OCTOBER 2002 SESSI ON
PRI SONER REVI EW BOARD
STATE OF ILLINO S

PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF | LLINO S

)
)

VS. ) DOCKET NO
)

HENRY WATSON )

SUBM TTED TO THE HONORABLE GEORGE RYAN,
GOVERNOR OF
THE STATE OF I LLINO S

PEOPLE’ S RESPONSE | N OPPGCSI TI ON
TO PETI TI ON FOR EXECUTI VE CLEMENCY

HEARI NG REQUESTED

Rl CHARD A. DEVI NE
STATE' S ATTORNEY OF COCOK COUNTY

by: David P. Sabati ni
Assi stant State’'s Attorney

STATEMENT OF CASE FACTS:

Sylvia Watson-Jones, age 38, was nmarried to the
def endant, Henry Watson. The two had a 10-year-old child
who was al so naned Henry.



Over a lengthy period of tinme, the defendant was
physically abusive to Sylvia which included a donmestic
battery and a violation of an order of protection against

her . By Cctober 1999 the defendant’s abusive behavior
escal ated because he detested the fact that Sylvia was
making a serious effort to turn her life around. Syl vi a
joined Alcoholics Anonynous and began attending their
meetings regularly. Furthernmore, Sylvia wanted to shelter
their 10-year-old son from the violence and drug addiction
that was a way of l|ife for the defendant. Wth this in

m nd, Sylvia had the defendant renpved from the residence.
However, this did not stop the defendant from continued
harassnment of Sylvia, who on Cctober 22, 1999 obtained an
Order of Protection against the defendant.

On Thanksgiving Day 1999, the defendant canme to
Sylvia s residence. Wsely, Sylvia refused to allow the
defendant to enter. As Sylvia went to call the police, the
defendant went to little Henry’s wi ndow and attracted the
boys attention. Wien little Henry got to the w ndow, the
def endant showed the stunned boy a gun and told himthat he
was going to kill his nother. Wth this, the defendant fled
before the police arrived.

Later that day, the defendant was in the presence of
several acquai ntances, when he told these people of his
intention to kill his wfe.

Wthin twenty-four hours of Sylvia s nurder, the

def endant rmade nunerous calls to her residence. Syl vi a
refused to answer the phone. As a result, the defendant
| eft nessages on her answering machine. These nessages

illustrate the depraved heart of a killer and show the
terror that Sylvia was forced to endure as she lived the
| ast nonents of her life.

The follow ng highlights the verbatim threats that the
defendant uttered to Sylvia as captured on tape:

“I"’'mcomng to get you. |I’mgonna play this gane
real smart. You, the police, no other nother fucker
aint gonna catch up to ne. Bitch, you tal king
about changi ng you best change your address.
Cause you can't live there too nuch | onger
Understand this. You fucking with a gangster
that kill, bitch, always did and always will.”

“Bitch, I"'mcoming. Then I'Il pour gasoline
on you and set you afire. You need to watch
me. You understand? Don’t |augh and play,
bitch cause this ain't no gane no nore.”

“Whore, you better get ne before | get
you.”



“Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday,
Friday, Saturday, Sunday, | know when
you | eave out that door, | know where
you'll go. [I’mcomng, bitch. And when
| come |’ m gonna pour gasoline on you and
shoot your brains out. Understand ne,
this ain"t no game, bitch, this shit is

serious. |I'mcomng, bitch, one of them
days, Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday,
Friday, Saturday, Sunday. |’ m gonna shoot

you in the head at...[Message ends].

True to his prom se, the defendant knew where Sylvia
woul d be at on the evening of Novenber 26, 1999, the Friday
after Thanksgi ving. He knew that Sylvia and their son woul d
be at an AA neeting in Harvey. He knew this because he
attended these neetings in the past at Sylvia s request.

Wth this in mnd, the defendant arnmed hinself with a
| oaded handgun and boarded a bus for the neeting hall. The
defendant arrived at the hall at approximately 7:15 p. m

At the time the defendant entered the neeting room
Sylvia was sitting at a table reading literature that was
passed out. Her son was sitting behind her. There were
about a dozen people in the room These people knew the
defendant from his attendance at previous neetings. Most of
them were aware of the abuse that Sylvia had gone through at
the hands of the defendant. So their interests were
i medi ately perked when they saw the defendant take a seat
next to Sylvia. They heard the defendant tell Sylvia to
| eave the neeting with him Sylvia didn’t say a word. She
continued to read her book and conpletely ignored the
defendant. This angered the defendant, who got out of his
chair, pulled out his gun and positioned hinself immedi ately
behind Sylvia. Then, to the horror of his young son and the
rest of the group, he ained the gun at the back of Sylvia's
head, and fired two shots into the back of her head, killing
her instantly. As the stunned group fled, the defendant
fired at them

The defendant tried to make good his escape. Once
outside the building the defendant observed a wonman parking
her car. The defendant approached the woman, who was com ng
to the neeting and al so knew the defendant from his prior
attendance. The defendant pulled the woman from the car at
gunpoi nt and got inside her car. However, his escape was
thwarted when police officers, who were converging on the
scene, blocked the car that the defendant was driving. As
t he defendant got out of the car, the officers recovered the
mur der weapon from the passenger seat. The arrest was
wi tnessed by a nunber of the persons who observed the



shoot i ng. O her wtnesses identified the defendant in
separate line-ups the foll ow ng day.

TRIAL:

On February 19, 2002 the defendant waived his right to
a jury trial and elected to take a bench trial before Judge
Edw n Gaussel i n.

During the course of the trial, the People called seven
eyew t nesses, who testified how they sat in shocked horror
as they saw the defendant fire two bullets into the back of
Sylvia’s head from point blank range as she sat there
reading. All seven eye w tnesses knew the defendant. One of
the eyew tnesses was the defendant’s ten year old son.

In addition, the woman who was pulled from her car at
gunpoint, also testified. She also knew the defendant
because of his attendance at previous neetings.

| dentification was not an i ssue.

ELIGBILITY PHASE

Followng a finding of Guilty on First Degree Mirder
and Aggravated Vehicul ar Hijacking, on February 25, 2002 the
defendant waived a Jury for the Eligibility Phase.
Fol l ow ng argunents, Judge Gausselin found that the
defendant was eligible for the death penalty based upon
Chapter 720 ILCS 5/9-1(b)(11) in that

the nmurder was conmitted in a cold,

cal cul ated and preneditated manner pursuant
to a preconceived plan, schene or design
to take a human life by unl awful neans,

and the conduct of the defendant created a
reasonabl e expectation that the death of

a human being would result therefrom

HEARI NG | N AGGRAVATI ON AND M TI GATI ON

Followng a finding of eligibility, the defendant
wai ved the Jury for the Aggravation and Mtigation phase of
t he Death Penalty Hearing.

During the course of this hearing, the People brought
various witnesses to the stand, who testified to the other
crimnal acts commtted by the defendant. The testinony of
these w tnesses denonstrated that the defendant was a life
long crimnal. Through their testinony the follow ng
convictions were made part of the record:



Robbery — 1979

UUW by a Felon — 1980

UUW by a Felon — 1982

Robbery — 1986

UUW by a Felon — 1986

Delivery of a Controlled Substance on  School
G ounds - 1990

Donestic Battery — 1997

Violation of an Order of Protection — 1997

The defense presented mtigation. Included in the
mtigation was a psychiatric evaluation of the defendant
that was perfornmed by a court appointed psychiatrist. Also
included, was a report of a mtigation expert hired by the
def endant .

The Court appointed psychiatrist found that the
defendant was fit to proceed. Though the defendant was
prescribed an anti-depressant nedication, the defendant was
to take it at bedtine in order to induce sleep. The Court
appoi nted psychiatrist found that the defendant was not

suffering froma debilitating nmental illness or defect. On
the contrary, she found that the defendant has a personality
disorder wth anti-social feat ures. An anti-soci al

personality disorder is defined by the D agnostic And
Statistical Mnual of Mental Disorders as “a pervasive
pattern of disregard, and violation of, the rights of others
that begins in childhood or early adol escence and conti nues
i nto adul t hood.

Furthernore, this treatise, which is the foundation for
forensic psychiatry, goes on to state that such individuals
“fail to conform to social norns with respect to |awful
behavior. They may repeatedly performacts that are grounds
for arrest. Persons with this disorder disregard the
wi shes, rights, or feelings of others. They are frequently
deceitful and manipulative in order to gain personal profits
or pleasure.” This diagnosis fits the defendant perfectly.

Both the Court appoi nted psychiatri st and the
defendant’s own mtigation expert conducted interviews wth
the defendant’s famly nenbers in order to get a social
background of the defendant’s earlier years. The picture
painted by the defendant’s nother and siblings is not a
pretty one.

According to famly nenbers, the defendant was a
troubl emaker from his earliest years. At the elenmentary
school |evel, the defendant was transferred from school to
school because of behavior problens. The defendant beat his
fellow students, he physically abused teachers, he would
destroy property, steal property and was frequently truant.



This abusive, crimnal anti-social conduct continued
and escal ated as the defendant entered high school. At the
hi gh school 1level, the defendant becane a nenber of the
Di sciples street gang and resorted to drug dealing and drug
usage. Utimately, he was expelled from high school in his
freshman year for a battery that he commtted on a fenale
student .

The defendant was no better in his hone l|ife. He was
regul arly abusive to his sisters. He would beat them and
tie themup. H s sisters were forced to call the police and
have the defendant arrested for their own safety. The
defendant’s nother indicated to the Court appointed
psychiatrist and mtigation expert that many tinmes when she
cane honme from work she would have to go to the police
station to pick up the defendant because of the trouble he
caused. As a matter of fact, on one occasion the defendant
took a gun and shot up his girlfriend s parents hone because
of a dispute that he had with their daughter

The defendant was the recipient of tough discipline on
the part of his father. However, it was the defendant’s
abusi ve conduct toward other famly nenbers that led to such
di sci pli ne.

The defendant’s mitigation brought out the fact that
t he def endant was a substance abuser for a | engthy period of
time. However, this nust be | ooked at in the light of the
fact that at several junctures of his crimnal career,
courts have placed the defendant in drug and alcohol
rehabilitation progranms but the defendant failed m serably.

In one program the defendant had sex wth a fenale
patient, resulting in the birth of twns. Thi s happened
during his marriage to Sylvia. Despite this, Sylvia was the
inspiration for getting the defendant to join AA.  However,
t he def endant, whose only concern was his own gratification
had no notivation to succeed. As a matter of fact, it was
Sylvia s intent to better herself by kicking substance abuse
and her insistence that the defendant do the sane, that
becanme a mmjor contributing factor to her execution style
nmurder at the hands of the defendant.

At this phase of the proceedings, the Court gave the
defendant an opportunity to address the Court, but the
def endant elected to remain silent.

In addition, the Court appointed psychiatrist found
that the defendant was not nentally retarded but had a
borderline range of intellectual ability with an I.Q of 73.

Follow ng the conpletion of this hearing, on February
27, 2002, the Court sentenced the defendant to the death
penal ty. On March 22, 2002, the defendant presented the



Court wth a Mtion to Reconsider its Ruling. Argunent s
were held on this Mtion wth no new evidence being
introduced. On May 1, 2002 the Court denied the defendant’s
Motion and signed a Judgenent and Execution O der.

PEOPLE'S MOTION TO DISMSS DEFENDANT'S PETITION FOR
EXECUTI VE CLEMENCY

Because petitioner’s death sentence has not yet been
affirmed by the Illinois Suprenme Court on direct appeal,
this petition for executive clenency is premature. The
II'linois Constitution of 1970 expressly provides that
“Appeals from Judgnents of Circuit Courts inposing a
sentence of death shall be directly appealed to the Suprene
Court as a matter of right.” Article VI, section 4(b).
Pursuant to this provision, the Supreme Court pronulgated
Suprene Court Rule 606(a) which states that “In cases in

which a death sentence is inposed, an appeal IS
automatically perfected without any action by the defendant
or his counsel.” Therefore, it is <clear that all

convictions resulting in death sentences nust be reviewed by
the Court before the defendant may be execut ed.

Due to this constitutional restriction, it is clear
that no convictions resulting in death sentences are fina

prior to the conpletion of the Illinois Suprene Court’s
review on direct appeal. As the Court has |ong recognized,
the conpletion of the direct appeal is a necessary el enent
of crimnal prosecutions. See People v. Mazzone, 74 I11.2d

44, 46, 383 N E. 2d 947 (1978) (holding that a defendant’s
death while his appeal is pending requires the convictions
to be abated ab initio); O Sullivan v. People, 144 111.
604, 32 NE 192 (1892)(sane); People v. Robinson, 187
I11.2d 461, 462, 719 N E. 2d 662 (1999)(sane). Thus, it
cannot be disputed that in capital cases, the Court’s
affirmance i s an indispensabl e conponent of a “conviction.”
Accordingly, because the Governor’s clenency power is
expressly limted to situations “after conviction” (Article
V, section 12)(and in fact the practice has always been to
wait until the conpletion of the entire appellate and post-
conviction process), neither this Board nor the Governor may
consider a clenmency petition from petitioner wuntil the
finding of guilty and death sentence are affirnmed by the
II'linois Suprenme Court.

However, w thout waiving the grounds set forth in the
People’s Mdtion To Dismss, the People are responding to
each allegation in the defendant’s petition.

PETI T1 ONER ALLEGATI ONS

Vi deot api ng and Recordi ng




The defendant’s petition alleges that the defendant’s
conviction was based upon statenents made by w tnesses to
the police that were not electronically recorded, and “on
the testinony of an eyew tness who viewed a line-up prior to
an in court identification”. For the defendant to make
these allegations totally and conpletely ignores the facts
of this case. This is not a case where identification of
the perpetrator was an issue. The defendant commtted this

murder in front of a nunber of people. He was arrested
outside the building where the nurder occurred as he
attenpted to flee. Seven eyew tnesses, who knew the
defendant, including the defendant’s own son testified to

the fact that they saw the defendant stand behind Syl via,
aimthe gun and fire two shots into the back of her head.
The defendant’s allegations conpletely ignore the facts.
Nor does he allege that the results would have been
otherwwse if the wtness statenments were electronically
recorded and the line-ups videotaped. To nmake such
al I egati ons under these circunstances is |udicrous.

| ndependent Anal ysis of Forensic Evi dence

The defendant alleges that the forensic evidence used
against him was not submtted to an independent |ab for
analysis. This allegation conpletely ignores the fact that
the defendant’s conviction was not based wupon forensic
evi dence. The only forensic evidence introduced at the
trial were the bullets that were renoved from Sylvia' s head
and various ballistic material found at the crine scene
These items were fired by the gun that was in the
defendant’s presence at the tine of his arrest. Thi s
evidence was entered by an agreed Stipulation with the
defendant, through his attorney. This neans that the
defense did not dispute the authenticity and reliability of
the Illinois State Police Crime Lab finding. How could this
forensic evidence be an issue in a case where eyew tnesses
saw the defendant fire the gun? Eyew t nesses saw the
defendant leave the building with the gun in hand.
Eyew t nesses saw the defendant use the same gun in the
conmmi ssion of a vehicular hijacking inmediately outside the
building. And the police arrested the defendant inside the
car he hijacked, right outside the building where he
commtted the nurder, wth the nurder weapon on the
passenger seat.

If the defendant wanted to contest the forensic
evi dence, he certainly had an opportunity to obtain his own
anal ysi s. Rat her the defendant stipulated to the forensic
evi dence because it was not an 1sSsue. This fact is
conveniently omtted from the defendant’s petition. Nor
does the defendant allege that the results would have been
different if he decided to have the forensic evidence
eval uated by an i ndependent | aboratory.



Peopl e’ s Decision to Seek Death

The defendant clains his sentence should be reduced
because the State’'s Attorney’s decision to seek death was
made w thout uniform protocols to guide his discretion and
was not approved by a state-wi de review conmttee. However

“it has long been recognized by the Illinois Supreme Court
that the State’s Attorney is endowed with the exclusive
di scretion to decide which of several charges shall be
brought, or whether to prosecute at all. A prosecutor’s
di scretion extends to decisions about whether or not the
death penalty should be sought.” People v. Jam son, 197

I11.2d 135, 161-62, 756 N. E.2d 788 (2001). Therefore, any
attenpt to mandate such a review would constitute an
i nperm ssible restriction on the independence of the various
State’s At t or neys under t he [11inois Consti tution.
Mor eover, the defendant does not even allege nuch | ess argue
that the decision to seek death in his case was the result
of an abuse of discretion. Accordingly, it nust be
rej ect ed.

Medi cal Capacity

The defendant alleges that he suffered from a history
of extrene enotional and physical abuse and that he suffered
from a reduced nental capacity and was “possibly” nmentally
retarded. As was shown previously in this response, a
hearing in aggravation and mtigation was held. Two
docunents that were introduced by the defendant were a
psychi atric report pr oduced by a Court appoi nt ed
psychiatrist and a mtigation report drafted by a mtigation
expert, who was selected by the defendant. The Court took
these reports into consideration in determ ning whether any
mtigating facts existed that would preclude the inposition
of the death penalty.

Both reports contain a social history of the defendant.
Both reports fail to support the defendant’s allegation that
he had a history of extreme enotional abuse. Both reports
indicate that the defendant was physically disciplined as a
child and as a young adol escent. Most of this was brought
upon hinself because he physically abused his sisters. Be
that as it may, the defendant was 37 years old at the tine
of this nurder and had been renoved from his father’s
di scipline for alnost 25 years.

Nor was the defendant a person of “reduced nental

capacity” or “possibly” nentally retarded. The report of
the court reported psychiatrist repudiates these basel ess
al | egati ons. In addition, the defendant’s social history

indicates that he took regular classes in grade school and
was enrolled in regular classes in high school before he was
expel | ed. The defendant’s problem in school was not his
mental capacity but his bad violent attitude.



Furthernmore, in Atkins v. Virginia, 122 S.C. 2242
(2002) the United State's Suprene Court noted that nental
retardation is characterized as having a significantly sub
average general intellectual functioning and significant
[imtations in adaptive functioning in a l|least tw skill
areas with the onset prior to age 18 (122 S.C. at 2245
n.3), the Court expressly stated that it was not adopting a
definition of nental retardation and left it to the various
states to adopt a definition of nental retardation and
delineate procedures for determning whether or not a
particul ar defendant is nentally retarded. 1d. at 2249-50.
Because Illinois has not yet adopted a definition of nental
retardation nor has it crafted appropriate procedures, the
defendant’s claimis premature and should not be considered
by the board at this tine.

Al |l ocati on

The defendant’s petition alleges that he was not given
the right of allocution at his sentencing hearing. Again,
the defendant resorts to yet another msstatenent of the

facts. The defendant was given an opportunity to address
the Court at his sentencing hearing, however, the defendant
elected to remain nute. Wi ch, of course, is his right.

Rat her, the defendant chose to rely upon his witnesses in
mtigation and his attorney’ s closing argunent. Therefore,
he was given every opportunity to present hinself to the
trier of fact before he was sentenced.

Eligibility Factors

The defendant asserts that he is entitled to clenency
because he was found eligible for the death penalty based
upon an aggravating factor other than those factors which
the Governor’s Conm ssion has recomended be retained.
Specifically, the Comm ssion concluded that the current |ist
of 20 factors IS overly expansive and therefore
unconstitutional. Accordingly, it was suggested that the
list be reduced to just five factors: (1) nurder of a peace
officer or fireman; (2) nmurder of any person in any
correctional facility; (3) multiple nurder; (4) nurder
acconpanied by the intentional infliction of torture; and
(5) nurder of a wtness, prosecutor, defense attorney,
juror, judge or investigator.

However, the Illinois Supreme Court has expressly
rejected the Commssion's logic and held that Illinois’
death penalty statute satisfied the constitutional nandate
because it “genuinely narrows the class of individuals
eligible for the death penalty and reasonably justifies
inmposition of a nore severe sentence on those defendants
conpared to others found guilty of first degree nurder.”
People v. Ballard, [11.2d___, 2002 Ill. LEXIS 376 at 73
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(No. 88885 August 29, 2002)(citing Zant v. Stevens, 462 U. S
862, 877, 103 S. CO. 2733, 2742 (1983)). As the Ballard
court explained, “there are innunerable exanples of first
degree nurders that do not fit within any of the statutes

eligibility factors” and “each provision is narrowy
tailored to fit specific set of facts and circunstances.”
Id., 2002 Ill. LEXIS 376 at 74.

Mor eover, each of the aggravating factors represents a
determ nation by the General Assenbly that certain types of
murders are so deplorable that the death sentence may be
i nposed. Each one is intended to ensure that the nost
hel pl ess nenbers of our society (such as children, the
el derly or disabled, abused spouses) are protected against
violence or to provide a strong disincentive for the

offender to kill the victim For exanple, cold, calculated
and preneditated nurders are properly death eligible because
they are |imted to situations where the defendant has

carefully planed the nmurder over an extended period of tine,
and the availability of the death penalty nay be the only
thing which prevents these defendants from deciding to

actually kill their victims. As the Illinois Suprene Court
stated “a defendant who contenplated a nurder for a
substantial period of time, yet still commts it, is set
apart from other nurder defendants in a neaningful way.”
People v. Wllians, 193 Ill.2d 1, 36, 737 N E. 2d 230 (2000).

Simlarly, nmurders in the course of another felony such as
rape or hone invasion are properly death eligible to help
deter the defendant from killing the victim G ven these
i nportant policy considerations, defendant’s request nust be
rej ect ed.

Repr esentati on of Counse

The defendant alleges that he is entitled to clenency
of his death sentence because he was represented by only one
attorney. The issue is not whether the defendant was
represented by one attorney or a battery of |awyers. The
i ssue is whether the defendant received effective assistance
of counsel. At no tinme, does the defendant allege that he
was not given effective assistance of counsel. The
defendant was represented by the Cook County Public
Def ender’s O fice, who assigned a nenber of their Ofice to
handl e the defendant’s case. In order to handle a Capita
Case, the Assistant Public Defender nust have achieved a
grade or rank which would allow for appointnment in such a
case. The Assistant Public Defender that was assigned to
represent the defendant held such a grade or rank within the
Cook County Public Defender’s Ofice. Furthernore, this
Attorney has a great deal of experience in handling such
cases.

Di sproportionate Sentence
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The Illinois Supreme Court has denonstrated that it
wi || address conparative sentencing argunents whenever they
are raised by defendants in Capital Cases (see People v.
Enerson, 189 II1.2d 436, 727 N E. 2d 302 (2000); People v.
Pal ner, 162 IIl.2d 465, 491, 643 N E. 2d 797 (1994) and w |
vacate a death sentence if it determnes that it 1is
excessive in light of the facts of the case and the
def endant’ s background (see People v. Smith, 177 IIl.2d 53,
685 N E. 2d 880 (1997); People v. Blackwell, 171 I11.2d 338,
665 N. E. 2d 782 (1996)). However, the Illinois Suprene Court
has yet to address this issue raised by the defendant. To
do so prior to this issue being decided by the Illinois
Suprenme Court would invade the province of the judiciary.
Furthernmore, an evaluation wthout the benefit of a
transcript of the entire proceedings would sacrifice the
fundamental principles or our legal system and nmake an
enl i ght ened deci si on i npossi bl e.

CONCLUSI ON

The defendant asserts that he is entitled to clenency
because he did not receive the benefit of the changes to the
Il'linois capital sentencing system which have recently been
adopted, proposed or enacted. By relying upon a |aundry
list of new Suprenme Court Rules, statutes and proposals from
the Governor’s Conmm ssion on Capital Punishnment which were
not available at the time of his trial, petitioner clains
that his trial (as well as that of every other capital
defendant in Illinois) was by definition fundanmentally
unfair. However, the Illinois Suprene Court has expressly
rejected the claim “that every capital trial has been
unreliable and that all appellate review has been haphazard”
(Peopl e v. Hickey, I11.2d___, 2001 I1l. LEXIS 1080 at 57
(No. 87286 Septenber 27, 2001)). Rat her, the Court held
that the additional safeguards included in its rules
governing capital cases are not retroactively applicable
because they “function solely as devices to further protect
those rights given to defendants by the federal and state
constitutions” and that “a violation of procedures designed
to secure constitutional rights should not be equated wth a
deni al of those constitutional rights.” 1d. at 63, 64.

Thus, the fact that the Court, the General Assenbly and
the CGovernor’s Comm ssion have endeavored to inprove the
process does not nean that an injustice would result sinply
because the recent changes were not applied retroactively to
the defendant’s case. Instead, a true injustice would only
result if it were reflexively determned that defendant’s
trial was fundanmentally unfair wthout any exam nation of
t he proceedi ngs thensel ves. It is telling, however, that
t he defendant has not even attenpted to denonstrate how the
recent changes would have affected the outcone of the
pr oceedi ngs.
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RECOMVENDATI ON

For the reasons previously given, the People of the
State of Illinois request Governor George Ryan to deny the
defendant’s Petition for Executive C enency.

Ri chard A. Devine
State’s Attorney of Cook County

By:

David P. Sabatini
Assistant State’'s Attorney
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