indeed recognize the rule on the basis of which the
lower court refused listen to Johnson’s appeal. Without
explaining why, however, the South Carolina Supreme Court
refused. It simply declined to accept is appeal for review.

With no hope of relief in the state courts, Johnson turned to
the federal courts, asking them to listen. He asked them to ignore
the rule on which the state courts had refused to hear his appeal.
Despite what the lower state court had said, that rule, Johnson
told the federal courts, was not and never had been the law in
South Carolina. But the federal courts (though not without
dissent) read South Carolina law in the same way the lower state
court had read it: A defendant who admits his guilt forfeits his
right to appeal on the basis of any claim — however meritorious
— that casts doubt on the validity of the jury’s verdict.
Consequently, the federal courts, like the state courts, refused to
hear Johnson’s appeal.

-13 -



This document is housed in the Capital Punishment Clemency Petitions (APAP-
214) collection in the M.E. Grenander Department of Special Collections and
Archives, University Libraries, University at Albany, SUNY.

APPLICATION OF RICHARD CHARLES JOHNSON

Now running out of options, and still convinced that his
reading of South Carolina law was the right one, Johnson decided
once again to ask the South Carolina Supreme to decide, once and
for all, whose reading of South Carolina law was correct: Did the
rule that had so far prevented him from having his day in court
really exist?

This time the South Carolina High Court agreed to give
Johnson an answer, and it agreed with Johnson. The lower state
court and the federal courts had been wrong. The rule that had
locked the door to his appeal and to a new and fair trial had never
been the law of South Carolina.

But Johnson's victory had come too late. The South
Carolina Supreme Court had answered Johnson's question about
the existence of the rule that had been thwarting him throughout
his appeals, but it refused to hear the merits of his appeal itself. Tt
declined to listen to his claim that the state had unconstitutionally
withheld evidence of his innocence. And there was no way to get
the federal courts to listen again, either. Their doors were now
shut and could not be reopened.

The end result can only be characterized as a miscarriage of
justice, if not Kafkaesque. State officials intentionally withhold
critical evidence that would have lead to an innocent man's
acquittal. The innocent man duly asks the courts for help, but the
courts up and down the legal hierarchy refuse to listen based ona
rule that never existed. When the non-existence of that rule is
finally established, it’s too late.

But it gets worse still.

v

Time was now running out. Trooper Smalls was shot and
killed in September 1985. Fourteen years had passed, and
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Johnson was still trying to get someone to listen to the evidence
the state had wrongfully withheld from him and the jury some
eleven years before.

In the hope of discovering still more information that might
prompt the courts at last to listen to his pleas, one of Johnson's
appellate attorneys, Diane Holt, set off for Nebraska in search of
Connie Sue Hess. Holt found her living at the Liberty Center in
Norfolk, Nebraska. What Holt learned was breathtaking: After
receiving the advise of counsel, Hess swore an oath and signed an
affidavit confessing that she was in fact the one who shot Trooper
Smalls. ‘

According to her statement, she and Harbert had been
“impressed” by Swansen’s apparent wealth, which was on open
display in the RV, and thought the’d take some of it for
themselves. After she and Harbert had sex with Swansen in the
back of the RV, Hess moved to the front to talk with Johnson, who
was driving. That’s when she heard the shot. Harbert, who was
still in the back of the RV with Swansen, had shot and killed him.

Harbert, not Johnson, had killed Swansen.

When Trooper Smalls pulled the RV over, here, according
to Hess, is what really happened:
[Trooper Smalls] knocked on the door. Richard
[Johnson] opened the door and asked the officerif he
wanted to come inside the RV. Thad become upset
because I was afraid for Curtis [Harbert]. When the
officer started up the RV, I shot him. The officer
grabbed for his holster, but I shot him twice more.
The officer was propped up against the door of the
RV still on the steps of the RV. I am pretty sure he
was dead. Ikicked the officer out of the RV. Ishot
him as he lay on te side of the road. Iscreamed at
him, “there you go, bastard.” Curtis and Irandown
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the interstate. We had the gun with us. Ithrew the

gun away.

All of this, moreover, is consistent with, and corroborated by, the
physical evidence found at the scene of the crime. Hess knew
what she was talking about.

The Liberty Center, where Hess was living at the time she
confessed, is a facility that provides services to those suffering
from some form of mental illness. And there’s no doubt that Hess
has problems, but she was nonetheless fully competent at the time
she confessed. No one disagrees with that. Indeed, before
signing, Hess conferred Jeffrey Hrouda, an attorney on the board
of directors of the Liberty Center, who fully appraised her of her
right to remain silent and of the ramifications of confessing to
Trooper Smalis’s murder. Indeed, Hrouda advised Hess not to
sign, but she did so anyway. Two lawyers from the public
defender’s office were also present, and both prepared affidavits
describing the circumstances under which Hess confessed. Both
of their descriptions show that Hess was fully aware of what she
was doing.

So why now? Why, after all these years, did Hess finally
come forward, and why did she not come forward earlier?

Hess had of course always been ill at ease for placing the
blame on an innocent man. She had lied in her original statement
to the police because “[t]he solicitor told me I would fry if I had
anything to do with it.” But now, with Johnson's execution
imminent, she could no longer bear the burden. So she told the
truth, despite what it may cost her herself. 1“cannot,” she wrote,
“let Richard Johnson die for something he did not do or have
anything to do with at all.”

VI
With Hess’s confession in hand, Johnson turned once again,
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and with confidence, to the South Carolina Supreme Court.
Johnson asked the Court, on the basis of Hess's confession, to
order a new trial. Surely the Court would not let Johnson's
execution go forward under the circumstances. The Court took
the case and assigned a special referee to assess whether Hess was
competent to confess, and if so, whether she was credible.

The special referee found that Hess was indeed competent,
but she was not, the special referee concluded, credible. Johnson
filed papers with the Court explaining why, in his judgment, the
special referee’s assessment was wrong, and why Hess should
indeed be taken at her word.

In the end, three members of the Court — a bare majority
— sided with the special referee, and refused to give Johnson
what he’d been asking for now for twelve over : A fair trial, and
the chance to present all the facts of his case to a jury.

Two of the Court’s members disagreed with the three-
member majority. “Given the lack of physical evidence to
indicate [Johnson], and not Harbert or Hess, fired the shots which
killed Trooper Smalls, it is my opinion,” wrote Justice Pleicones,
“that Hess’s confession would probably change the result if a new
trial were granted.” And, in Justice Waller judgment,
“[c]onsidering the unusual circumstances of this case, I believe
that to deny Johnson a new trial in the face of a confession by
someone who was admittedly present when the murder was
committed would constitute a denial of fundamental fairness
shocking to the universal sense of justice.”

Vil

So Richard Johnson now comes to you, seeking clemency.

He is joined in this request by Trooper Smalls” mother, who loved
her son very much, but who has no desire to see an innocent man
__putto death. “Killing Mr. Johnson. . . will not,” she’s said, “bring
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my son back and serves no purpose.”

The governors of South Carolina, past and present, have
been ask to consider many requests from condemned men for
mercy. Some of the applicants have sought mercy because they
were mentally disturbed at the time they committed the crime for
which they were sentenced to death, or because they were
mentally retarded. Others have pointed to unspeakable
experiences in their childhood that helped make them into the
kind of men who are capable of killing, or to experiences later in
life, such the years they served in the military in Vietnam. And so
on.

But never in the years since South Carolina reinstated the
death penalty in the mid-1970’s has a condemned man asked for
mercy because he is innocent, and where he has in hand to
support his claim the signed confession of someone else admitting
to the murder for which he is scheduled to die.

Indeed, mercy is not really what Johnson is seeking. Only
those who deserve to be punished for what they’ve done need
mercy. Johnson is not guilty. He hasn’t done what the state has
said he’s done. What he really seeks, therefore, is simple justice.

WHEREFORE, for the reasons stated herein, Richard
Johnson, by and through his undersigned counsel, respectfully
requests that his sentence of death be commuted to a sentence of
life imprisonment without possibility of parole pursuant to
Article 1V, Sec. 14 of the Constitution of South Carolina and S.C.
Code Ann. Sec. 16-3-20(A).
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Alternatively, counsel would request a hearing before the
Governor in which personally to plead his client’s cause in favor
of clemency. Counsel also requests to be notified of any
information brought to the Governor’s attention that would
support a denial of clemency.

Respectfully submitted,

John H. Blume III

Stephen P. Garvey
Cornell Law School
Myron Taylor Hall
Ithaca, NYY 14853
(607) 255-1030

BY:
JOHN H. BLUME

-19 -



Page 1 of 1

This document is housed in the Capital Punishment Clemency Petitions (APAP-
TaTa W | ctions and

rchives, University Libraries, University at Albany, SUNY.

e e .
STATE OGP WERRASK S

;

| deness and state as Tellows:

e waidele v RN tng
iy revice i Norfdk,

WY

g Dige, |

dr. Swansn.

ottt 1w

@ ek Sk L

s P Lol il e T
wrbere Dan ept bis guns, The cow
sl

the whe

thee BV,
sty mEe e wus dead, 1%
de afshe mad, §sremre i

for Crola, Ol hapded e the gun, When the
otficer grabbod tr i holawer, b § shot him s
e way of the KY il co e smps of the RV, ©

S

Toeront of e BV, Lshet i o8 he lav

c
e, P T
SIS LS 5

ieet et b die.

5/1/02




, Pagelof 1
This document is housed in the Capital Punishment Clemency Petitions (APAP-

ction in the M E_Grenander Denartment.of Snecial Collections and
rchives, University Libraries, University at Albany, SUNY.

Feavi of omnle e

% T am 1eifing the futh now becanse | oxfieot Int Richerd Johrson dis for something

2 2 & % WY, s % 2%, 3
oo O e do o heve anpilfoe B dowith el

) http://www.sceja.org/images/conf2 jpg : S/1/02




Page1of 1
This document is housed in the Capital Punishment Clemency Petitions (APAP-

214) collection in the M.E. Grenander Department of Special Collections and
Arctuu&s,_UﬂcjyeESlb{ lerarles University at Albany, SUNY.

,,,,, e 58 Jf‘x*t‘“" i ‘ .“""" ‘UC..T"\:‘ f':-\ 3
. e R NN R N P
- wc\“é:ﬂ%a E}_’;%‘q}m _&_—:;_}.gr ED‘L{ ‘_:3 ga’{__ﬁul’qzx_njji_ﬁ%‘g T
C:Lm@% Srpbe as Jr-aﬁs:n_
. e ¢ e R L5 <, %

e n “’S‘" Ol 5 TPl ) TRE VArsees ¥, Deacls

e ‘! Y " ’{gl 3

g LS 0ni SR0 o Me ded o825 A At M el

Q o =
& \Q S t'& Bl SR G SN et OB R B s charae e
’ 4

Pl em ey @R
i

e i ¢ L‘: o &
oo e i S T I =0 Y B 3 LAY LA ul Lo ovnam, e
5 % [ i . R ¢ )
Phemas  deledh Dol 22 GESS e AT
* ! .
e & L
Shres  admds o Soootu £ ot W & ARy
i E
o B 4
T oa e LEATN RN R mﬁ DRITIARY
| : e
L Ui“‘fﬂ?ﬁ &A&m.nk o P =T g w"“-'fa DA,
T . - A : ¥ ! e S T ks
B R. B RS TS Aol THS Gdes s Gy s N R
s : a
3 s £E7% ‘Q 3 % Y s 5
Sl dh ke Aol b, . ks T I Yoy maresin o Ee
. ’ } * ¥ : % e
b3 ;"Es o Sy b}\“‘“ A S T s e R T S LN s e ot
i yatilY Y s
: . o ko \"P‘v:., A ’a V‘:f;h . R ﬁng.uf} [ad TN x:i& F
1 & E% ) .
Sk B WMK\ N g’sf‘%f‘&w Q_{nﬁ« Bt ke B
— .
F e
e O S Yo = T i " vy ne
% : ‘ S
. % e £ kS
e’y K’Q ? 'f:}\.» e o e e g tedan Y, W S Resipel
<.~“
- ¥y, et TG g v

5/1/02




Page 1 of 1

This document is housed in the Capital Punishment Clemency Petitions (APAP-
214) collection in the M.E. Grenander Department of Special Collections and
Archives, University Libraries, University at Albany, SUNY.

{51 . : feCE 1, 8 :-'a,,kb R Y ';\ J-r\t’i&‘:_{. “"‘*"Yz.. ‘g&u;x,;\'s" 1 T S b B _‘L Lok 3, \_('7“—
~ . ’\ .
el et *‘*’;:;'5’ 5 Ten Warsaesd O - =
) & ta B & x4 - _ SN L
e R = W s Y TR 33}"2(;’} TP U0 S X c} ATz, s oS i
&y E N
S S TN S i’*”%‘f‘:‘; LN AT x"i%&f ma_‘w LY esode o ARG

s 34 L
B S Sl e T o B bnvenfe ahhi“%.’f;'\{ﬁ S EA S S Wy r@;_xjt;@cz;ixwJv“,,“,,,m

% i 3 ;\
XC‘\ i\‘*«\*ﬁ‘i‘zs‘ e  Selunsow 10 o AT L MDANSE e

i Y » L
x ¥ %53‘1‘ o W N u q‘ﬂ"h."»-r“‘é? 'T'if“"v Kﬂ’%m%}%& -

-
s-'b\._&\" S X

! é{f a@?‘?’;ﬂ» _“jf? } szf e e

IR )
Talvas x%“’;\wm ,

oy \ B, ¥ s % = 4
e A T3 L B La e nl e ‘}t’ixi?’m’}‘x

e,
£

% - 5 % X
L T A ANy wd-:, =y e
J

P9 | L % £ O
: ":T}..'*c«‘% DT X 8, &5 Eﬁ; l{‘iﬁ} "’i:;i"@ W 189S

b g y e
X L £
Restmg o R ALY Ner Se ‘ .
‘f"»fh.s,‘& {”;’;ﬁ:.—..tmku v %R atm&‘& L{:}f g‘jr'«v,v c‘; 4-“‘} wﬁ%k "’:a_g} ) Q .

- hﬁﬁfY/ﬁ?Ww.scej.a.org/images/thdz.jpg 5/1/02




