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Oklahoma Case Data

• Since 1990, 46 people in Oklahoma have been wrongfully convicted.

• >50% were overturned based on some form of prosecutorial misconduct.

• Average of 10 years to correct.

• The U.S. Supreme Court reviewed two (2) death penalty cases in the 2024-2025 term: 
Richard Glossip and Brenda Andrew. 

• Both were from Oklahoma County and 2004 trials.

• Both involved prosecutorial misconduct and error. 

• Glossip was reversed and Andrew was remanded. 

• Glynn Simmons:  Longest serving wrongful conviction exoneree in U.S. history.  
Simmons served 48 years in prison.

• Reached partial settlement of $7.15 million in his ongoing civil rights lawsuit.
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The Costs of 
State v. Glossip 

*Costs are from 2017 Bipartisan Death Penalty 
Review Commission Report, Appendix I.E., and are 
conservative estimates.
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Jail Costs (pre-trial to sentencing for two 
trials: 1998 and 2004)*

$89,722

Jail Costs for 3rd trial as of 10/1/2025
(accruing at $66.92 per day)
Does not include medical costs

$10,966.47

Defense Costs (2 trials)* $72,934 

Prosecution Costs (2 trials)* $53,154 

Appeals Costs (2 trials - Defense only)* $106,060 

Oklahoma DOC Costs (for 27 years on death 
row)*

$1,170,380.80 

Independent Counsel Review (2023) $30,000

Supreme Court Appeal (2023-2025) $150,000

Prosecution Costs (AG and DAC) for 3rd trial undetermined

TOTAL COST TO DATE $1,683,217.27



The U.S. 
Supreme 
Court found 
in Feb. 2025:

1) Murderer Justin Sneed discussed “recanting my 
testimony” and wanting to break his plea 
agreement pre- and post-trial.

2) State withheld witness statements from Glossip.

3) State violated the rule of sequestration supplying 
witness testimony to Sneed during trial.

4) The prosecution violated its constitutional 
obligation to correct false testimony in the 2004 
trial. 

5) State destroyed evidence in 1999 during Glossip’s 
pending appeal before his second trial.
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May 2003 
Justin Sneed 
Letter to 
Attorney 
(disclosed per OK’s crime-
fraud exception) 

“recanting 
my 
testimony”
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2007  
Sneed 
Letter to 
Attorney:

“some 
things I 
need to 
clean up” 

 “it was a 
mistake”
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State’s 
Destruction of 
Evidence 
Before 
Glossip’s 2004 
trial
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Prosecutor Supplying Testimony to Sneed 
During Trial  
(Not Disclosed by State Until 2022)*
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*This memorandum was found in the DA Case File boxes 
(with highlighting and handwriting as shown). Gina Walker 
was also a state’s witness and not allowed to know other 
trial witness testimony. 



Oklahoma County DA Case File Box 8 – 
Prosecutor Interview Notes Referenced “Dr. Trumpet”  
(Not Disclosed Until 2023)
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State’s Direct Examination of Sneed at Trial
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Attorney General’s Confession of Error: 
April 2023
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Prosecutors’ Responses and Takeaways
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Oklahoma County DA David Prater about AG’s 
Confession of Error*

*Despite an open records request, District 14 DA (Tulsa) declined to produce an unredacted version. 13



The Documentation 
(obtained from State files)
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Oklahoma County Trial Prosecutor’s 
Changing Explanations: 2003-2024
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To the U.S. Supreme Court (2024):

But see her disclosure to Court in 2003:



Attorney General’s Position
to the Oklahoma Pardon & Parole Board: April 2023
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OK District Attorneys Council to the 
U.S. Supreme Court
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District 
Attorneys 
Council in 
2025:

$500,000 for 
new Death 
Penalty 
Review Team
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DAC Members on Glossip: 2023
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District 6 District 8 District 2



District 
Attorneys 
Council in 2021: 

 Conviction 
Integrity Units 
are 
“Unnecessary”
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Conviction Review Units (CRUs) 
Are a Necessary Safety Valve

• The criminal justice system is a human system; errors happen. 

• In addition to the enormous cost to the taxpayers, wrongful convictions reduce community safety and public confidence in the 
criminal justice system. 

• 18 states have CIUs:

• Arizona, Texas, California, Florida, Georgia, Illinois, Kansas, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Michigan, Maryland, Missouri, 
Nevada, New York, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Tennessee.

• Some State Attorney General’s Office have separate and independent CRUs (e.g., Pennsylvania, Illinois, Michigan, NY).

• This separation from the active prosecutions conducted by the DA’s or AG’s Office protects the independence and 
integrity of the CRU.  Separation applies to the review, filing decisions, physical files, interview and office space. 

• All six major counties in Texas have separate and independent CRUs.

• Entirely separate and completely independent units staffed with attorneys who have no connection to the 
prosecution team or case being reviewed. 

• If errors are found, these separate units handle the filings in Court.

• Staffing varies with number of attorneys, paralegal, non-legal staff, and investigators. 

• Balanced team of former prosecutors, criminal defense attorneys, and some have a member of the community.

• CRUs demonstrate to the public that being a prosecutor requires being open to reviewing convictions and reinvestigating cases 
when new information has come to light.

• Assist prosecutors to identify errors and provide root cause analysis to take steps to prevent recurrence. 21



Other Improvements to Consider
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• Revise Criminal Discovery Code to expand 10-day pre-trial disclosure rule.

• Increase resources equally for prosecutors and indigent defense (e.g., attorneys, investigators, 
experts).

• Mandate annual training by separate, independent source focused on the special responsibilities 
of prosecutors and unique role as ministers of justice (per Constitution and Oklahoma Rule 3.8).

• Commission a study to refresh the costs of cases and evaluate the current state of the justice 
system to make it more fiscally responsible and increase effective operations.

• Strengthen prosecutorial accountability tools (e.g., contempt power, mandatory reporting, 
establish database tracking misconduct).

• Independent review of death penalty and LWOP cases from specific period of time with known 
problems.



Questions
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