Dear Sir or Madam,

I am writing to you regarding the conviction of Mr James Harry Reyos. I understand the Texas Board of Pardons and Paroles is currently considering his request to be granted a pardon on the grounds of innocence.

Having consulted Mr Reyos, and having studied the details of his case, I have real concerns about the safety of his conviction. I would like to share my concerns with you in the hope that the case can be resolved, with justice prevailing. Whilst of course it would not be right to grant a Pardon for a guilty man, it serves no purpose to allow an innocent man to continue to be labelled a murderer. It does not benefit the murder victim (in this case Father Ryan), the community, society as a whole or, of course, the person who has been convicted. I fully appreciate the need for great care on your part to reach the correct decision but feel that my views might be of some help to you.

The Facts of the Case

At 20:00 on the evening of 21 December 1981 Father Patrick Ryan, a homosexual Roman Catholic Priest from Ireland, but who lived in Texas, USA, checked into a room at the Sand and Sage Motel in Odessa, Texas. At some point in time between 20:00 and midnight Father Ryan was viciously attacked and murdered, with his hands being bound behind his back and with him being bludgeoned to death in the motel room.

In November 1982 James Harry Reyos, a closet homosexual who admitted being with Father Ryan hours before the crime, was arrested after making a drunken telephone confession to the police. The following year he was convicted of the murder and sentenced to thirty-eight years imprisonment. He is currently on parole and wishes to be granted a Pardon of the grounds of innocence.

I work under the premise that if a person’s guilt cannot be proven then their conviction cannot be safe. A conviction should be overturned if there is a lurking doubt as to whether the individual is guilty. In the case of Mr James Reyos there is, in my opinion, doubt. 

The Alibi Issue

I ask you to consider the alibi issue. It would be a remarkable feat for a man to travel a total of approximately four hundred miles and commit a brutal murder all in four hours. It is especially remarkable when one considers that there is no evidence to suggest Mr Reyos knew where Father Ryan was. Father Ryan checked into the motel where he died, under a false name. The person in the next room heard no disturbance from 9pm onwards, suggesting the crime occurred before this time, but at this time Mr Reyos was nowhere near the scene of the crime. At 8pm he was in Roswell, two hundred miles away from Odessa. He could not have arrived at the motel until 10pm at the very earliest and even then he would have needed to be travelling at more than one hundred miles per hour, constantly throughout his journey to the motel and back to the Roswell area were he was, undoubtedly, at 00:15. Although he was caught speeding at 00:15, by a police officer who issued a ticket, it is inconceivable that he could have travelled at the enormous speeds required over a very large distance.

Forensic Evidence

At no point in time has any forensic evidence been presented to show that Mr Reyos committed this crime or that he was present at the scene of the crime, prior to the murder, whilst the murder was being committed, or following the murder.

An FBI lab report dated April 27, 1983 stated: ‘The five latent fingerprints and the two latent impressions are not the fingerprints or palm prints of Reyos,' the FBI examiner wrote. The Texas Department of Public Safety Crime Lab in Midland wrote, on May 30, 1983, 'None of the numerous hair from the scene previously examined resembled head or pubic hair from the suspect (Reyos).’
The presence of these unidentified hairs and prints is important because it is most likely they belong to the man who was responsible for this horrific crime. When one considers the nature of the murder, it would be expected that the killer would leave a forensic trace (every contact leaves a trace) at the scene. Clearly there was no trace of Mr Reyos at the scene.

It is clear that the forensic evidence does not link Mr Reyos to this murder and, indeed, it seems to suggest the involvement of a third, unidentified, individual. In conjunction with the ascertained fact Mr Reyos was two hundred miles away on the night in question, with no eyewitness testimony contradicting this, the absence of any physical evidence linking him to the scene of the crime (or indeed any evidence being able to place him in the vicinity of the offence) is suggestive he was not there. If he was not there then he is unquestionably innocent.

I would recommend, if possible, for the samples of hair and the lifted fingerprints, if they still survive, to be analysed again to see whether they match anyone who has had samples taken by law enforcement over the past two decades. It is possible DNA could be extracted from the hairs which might match someone whose details have been recorded. This could possibly allow the identification of the true culprit for this crime.

The Confession

I am sure you are aware that Mr Reyos made a confession, one year after the murder, claiming responsibility for Father Ryan’s death. Mr Reyos alleges this was under the influence of alcohol and drugs, which he has known to have had problems with at that point in time. I am sure checks of custody records would show he was drunk at the time of his arrest.

He cannot recall what he said, but was later informed he had asked to speak to someone in connection with the murder of a priest in Odessa, before adding, “You are talking to the killer.” Less than two hours later he retracted his confession saying, “In the name of God, I didn’t do this.”

Whilst it would seem damning that he made a confession at any point in time I ask you to please, for a moment, to pretend the confession did not occur and to consider all of the other facts. I ask this because it is an unfortunate fact that people do occasionally confess to crimes they never committed, especially those who, like Mr Reyos, were experiencing grave difficulties at the time and who have a troubled background.

Taking the alibi issue into consideration, along with the lack of any evidence placing Mr Reyos in the vicinity of the crime, and with evidence suggesting the involvement of another individual, it would seem that without the confession there is nothing at all linking Mr Reyos to the murder. The reliability of the confession should therefore be questioned. If it is unreliable then there is nothing to suggest Mr Reyos is a murderer.

I would like to ask you to consider the fact that Mr Reyos volunteered to undergo a lie detector test. A report written by Detective Jerry Smith, the primary Odessa Police Department investigator, six days after the death of Father Ryan stated that ‘At about 5:30 p.m., Det. Casey completed Reyos polygraph. Det. Casey advised that he felt Reyos was truthful and was not involved in the homicide.'"

Whilst the accuracy of polygraph tests has been questioned by some, it is indisputable that false confessions have occurred in the past.

Mr Reyos has, subsequent to the confession’, consistently denied any involvement in what he calls a great miscarriage of justice.

James Reyos’ Background

I point your attention to the fact that Mr Reyos is a Native American and was a closet homosexual at the time of Father Ryan’s death. I ask you to consider the possibility that Mr Reyos was the victim of prejudice in the eyes of the jury. A Native American, homosexual man could possibly, as I am sure you can appreciate, be viewed in a prejudicial manner by many people. This is especially the case when one considers the trial took place in 1983 when there was a greater feeling of hostility towards members of the ethnic community and minority groups than there is in 2005. Whilst I am not saying this should be considered highly significant I feel that there is a very real need to think about this issue in detail because it is possible the jury were influenced in some way by the defendant’s sexuality and race. Also the status of the victim, as a respected priest, would have exacerbated any hostility that could have existed in the minds of the jury.

The Belief of a Prosecuting Attorney

As I am sure you are probably aware, prosecuting attorney Dennis Cadra, who was involved in the prosecution during one of Mr Reyos’ appeals against his conviction, has publicly stated that he is certain of Mr Reyos’ innocence.

On Wednesday, April 23, 2003, prosecuting attorney Dennis Cadra stated on TV's "American Justice": "Mr Reyos couldn't have, couldn't have committed the murder."

Earlier, in 1992, Mr Cadra wrote to the then Governor, Ann Richards, saying: "Despite my 16 years as a prosecutor, I came to the firm conclusion that it was physically impossible for Mr. Reyos to have committed the crime for which he has been in a Texas penitentiary for almost eight years."
In my view this speaks volumes and must be considered, along with the other details of this almost unique case, to be of great significance. The defence, as expected, has always argued that Mr Reyos is innocent, with the prosecution contending this belief. for a prosecuting attorney, involved in the case, to now believe that Mr Reyos is innocent is a point that special importance should, in my opinion, be attached.

Concluding thoughts

Mr Reyos is not in any form of penal institution, having been granted parole. He is not considered to be a danger to the public. He appears to be a well-balanced individual, in contrast to the individual who committed this heinous offence. However, Mr Reyos wishes to live his life without a murder conviction hanging over his head. Despite having ‘freedom’ in the sense that he is no longer in prison, he feels that the injustice is continuing because he cannot live an ordinary life, with his movements being limited. He believes he is innocent and that the Board should recognise this, grant a Pardon and allow him to try and live as normal a life as he possibly can.

If Mr Reyos’ guilt cannot be proven then his conviction should be overturned and a full pardon be granted. Wherever there is doubt, the doubt should be expressed with the overturning of a conviction. Someone should not be termed a murderer, and punished as a killer (although Mr Reyos is free he does not have the same rights as others out of prison), unless their guilt is an ascertained fact. There is no proof of Mr Reyos’ guilt. In a criminal case it is simply not good enough to believe there is even a high probability of guilt.

I have studied a very large number of facts and have examined many theories of what might have occurred on 21 December 1981 at the Sand and Sage Motel, Odessa, Texas. Throughout the time I have researched the evidence, having an open mind throughout my research, I did not come across a single detail that has lent itself to a credible suggestion that James Reyos was in any way involved, either directly or indirectly, in this heinous crime. I have concluded that the strength of the case for Mr Reyos’ innocence far outweighs that for his guilt. As such I can only recommend, most strongly, that Mr Reyos’ conviction be overturned with a full pardon, on the grounds of innocence, being granted. However, I appreciate you will need to reach your own conclusion but I believe that the doubts about the conviction must be taken in to account.

I hope my thoughts have been of some assistance to you. Please feel free to contact me at any time should you require any further details or if you would like to consult with me about this case.

With my very best wishes,

S. C. Lomax (Scott Lomax)

Sclomax2004@yahoo.co.uk 

To return to the James Reyos page of my website please click here.
