
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF FLORIDA 

I 
JAMES JOSEPH RICHARDSON, 

A p p e l l a n t ,  

-vs- 

STATE OF FLORIDA, /' 

RESPONSE TO PETITION FOR 

WRIT OF ERROR C O W  NOBIS 

THE STATE OF FLORIDA, r e p r e s e n t e d  by i ts  unde r s igned  State  

At to rney ,  he reby  r e sponds  t o  t h e  claims c o n t a i n e d  i n  t h e  P e t i t i o n  

f o r  W r i t  o f  Coram Nobis as f o l l o w s :  

FACTS 

T h i s  case grew o u t  o f  t h e  d e a t h  of  s even  black c h i l d r e n  i n  

Arcadia, F l o r i d a  on October  27, 1967. 

from three ( 3 )  y e a r s  o l d  t o  t e n  (10) y e a r s  o l d .  Each o f  t h e  

The c h i l d r e n  ranged i n  age 

c h i l d r e n  d i ed  of  p a r a t h i o n  po i son ing .  Each o f  t h e  c h i l d r e n  

became s i c k  a f t e r  e a t i n g  l u n c h  a t  home s h o r t l y  b e f o r e  noon. 

Three  o f  t h e  c h i l d r e n  were a t  s c h o o l  when t h e y  became ill. 

rest  of  t h e  c h i l d r e n  were a t  home. A l l  were rushed  t o  t h e  

The 

h o s p i t a l .  A l l  b u t  one d i e d  t h a t  day. A l l  t h e  c h i l d r e n  showed 

e v i d e n c e  o f  having  i n g e s t e d  a la rge  q u a n t i t y  o f  p a r a t h i o n ,  a 

d e a d l y  po i son .  A t  t h e  time t h e y  became ill, a l l  o f  t h e  c h i l d r e n  

were r e s i d i n g  w i t h  James Richardson  and t h e i r  mother ,  Annie Mae 

Bryant .  

The subsequen t  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  of  t h e  c h i l d r e n ' s  d e a t h s  showed 

t h a t  t h e  c h i l d r e n  had been  poisoned  by e a t i n g  a l u n c h  of  beans  

and r ice  t h a t  had been laced w i t h  mass ive  amounts of  p a r a t h i o n .  

The b e a n s  and r ice had been  p r e p a r e d  e a r l i e r  t h a t  day  and was 
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kept i n  a locked  r e f r i g e r a t o r .  

uncovered numerous items w i t h i n  and o u t s i d e  t h e  pad locked  

r e f r i g e r a t o r  t h a t  showed c o n t a m i n a t i o n  by p a r a t h i o n .  

An examina t ion  o f  t h e  d w e l l i n g  

A bag of  

p a r a t h i o n  was found i n  a locked  shed on t h e  p r o p e r t y .  

Subsequent  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  showed t h a t  t h e  n i g h t  b e f o r e  t h e  

c h i l d r e n  were poisoned ,  James Richardson  had t r i e d  t o  i n s u r e  t h e  

l i v e s  o f  t h e  c h i l d r e n  f o r  F i v e  Hundred D o l l a r s  ($500.00), a 

piece, 

A s  t h e  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  p r o g r e s s e d  law enforcement  o f f i c e r s  

d i s c o v e r e d  t h a t  James Richardson  had c o n f e s s e d  t o  k i l l i n g  t h e  

seven  c h i l d r e n  t o  s e v e r a l  o f  h i s  c e l l  mates i n  t h e  Arcadia County 

J a i l .  

James Richardson  was i n d i c t e d  f o r  F i r s t  Degree Murder, H e  

was t r i e d  b e f o r e  a j u r y  i n  F o r t  Myers, F l o r i d a .  

a s  charged and s e n t e n c e d  t o  dea th .  T h a t  c o n v i c t i o n  and s e n t e n c e  

H e  was c o n v i c t e d  

was upheld  by t h i s  Cour t  i n  a per curiam o p i n i o n ,  Richardson  v. 

S ta te ,  247 So.2d 297 ( F l a .  1971) .  I n  t h a t  o p i n i o n  t h i s  Cour t  

reviewed t h e  e v i d e n c e  p r e s e n t e d  by t h e  S t a t e  and rejected t h e  

d e f e n d a n t ' s  claim t h a t  t h e  e v i d e n c e  was n o t  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  s u s t a i n  

h i s  c o n v i c t i o n  w i t h  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  o b s e r v a t i o n :  

"Defendan t ' s  f i r s t  p o i n t  on appeal 
t o  t h i s  Cour t  i s  t h a t  t h e  State  h a s  
f a i l e d  t o  p r o v e  t h e  material  
e l e m e n t s  of  i t s  case beyond a 
r e a s o n a b l e  doub t ,  A s  i n d i c a t e d  by 
t h e  e v i d e n c e  summarized above, t h e  
r e c o r d  refutes d e f e n d a n t ' s  con- 
t e n t i o n  i n  t h i s  regard. Indeed,  a 
thorough rev iew of  t h e  e n t i r e  
r e c o r d  r e v e a l s  e v i d e n c e  more t h a n  
adequate t o  e s t ab l i sh  d e f e n d a n t ' s  
g u i l t  o f  murder i n  t h e  f i r s t  degree 
beyond and t o  t h e  e x c l u s i o n  of a 
r e a s o n a b l e  doubt . "  

The d e f e n d a n t ' s  d e a t h  s e n t e n c e  was c o n v e r t e d  t o  l i f e  

impr i son  p u r s u a n t  t o  t h e  U.S. Supreme C o u r t ' s  Furman d e c i s i o n  i n  

1972. 

Now ove r  twen ty  years a f t e r  h i s  c o n v i c t i o n  f o r  f i r s t  d e g r e e  

murder,  and a lmos t  a y e a r  a f t e r  t h e  time f o r  s e e k i n g  p o s t  

c o n v i c t i o n  re l ief  h a s  run ,  R u l e  3.850, CRP,  t h e  P e t i t i o n e r  seeks 

t h e  i n t e r v e n t i o n  o f  t h i s  Cour t  t h r o u g h  t h e  e x t r a o r d i n a r y  Writ of  

E r r o r  Coram Nobis. 
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The claims now b e i n g  made by t h e  P e t i t i o n e r  are w i t h o u t  

m e r i t ,  and w i l l  be d i s c u s s e d  i n  t h e  o r d e r  i n  which t h e y  were 

p r e s e n t e d  i n  t h e  P e t i t i o n .  

I - KNOWING USE OF PERJURED TESTIMONY 

1. The d e f e n s e  claims t h e y  have  e v i d e n c e  t h e  d e f e n d a n t  knew 

h e  d i d n ' t  have i n s u r a n c e  on t h e  l i v e s  o f  t h e  seven  murdered 

c h i l d r e n .  

The State ,  however, p r e s e n t e d  compe l l ing  e v i d e n c e  t o  t h e  

c o n t r a r y .  

The d e f e n d a n t ,  h i m s e l f ,  admit ted t h a t  t h e  l a s t  l i f e  

i n s u r a n c e  p o l i c y  t h a t  he  had t a k e n  o u t  b e f o r e  t h i s  one,  remained 

i n  effect  f o r  a month even though no premium was p a i d .  

530; 752 - 757). See Respondent's Exh. K. 

(R-525- 

The d e f e n d a n t ' s  wife  made a s t a t e m e n t  t o  i n v e s t i g a t i n g  

o f f i c e r s  t h a t  h e r  husband had i n s u r a n c e  on t h e  l i v e s  o f  t h e  

c h i l d r e n  w i t h  Uni ted  which he  had purchased t h e  n i g h t  b e f o r e  t h e  

murders .  Tha t  s t a t e m e n t  had been  r eco rded  and was p l a y e d  f o r  t h e  

j u r y .  (R - 640; 871): See Respondent's Exh. I 

The t r a n s c r i p t  o f  t e s t i m o n y  o f  Judge  Gordon Hayes g i v e n  a t  

t h e  p r e l i m i n a r y  h e a r i n g  was read t o  t h e  j u r y .  Judge  Hayes had 

t e s t i f i e d  under  o a t h  a t  t h e  s u p p r e s s i o n  h e a r i n g  t h a t  he had gone 

t o  t h e  h o s p i t a l  and t a l k e d  t o  t h e  d e f e n d a n t  abou t  whether  he  had 

i n s u r a n c e .  H i s  t e s t i m o n y  was as f o l l o w s :  

"Q NOW, you s a y  you p a r t i c u l a r l y  

q u e s t i o n e d  him a b o u t  t h e  i n s u r a n c e ?  

"A Y e s ,  s i r .  

"Q What p o s s i b i l i t y  he  might  have 

of h o s p i t a l i z a t i o n  o r  medical 

i n s u r a n c e ,  and what  d i d  he s a y  

t h e n ,  Judge? 

"A H e  s a id  t h e y  were f u l l y  

i n s u r e d .  

"Q James Richardson  t o l d  you t h a t ,  

t h a t  he  was f u l l y  i n s u r e d ?  
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"A Y e s ,  I asked him when he g o t  

t h e  i n s u r a n c e  and he s a i d  j u s t  a 

c o u p l e  n i g h t s  ago. 

"Q D i d  you a s k  him any f u r t h e r  

q u e s t i o n s  abou t  t h e  d e t a i l s  o f  t h e  

coverage?  

"A H e  sa id  it was d o u b l e  indemi ty .  

"Q D i d  he happen t o  mention what 

company? 

"A S i r ?  

"Q D i d  he mention what  company? 

"A No, s i r .  

"Q Now, was t h i s  supposed ly  l i f e  

i n s u r a n c e  o r  medical i n s u r a n c e .  

"A L i f e  i n su rance . "  

SEE E X H I B I T  "H" 

The State a lso p r e s e n t e d  t e s t i m o n y  of Richard N e e l i u s ,  a 

r e p o r t e r  for  t h e  S t .  P e t e r s b u r g  Times,  t h a t  he had q u e s t i o n e d  t h e  

d e f e n d a n t  abou t  h i s  i n s u r a n c e  on t h e  c h i l d r e n  t o l d  him t h e  

f o l l o w i n g :  

"Q What d i d  you s a y  t o  him. What 

d i d  he s a y  t o  you? 

A I i n t r o d u c e d  myself  t o  him and 

asked i f  I might  t a l k  t o  him. H e  

sa id  a l l  r i g h t ,  so  I asked him some 

q u e s t i o n s  abou t  t h e  d e a t h  o f  t h e  

c h i l d r e n  t h e  n i g h t  b e f o r e ,  and I 

asked i f  he had s u f f i c i e n t  f u n d s  t o  

b u r y  t h e  c h i l d r e n .  H e  s a i d  he  

t h o u g h t  he had. H e  s a i d  t h a t  he  

applied f o r  i n s u r a n c e  t h e  n i g h t  

b e f o r e .  I t h i n k  he sa id  Tuesday 

n i g h t ,  which was t h e  n i g h t  b e f o r e  

t h e  c h i l d r e n  d ied .  

I asked t h e  c i r c u m s t a n c e s .  H e  s a id  

t h a t  he  had $500 i n  i n s u r a n c e  on 

each  o f  t h e  seven  c h i l d r e n  b u t  t h e  
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p o l i c i e s  had l a p s e d  and t h e n  he 

t o l d  m e  t h a t  t h e  i n s u r a n c e  man came 

around and spoke  t o  him abou t  

renewing them. A t  t h a t  time he  

asked t o  d o u b l e  t h e  amount o f  

cove rage  t o  $1,000 a c h i l d . "  (See: Respondent's E x h .  J) 

I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  t e s t i m o n y  t h e  S ta te  p r e s e n t e d  a t  t r i a l ,  

t h e  State  had a v a i l a b l e ,  b u t  c h o s e  n o t  t o  p r e s e n t  t h e  t e s t i m o n y  

of C l i f f  Powel l ,  a po lyg raph  examiner  f o r  t h e  F l o r i d a  S h e r i f f ' s  

B u r e a u ,  t o  whom t h e  d e f e n d a n t  a l s o  admitted t h a t  he  t h o u g h t  he  

had i n s u r a n c e  on t h e  l i v e s  o f  t h e  c h i l d r e n .  T h i s  t e s t i m o n y  was 

n o t  p r e s e n t e d  because  o f  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  a mi s t r i a l  t h a t  might  

resu l t  i f  any one might ,  however i n a d v e r t e n t l y ,  ment ion t h a t  t h e  

d e f e n d a n t  was g i v e n  a po lygraph  examinat ion .  See attached 

s t a t e m e n t  of C l i f f  Powell .  (See: Respondent's E x h .  M) 

A. P e t i t i o n e r  seems t o  r e l y  s o l e l y  upon one Gerald P u r v i s  

i n  a t t a c k i n g  t h e  p r o s e c u t i o n ' s  belief t h a t  one o f  t h e  d e f e n d a n t ' s  

mo t ives  f o r  p o i s o n i n g  these seven  c h i l d r e n  was t o  c o l l e c t  l i f e  

i n s u r a n c e  b e n e f i t s  as t h e  resu l t  o f  t h e i r  deaths .  

Mr. P u r v i s ,  who was a v a i l a b l e  t o  t e s t i f y  f o r  t h e  d e f e n s e  a t  

t r i a l ,  b u t  w a s  n o t  p r e s e n t e d  by t h e  d e f e n s e ,  was t h e  l i f e  

i n s u r a n c e  sa lesman who sough t  t o  s e l l  l i f e  i n s u r a n c e  t o  t h e  

d e f e n d a n t  t h e  n i g h t  b e f o r e  t h e  po i son ing .  

The S ta te  b e l i e v e s  Mr. P u r v i s  engaged i n  t h e  common i l l e g a l  

pract ice  o f  d e b i t  l i f e  i n s u r a n c e  sa lesmen of  e x t e n d i n g  cove rage  

w i t h o u t  t h e  payment of  a premium i n  o r d e r  t o  m a i n t a i n  a h i g h e r  

commission ra te  t h a n  war ran ted .  The d e f e n d a n t  had been t h e  

b e n e f i c i a r y  of s u c h  p r a c t i c e  p r e v i o u s l y .  Even now e v i d e n c e  is  

b e i n g  p r e s e n t e d  t o  t h e  State  which shows c o n c l u s i v e l y  t h a t  James 

Richardson  though t  he had i n s u r a n c e  on t h e  l i v e s  o f  h i s  c h i l d r e n  

when he poisoned  them. See attached s t a t e m e n t s  o f  D r .  C a l v i n  
(See: Respondent's E x h .  

Mar t in ,  Ruby F a i s o n ,  and Maxwell Richardson .  G r  L,  0 ,  N) 

The P e t i t i o n e r s  claimed t h a t  S h e r i f f  C l i n e  l i e d  abou t  

whether  S h e r i f f  C l i n e  "made any i n v e s t i g a t i o n  as t o "  t h e  f i n d i n g  

o f  t h e  bag o f  p a r a t h i o n .  The S h e r i f f  d e n i e d  d o i n g  so. The f i l e s  

of  t h e  S ta te  A t t o r n e y ,  a c c o r d i n g  t o  t h e  claims o f  t h e  P e t i t i o n e r ,  
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contain "literally hundreds of pages of the investigations of 

Charlie Smith and Betsy Reece King, making the Sheriff a 

perjurer." This claim is ridiculous and absurd. 

Although Mr. Cline in his effort to conduct a thorough 

investigation of the entire matter, questioned both Charlie Smith 

and Betsy Reese King, as he did so many other people, he had no 

basis for investigating them. 

He had no evidence that they had performed such 

poisonings nor had any reason to poison these children, and the 

polygraph results clearly demonstrate that while Charlie Smith, 

Betsy Reese and Annie Mae Bryant had no criminal knowledge of the 

poisoning, the defendant James Richardson clearly did. 

That Annie Mae Bryant slept with Betsy Reese the night 

before the killings, as related by James Weaver, was certainly 

not so implausible when considering additional confirming 

testimony and the defendant's jealousy of Annie Mae Bryant paying 

attention to another apparent lesbian, "Big Mamma." 

XI - 
The Petitioners claim James Weaver has recanted his trial 

testimony twenty years after the trial. 

2. The State has not received any recent statement of 

James Weaver as mentioned by the Petitioner. However, even if 

produced, the Respondent doubts that there was too much 

corroboration of Weaver's testimony; no reason for his having 

fabricated his earlier testimony; and coming twenty years late, 

it is difficult to accept such a recantation of his sworn 

testimony. See Exhibit - Q . 
Weaver, who was from Lakeland, not Arcadia, served the 

standard 50-day sentence for petit larceny, obviously regretted 

having told of the defendant's admissions as shown by his 

original statement, Respondent's Exhibit v , and his subsequent 
trial testimony. 

reluctant to testify against fellow prisoners. 

Those with long police records are often 

3 .  The Petitioner claims that: 
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James Cunningham committed perjury at trial because he also 

said at trial that James Richardson did not tell him how he 

poisoned the children, while he had said in pre-trial interviews 

that the defendant did tell him how he had done it. The 

Petitioners, however, have misstated the testimony given by James 

Cunningham at trial. Before he gave the testimony quoted by the 

Petitioners, he gave the following testimony: 

"Q He said, 'They are going to 

kill me'? 

A He said, 'They are going to kill 

me.' I said, 'For what?' He said, 

'I killed my children. I 

Q Did he say anything else at this 

time? 

A He said, 'I didn't cook though.' 

I said, 'Who cooked though?' He 

said, 'My wife cooked.' 

Q What did he say about cooking? 

A He said, 'I didn't cook.' I 

asked him who cooked. 

Q What did he say? 

A He said, 'My wife cooked.' 

Q Do you remember whether his wife 

entered into this conversation or 

do you recall? 

A She wasn't in it." 

Obviously, the witnesses had more to say about James Richardson's 

statements to him. The fact that neither party mined his 

testimony to its full potential hardly makes the testimony 

perjury. 

While James Cunningham, a chronic drunkard, may not have 

expressed himself as clearly as others might have and confused 

potash with parathion, the bottom line of his testimony was that 

the defendant admitted performing the killings because he wasn't 

making enough money to take care of the children, four of whom 

were not his. See: Respondent's Exh. R. 
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There were many other equally important witnesses herein. 

Petitioners practically ignore the testimony of prosecution 

witness Earnel Washington, which involved much of what Cunningham 

and Weaver testified about both at trial and during earlier 

questionings. 

Washington testified: 

That he had had an argument with Leonard Bryant, the 

father of four of the poisoned, when he visited from 

Jacksonville; 

That he had been having trouble with his girlfriend, Annie 

Mae Bryant, and was fearful she would have him arrested if he 

left her and the children, and that before he would divorce her 

he would kill the whole family; 

That he wanted to get out from under it all,..that he had 

a problem and wanted to get rid of it; 

That the defendant resented the fact that his girlfriend 

He admitted putting Annie Mae was 

the poison in the grits being cooked by his wife and sprinkled 

some in the body powder. See Respondent's Exh- B,  C, D, E, F. 

in a cell with "Big Mamma". 

I1 - SUPPRESSION OF EVIDENCE BY THE PROSECIPTION 

A. The insurance man's card, referred to by the Petitioner 

as a receipt, was described somewhat by witness Cline in his 

testimony. Whether or not the State or the defense offered the 

card in evidence, the Respondent does not recall, and fails to 

recognize what significance that might have. 

B. The Petitioner's reference to the glove of the 

defendant with parathion found at his home and its mate in Betsy 

Reece's apartment, helps to prove defendant's guilt and is well 

explained by Besty Reece's statement attached hereto as 

Respondent's Exhibit No. S . 
C. Defense claim that ",..State Attorney Schaub, during 

opening and closing arguments, asserted that he had been 

responsible for the deaths of other of his children." 

Defendant throughout his testimony continually claimed, 

often not even in response to questions of counsel, that he was a 
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l ov ing  f a the r ,  a g r e a t  and c a r i n g  husband and a wonderful fami ly  

man. 

H e  placed these matters i n  issue many times, and i n  c r o s s  

examination by t h e  S ta te  i n  response showed him t o  be married t o  

f o u r  d i f f e r e n t  wives wi thout  ever  having t h e  b e n e f i t  of a 

d ivo rce ,  t h a t  he had f i v e  o t h e r  c h i l d r e n ,  three of whom had d ied .  

I t  was a l s o  shown t h a t  Annie Mae Bryant caused him t o  be 

a r r e s t e d  f o r  non-support of h i s  c h i l d r e n .  T h i s  no t  on ly  r e f u t e d  

h i s  c l a ims  of knowing of o t h e r  food, b u t  a l s o  supported t h e  

no t ion  t h a t  he  had t o  poison t h e  c h i l d r e n  t o  g e t  o u t  of t h e  

o b l i g a t i o n  of c h i l d  suppor t  and of p o s s i b l y  aga in  be ing  arrested 

f o r  t h e i r  non-support. 

The S ta te  had planned t o  show h e  had no concern f o r  any of 

h i s  c h i l d r e n  and had deserted h i s  e a r l i e r  f i v e  c h i l d r e n .  

The p rosecu t ion  throughout t h e  t r i a l  r e a l i z e d  t h e i r  case 

was very  s t r o n g  and a conv ic t ion  was assured. 

Accordingly anything t h a t  might j eopa rd ize  t h e  case a t  

t r i a l  o r  i n  an appeal  was met icu lous ly  avoided. 

The admission by t h e  d e f e n d a n t  t o  t h e  polygraph o p e r a t o r  

t h a t  he had i n s u r a n c e  was not  o f f e r e d  f o r  fear t h a t  t h e  f ac t  t h a t  

t h e  defendant  had t a k e n  and f a i l e d  t h e  polygraph might  leak  o u t  

t o  t h e  ju ry .  

The de fendan t ' s  j ea lousy  over Annie Bryan t ' s  p o s s i b l e  

a f f a i r s  w i t h  lesbians was avoided so a character a s s a s s i n a t i o n  

could no t  be claimed and a mis t r i a l  dec la red .  

The p o s s i b l e  involvement of James Richardson i n  t h e  d e a t h s  

of three of h i s  o t h e r  c h i l d r e n  was never mentioned. The only  

argument o r  evidence concerning these o t h e r  c h i l d r e n  appears  i n  a 

p o r t i o n  of Respondent 's  E x h i b i t  T . 
111- NEWLY DISCOVERED EVIDENCE 

1. The P e t i t i o n e r s  have now secured an  a f f i d a v i t  of R icha rd  

Barnard which supposedly concludes t h a t  James Richardson was 

framed by F r a n k  C l i n e .  

Richard  Barnard,  however, w a s  cal led as a wi tnes s  f o r  t h e  

defense a t  t h e  t r i a l .  I t  i s  obvious from h i s  t r i a l  tes t imony 

t h a t  he  d i d  not  l i k e  F r a n k  Cl ine .  The f a c t  t h a t  he has  p u t  h i s  
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o p i n i o n  o f  t h e  case a g a i n s t  James Richardson  twen ty  y e a r s  l a t e r  

d o e s  n o t  c o n s t i t u t e  newly d i s c o v e r e d  ev idence .  H e  was, i n  f ac t ,  

asked  f o r  t h a t  same o p i n i o n  when he  t e s t i f i e d  a t  t h e  t r i a l ,  and 

t h e  judge  v e r y  p r o p e r l y  refused t o  l e t  him g i v e  it. H i s  o p i n i o n  

of  Frank C l i n e  and t h i s  case were n o t  admissible  e v i d e n c e  twenty  

y e a r s  ago, and t h e y  would n o t  be admissible  e v i d e n c e  today .  

The e n t i r e  t r i a l  t e s t i m o n y  o f  James Barnard i s  a t t a c h e d  

h e r e t o  as  Responden t ' s  E x h i b i t  N o .  U , which shows t h i s  

d e f e n s e  w i t n e s s  had no admissible  o r  r e l e v a n t  t e s t i m o n y  t o  o f f e r .  

2. The P e t i t i o n e r s  have o b t a i n e d  a n  a f f i d a v i t  from two 

n u r s e s  t h a t  Be t sy  Reece who is  i n  a n u r s i n g  home, and who has  

been  s u f f e r i n g  from a l z h i e m e r s  d i s e a s e  f o r  t h e  l a s t  s i x  y e a r s  

sa id  two y e a r s  ago  t h a t  s h e  k i l l e d  t h e  c h i l d r e n ,  b u t  t h a t  s h e  d i d  

n o t  know why s h e  d i d  it. 

Be t sy  Reece, who has  long  suffered from Alzheimers  disease, 

h a s  n o t  been  competent  f o r  o v e r  f i v e  y e a r s .  I f  she  d i d  t e l l  t h e  

n u r s i n g  a ids  t h a t  s h e  k i l l e d  t h e s e  c h i l d r e n ,  it i s  n o t h i n g  more 

t h a n  w e  have a lways  known - t h a t  s h e  f ed  t h e  po i sonous  food t o  

t h e  c h i l d r e n  b u t  t h i s  h a s  no b e a r i n g  on who p l a c e d  t h e  p o i s o n  i n  

t h e  c h i l d r e n ' s  food.  See Respondent's Exh. W1, W2, w3. 
Responden t ' s  E x h i b i t s  "A" "x'' "Y" c l e a r l y  d e m o n s t r a t e  t h e  

baseless n a t u r e  o f  t h e  P e t i t i o n e r ' s  claims of p e r j u r y  and 

p r o s e c u t i v e  knowledge th roughou t  t h e i r  A p p l i c a t i o n .  

The f ac t  o f  t h e  matter is t h a t  James Richardson  is t h e  o n l y  

one who had any r eason  t o  k i l l  t h e  c h i l d r e n .  The f a c t  t h a t  he  

t r i e d  t o  p u r c h a s e  i n s u r a n c e  on t h e  l i v e s  o f  t h e  c h i l d r e n  l e s s  

t h a n  24  h o u r s  b e f o r e  t h e  seven  c h i l d r e n  were murdered is  a 

c o i n c i d e n c e  so  compe l l ing  t h a t  it p e r m i t s  o n l y  one c o n c l u s i o n .  

James Richardson ,  t h e  man who i n s u r e d  t h e  l i v e s  of  h i s  c h i l d r e n  

t h e  n i g h t  b e f o r e  t h e y  d i ed ,  t h e  man who had gone t o  j a i l  i n  t h e  

past  f o r  n o t  s u p p o r t i n g  t h o s e  c h i l d r e n ,  t h e  man who was working 

l o n g  h o u r s  and was l i v i n g  i n  o b j e c t  p o v e r t y  because of  t h e  

f i n a n c i a l  demands of  s u p p o r t i n g  t h o s e  c h i l d r e n  was t h e  p e r s o n  who 

murdered seven  c h i l d r e n .  A s  t h i s  Cour t  s a id  1 7  y e a r s  ago,  no one 

even claimed t h a t  t h e  d e a t h  o f  t h e  c h i l d r e n  was a n  a c c i d e n t .  I t  

was c o l d  blooded p lanned  murder.  James Richardson  d i d  it. And 
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nothing has come to light in the last 20 years which coast doubt 

on that conclusion. See Respondent's E x h i b i t s  

Respondent, accordingly, asks this Court to dismiss the 

Application as being without any legal or factual basis and asks 

for leave to offer oral argument herein. 

STATE OF FLORIDA 

BY: 

DV - 

PRANK S m U B ,  STATE ATTORNEY 
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