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SUMMARY

The Pennsylvania Superior Court vacated an order granting William Franklin a new trial under the
Post Conviction Relief Act and remanded for further proceedings. The court held that establishing an
exception to the PCRA time bar establishes jurisdiction but does not itself establish entitlement to
substantive relief. It directed the PCRA court to address Franklin’s Brady and after-discovered-
evidence claims, including the admissibility of a deceased witness’s recantation under the statement-

against-interest hearsay exception.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Franklin's facially untimely second PCRA petition satisfied the newly-discovered-fact or

governmental-interference exceptions to the PCRA time bar.

2. Whether the PCRA court erred by treating satisfaction of a PCRA timeliness exception as an

independent basis for granting a new trial without deciding the substantive PCRA claims.

3. Whether Claitt's recantation statement and video were admissible under the statement-against-interest

exception to the hearsay rule.

4. Whether the circumstances surrounding Claitt's recantation clearly indicated its trustworthiness.

HOLDINGS

1. The PCRA court correctly found that Franklin timely filed his petition under the newly-discovered-fact
exception because he filed it within sixty days after learning of Claitt's recantation.

2. The PCRA court erred by granting a new trial solely after determining that Franklin's second PCRA
petition was timely; satisfying a PCRA timeliness exception establishes jurisdiction to consider a

substantive claim but does not itself establish entitlement to PCRA relief.

3. Claitt's recantation was not admissible under Pennsylvania Rule of Evidence 804(b)(3) because, when
made in 2016, it did not expose him to civil or criminal liability; the statute of limitations for perjury had

expired.

4. The PCRA court did not properly assess whether the circumstances of Claitt's recantation were clearly

indicative of trustworthiness.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Satisfaction of the newly-discovered fact exception is merely a prerequisite to a successful substantive PCRA
claim, not a basis for relief in and of itself.” (at 13)

“The PCRA court therefore erred in considering Claitt’s statements which constituted hearsay.” (at 20)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Franklin was convicted in 1980 of murdering Joseph Hollis and related offenses arising from a shooting during a
meeting between rival narcotics organizations. The Commonwealth's principal eyewitness was Emmanuel Claitt,
who later gave a statement and recorded video recanting his trial testimony and alleging that detectives induced
false testimony through coercion and sexual favors. Claitt did not testify at Franklin's PCRA hearings and died in
2020. The PCRA court relied on Claitt's recantation and other testimony to grant a new trial without separately

adjudicating Franklin's substantive Brady and after-discovered-evidence claims.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Franklin was convicted of first-degree murder and related offenses in 1980, and his judgment of sentence was
affirmed on direct appeal. His first PCRA petition was denied and that denial was affirmed in 1990. Franklin
filed a second PCRA petition in 2016, alleging that eyewitness Emmanuel Claitt had recanted false trial
testimony and that the Commonwealth had violated Brady. The Superior Court previously vacated the dismissal
of that petition and remanded for a timeliness hearing. After evidentiary hearings, the PCRA court found the
statutory timeliness exceptions satisfied, vacated Franklin's convictions, and granted a new trial. The

Commonwealth appealed.
DISPOSITION

vacated

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The PCRA court must determine whether Franklin's Brady-violation and after-discovered-evidence claims merit
relief under the PCRA. Any evidence admitted in further proceedings must be consistent with the Superior
Court's opinion.
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