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ISSUES PRESENTED

1. The PCR court’s findings of fact are clearly erroneous as there is no reliable evidence

on the record to support said findings thus invalidating any legal conclusions made based

upon those unsupported facts.

2. Trial counsel erred in failing to move to supress evidence that was obtained in volation
of the Fourth Amendment and allowing Petitioner to plead guilty without knowledge of

the law in relation to the facts of his case.



STATEMENT
Petitioner Christopher Francis, pro se, would like to incorporate the following
argument and exhibits into the Petition for Writ of Certiorari that was filed by Appellate
Counsel. These arguments and exhibits are part of the PCR record but were erroneously
omitted from the Appendix. Petitioner wishes that only the arguments presented here and
on the record at the PCR hearing be reviewed by the Court. All other arguments and
claims for relief presented by appellate counsel and/or Respondent in its Order of

Dismissal are without merit and accordingly were not raised by Petitioner.

Attachments:

1. Amendment and Brief in Support of PCR
2. Incident Report A (detailed)

3. Incident Report B (summary)

4. Map A

5. MapB



ARGUMENT

The PCR court’s/Respondent’s factual findings pertaining to the evidence the

police officers had prior to taking Petitioner away from his home is totally unsupported

by the record and is clearly erroneous.

The PCR court’s/Respondent’s findings of fact as to what information the officers
had to support probable cause for an arrest are identical to the solicitor’s version of the
facts given at the plea. Compare App. 18-p.19 with App. 125. At the PCR hearing
Petitioner challenged the veracity of the information relayed by the solicitor when
compared to the police incident reports. App. 71-p.72. Petitioner did so because
Respondent had previouély argued that the solicitor’s version of the facts supported
probable cause in its return to a federal habeas corpus petition filed in 2005. This was
their sole defense to Petitioner’s claim of ineffective assistance of counsel for failure to
suppress illegally obtained evidence. At the PCR hearing Petitioner made it his first order
of business to enter the police incident reports into evidence and show how the solicitor
and the police have different scenarios as to what the facts were and how it would be
beyond all reason and logic to take the solicitor’s “version” of what happened over the
testimony of the police who were actually involved. Petitioner never raised the factual
errors/spin made by the solicitor as a claim for relief and only brought up the point to
counteract the falsehood that Respondent was attempting to present as its defense. App.
75,1.22-p.76,1. 1-17.

Seeing as how Respondent prepared the final order to reflect its own position on
Petitioner’s issues, the solicitor’s version of what happened has morphed into a “finding

of fact by the court”. The only part of the PCR record that would support such a finding



would be the provenly false and twisted version of the facts given at the plea by the
solicitor. In the face of the police incident reports that were entered into evidence, the
court’s “finding” is clearly erroneous as it is absolute absurdity to accept the solicitor’s
version of what happened over what the police said themselves. App. 76, 1. 6-17. For
Respondent to misrepresent this issue as a claim for relief is disingenuous to say the least.
Petitioner does not need for Respondent to create frivolous claims that it may easily shoot
down in its attempt to run away from the actual facts and meritous issues. An honest
review of the record does not support the court’s “findings” and accordingly certiorari
should be granted to rectify this error and to review Petitioner’s claims of illegal search
and seizure on an legitimate factual and legal basis.

Plea counsel’s representation was ineffective for failing to make a motion to

suppress evidence that was obtained in violation of the Fourth Amendment.

At the PCR hearing Petitioner entered into the record an Amendment and Brief
detailing the legal arguments in support of his claim. App. 65, 1. 11-23. Petitioner also
entered two separate incident reports and two copies of the GPS satellite maps of the area.
App. 79, 1. 14-20. This was done to definitively establish what the totality of the
circumstances were in order to properly review Petitioner’s Fourth Amendment claims.
These exhibits were properly entered into the PCR record and should have been included
in the Appendix and are hereby incorporated into the appellate record. |

Petitioner would like to incorporate the legal arguments made in said Amendment
mto the current stage of review (Please see attached Amendment and Brief). All claims
not raised in said Amendment (ie. those created by Respondent in its order of dismissal)

are to be ignored as they are clearly meritless and the Court should not waste its



resourches by reviewing clearly meritless issues that were not even raised by Petitioner.

CONCLUSION

Petitioner again asks that the Court grant certiorari to review the issues and legal
arguments presented in the attached Amendment and Brief and to considered the attached

exhibits in its review.

Respectfully submitted,

Christopher Francis, pro se

2033 Park Drive
Lancaster, SC 29720

Date: 8/9/2011



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that a true copy of the Response to Johnson Petition with attachments has
been served on Respondent at Rembert Dennis Building, 1000 Assembly St., Room 519,

Columbia, SC 29201, this 9* day of August, 2011.

Christopher Francis, pro se
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Definitions of Key Terms

[, objeckive - OF, relading Yo,or based en exteonally verifialdle phemsimend, as oppesed
+e am jodwidial’s pe;iep'ﬁe«s, _'&elinasl or indesdions <Hhe objedtive Facks>.

2. 5iubj echive- Bosed o an individuall percegtions, faelings, or infertions, as oppesed

+o exterially verifiabie ghenomena,

3, suspicion - The apprehension or\»ugimcﬁm T e exictence of m%iﬁs wreng

based, only en incenclusive ax slight evideuce, ar posesi f:iy ever ko evidence,



Stadementt o Tosues

L. Did e of¥icers have probabile cauge Yo arrest Applicant prist Yo cbtaning
e jnceminad nq stakement?

T, Did We 6BReers violake Apphieants H Amendmedt rights whea Fhey Jock him
To Yhe pehice stodien for questh m?nﬁ and. ﬁuh;ed‘ ed him e costodicd fwlermsc:@i mq?

T Did $he Aicers vielate Apph casis L Amend mesch riglts whew $ey 4earched
his perswmi ePPecks withod s conserdt?

N, Are Yhe fruits oF Yhe oFFicers ;ﬂeﬁa.l comduct inodandssalole Yot ¢
. Did cosmsed e by "Fedliwa—\-c make @ meti o de Suppress e } lleﬁc\ﬂ\{ ebtained

evidtnce and advising Applicart 1o plead qui H\[ mcl did his advice prejadice
Appliceat rewdeniing his Suil'\’)/ pleai nvdm‘bry?



Argm«wl-s

The efficers did wabhave prolosble cange o arrest Apphicait prior To cbtaining the
incimiwaiing statened (Towe T),

belovs ; \

According u Yoo incideid reports Yhe description givemo® Ve suspedtivas o bl made crmed
wibls whad s believed e he a shatgue wearing adong bleck coekarcape, biack gloies, a white
bamdana sior hisFaes, and a cag pulied doon over his Face. driving « white older- model 2-door;
pessibly an Oldsuabile. This informaiow. cam lreok be described as vague and lackisg indekeil,
Ay aresudt o Yo Hicerls investigadion & Agplicenk $hey discovared Hhat Aopliaaids vl cle,
& white A-doot BuideRegel wiich wesparked i his yord, eodained a blade .22 rifle, amoid
rusted over shotgin, o Fow haks, tome lenit gloves, and e white bandana. with black pirieting
snsngy 4 varisus conteads, Under e cb)ective anaysts required by lass hese Sucts coudd
WX provide Yhe o¥ficers with suffici ekt evidewce. Jeallow a sagistribe o acceple it as prehelie-
caiot Yo arrest Applicasttor armed reblery ( Sleagald v U5 07 501 1o42 aiasvaik puecesseiy
beeasse. law onfirers “inay lack. suffici ek ohjedkivity o wel gh corredtly Hhe strengha of the.
evidence sugportingHhe. tordemploded achien against Hhe tadividualy intereste in protecting his
Bt moa“"ry. " Tervy v Qhio 8% 5.(%; 1808 (4] “ Packe a«ffs-i' be. judapd aquinst shajeckive. W\”;
Beoie v Olwe ¥ S0 223,224 Tthe. Prsboiale, causetest Yhom, is as ol edhive sre, ’9 Firet dhe
suspe,a"rvej«ick was descrihed as pescibly being an Oldsimelor Lo, and Aepliowts vehuele ;¢ a Buick
ek 14 6 varmmce. it Yne description of Hre, suspest velicie. TF $he suepect vehice could have.
possrboly betma Buik, i+ could have possibly been o Chevy, Cadillac, Linesdn, ooy oF mumersas
2-desr vemides. Secundly; vhe Pficers never discovered fpplicant wearing amy Tk items
ahiribcted Jothe suspect, anly observing afiw (nnochlous i Hemg ampng the gonenl elather ot
Appicants purked vekicle, Meve cF Yaese iHems could objechively be makched o ¥he

deceriphien erther oy Yheir mere presence imdhe vehicle or by any dishnchivz charactenistics



v by He wibness sk ey owld be compared Yo; Hhey were everyday Hems Hhek migi
Foond enHe promises oFmamy hemes or in ssmesnes vehicle, %o all dhe o®Ficors had
o 55 on was @ vague and indistiuchive description oF e Suspord's ¢ lothing and vekude
- Rtensnens madch of Applicast’s vehide in calor and body fype with ¥he suspecdt-velicle,
end thoms i Appiicandt s vehuele Yhak had very [t le iTany obective weight whea wompered
Jodae wifress’ J.ew‘;(ﬁ_im. Overdl, Wais scont pamousct «rf vekormation, although oS8 et
Yo jushi€y a reasomakle suspicivn, was insicRichend o provide dhe #Ficers with probabie.
tanse Yo arvest Applicant Sor armed vobbery CHowry v US 20 5. Gt 168, 170 “Comencn romar
¢ vegort, suspicion, o even sty reasimto suspect’ was at cdequate Yo opport & wamanck
Cor arrosh” 7 Weshy leball 14 5.0k 762,753 59 Yo warrant for he arvest Fapersen
thargtd with o orime st truly name him, or describe himsifFiciantly 4o idedd i 5 him,
The priuciple & Hee commen law, by whick waprasths o wmests o . mast speci i cally hame.
e descirioe e personto be arrested, has bewn ofRrmed indine. Americans %*}Micus; .
& weseasdy Unsk doesnah do 50 Wi 1 ek Jus¥ry Ve FPicer making Hee arvest”) The bonky o
%An«%ud‘jwispwdm relledrs Hhis conclasion bud” Applicant wondd drawe
atrntion o e Case. i packiadar, USy Swif 220 F. 34 502 (T4 Cir. 2600), 4o fusbhier
skt s peisdd. T 5w, Yhe Ehicers inwived in o aimed roblery investigation
encounbered a vehicle Yok almost txacHy matched He descriphion o the saspedt vehidle,
with & partiol og number mattthy and fwe occuparts whe matchad Yne general deceriphion
& Ve suspedrs, The cﬁ:ic,er; Hrams parted Hhe twe men Jo the police Staben and Hne
eonit properly held Yot e icers ackions constihked an il leﬁa.\ arvest bteesse ¥he
TR eers lacked silicertFadual Wle&si o make aprobable cause dererminedion
and arvest Yhe men. Howerer, Yhe court held Yhe legel ameet %o be harmless 2 e chiet
Y eshigating ERicar; who was & Y erime scene, wordd have held probockoie. caunse +o
sicreshthe men had Yhe FRcars waited an the investigaor to armve; he doserved tage
ando red 2arbud tadhe vaudt drthe crime scene and later Fourd madthing Yopa and
keedphenes missing ared earbud jn Y mens 'vehicle ab e palice shbion. The paint



3

6, e il ialch oF e men's veliche Yot qemernl dvsiniphion o e vobiers! viewed
chjecively, was imsfTiciendto provide Pre Fficers with proboble cause . Qnly e
Tnveskigudors doservadion oF Yhe. yneérc}&‘m%We, amd earbud Foumd jv Hee men's vehicle,
both & whidh were dishinckive, conld, provide an oljec¥uely reasonsble basis For o prebabie
Couse dedermingion( Secaks US v damders 351 Fzd 227 (M*0Gir i992) madch, 68 Snspactl.
ces o vague witness deceriphion msafSicied o Jost Ty an umﬁ*\').

T addiion Applicank wadd like to carifly tircamstamces nat expressly shed in dhe
tncidedk veparks and misrepreseated by the slicHor ab Appliont’ plsc. Copf. Baileys
uppesed soseruckion & Applicanck nearVhe. inbersecion & Botbor, Bancon, aid Taneass s,
wedd have accined approgimately Tmiles W,Y”FW‘B\L crime scene and Yk Dterseation
i6 approvimabely Imiles awny From Applicad’s home o Tryon &t Solhe remark made. by
the seliciter & Frpplicadks pleadinad Appiicant was observed leav g Yot crime scene
(Rt U, iL-t9) s m}slea&;,,‘,ﬁ and incons;besd with Hhe s and Yhe FFicers o Fesh wny,
Appliat weuld also poirdrad ek Caph Lustey, alhsude he supposedly saw Agplicant, never
pucsied e dboerved vehicke ; wr&iuﬁ holhre incidest veports he was cdled do Appiicants
heme by Dl Hi Hon, who himselt did nstshew wp o Applicontis home wichl 30 minates ffer
e crime (R 22 115 13) and wos approgimately Tmikes away Fevm Applitasct's home whes,
(ogt. Baloy's bupposed shservakion weuwld have accnsred,

Furtharmore., e offenrs wnwolved indne tinrestigaRion mever dlasmed ok Yoy hed probelde
catse do arrest Applicantt prior Yo dotaining on incrisinatuy stodt memd and Hheir oum version
b evrade reunforces Yhe Tk Waad Hhey did net bawe probakole canse do airest Appticastand
%ﬁ%v, were awart of Yne Sack The indidest reperts s%s%&,&w?‘@‘“‘ﬁ*“ﬁ%
estigubive debodivem they acked Applicnnto comee infir questioning Com ileged sei2r0)
o Yt Applicont emsentved o do so, asserting Yo gosikion Yok Appli ot cudd ust be
ommpelled fogerloVhee peirce stodion o Wtk Hone andbha st exchrely Gonsansiva) ; ik dbher
wrds Woe Fficers didwak haue grobslale canseto arrest Applicad bt were aftemphing to
pressare A@i:wfr o giving evidenis againsthimse b, The chher incidest Pefvaﬁ‘ stodes



Podd W suispicions, Gircomstaices oF e enconber o App lcant’s home led 4o Appiicants
investigadion ok Yo police. stadien, The Supreme Qouct, in ths analysis and nefienale oF
Brosin v Tllinel 95 5.6, 225 amd Dumasway v NV 99 5., 2248, umequivically sheted Woa
secdn acions by police fFficers are. virhuod Concissions o e Fork ek Yhere. was o prebolote
Canse Yo arrest e suspedk (¥ The ?mpm?ﬁ-efy P e arrect wis cbvions | awisreness oF dhe
ok was vickually conceded by Hhe dwe detediives whenVhey repoctedly oekinawiedged .. -
ek he, puepose ¥ Yneir ackiom was fer Snvestigabion’ sofar questioning! ” Bravav
Loty oF 226 2 anmd Dumawey v AY o 2256 ; “Uhe. ‘unreastnakle searches and seizires’
tendemntd tnthe Fourbin Amendnsd are almest aways made forthe purpese oF compelling
o wam o give evidence against Nimsel€eco and eompelling e man ‘i a criminal case ds be
L ivkhess aqeiial imsel€, ! whick is condenuned it Fifi Amendimestt, Yres ligidkonthe
queshon asto whal is amCumressonalie. seardn and sei e Witk Hhe mean; g oF Ve Fourlin
Amendunesr.” Boyd v US G 5.0, 5214, 34 whomeverthe police arrest Yrey must areeston
‘probadile canse! This uatdhe fumckion oF Hee pelice 4o arrest, as thwere, of largeand do use
am \vécaws&‘m« process o pelice headquarters erderto dckermine whew Hey shoedd
Charge. before o totnmi Hing magisteate on prooakle canse L Mallory v U5 77 5.¢t: 1352, 362 ;
Ub v Semdecs 9574 F2d 727 (H5Cir. 1992) 6icors adimithed dhart was no Fmiﬂnﬂsiz canse based
o ingthy o suspack’s car Yo s vague description): Under the dudrine o stere decisie Yhis
Court must Sellow Wi fong stomding line o reasening by af¥irmiug e FockYhad Thereas.
e proocbe. camseds arrest Applica and thad Yoo FFicers' tum ackiens smd explicactions
rEnEarce s dnd oSSirwms Yhis Fack (Sumivole Tribe o Floridav Forida 116 5.6k 1114(93¢)
(ot oscond 1y ighar ks onphiaaions & Yot guiering rhes oF law and the poctions of
Je,,g,q,;mmmw\{%% resadr; Horbury v Deudede 233 X34 58,(CADC 260¢) Firnavd
tmsidered icka by U5 Supreme Qourtichinding ),
T comcusion i cannat be scid thal e ofcors, ehoarly had probable cass 1o anrest
Apphcan Sor s by, A shoted clove, the eFicors oy had oo el o Agplceat'
il e Mee, suspeak velsicke ; ooy did discover some. Homs i Apptitant’s veni e bk Yhoy



had iwotRiciand fechmal kioutedgeto reasenalely tmafeh any of Yhase. ems Yo the dese riphiow, which
wis Tndistincive; Hhe FRcers Yhemselves nayer tlaimed Yk gy Fdhe rews Yoy discavered
was & 55N e welght 4 Constihdre proable cause. T Lighk & tese Facks M&%‘”’( presence
o some. Fype of diskinak v i betwetin Vhe suspects amd e witness’ descriphions inthe
releand case s, whidh1s locking inthe presedrcase, Hee presesd wase cam, ot mest; enly
be clessified a5 margined as be vhether orask Yhe. s ficers had prebabe case o serest
Apphicant. A Yo JBcars never dbkaipned B WarfasY prier %%k{e\j Applicart +othe pelice
staienfor question, g, Hais (ot st resolve Has 15sue in App Reant's Taver and rude
hak tho Picers lacked probable cuuseto arvest Agplicaid fur aomed rebbecy (U5
Verresca 855k 71, Ty ewd Tllinots v Gakes 103 5,68, 2517, 233 (.10 dowlstRid o
margimal cases should oo determined by W preference for warrats ; Wilkes o chj
29734 1362375 (Cir) “a conrt revisiting e probalede cause issue - Should
rescive ‘doubt B or macginal cases inbhe defendantls Faer ). |

The o5%cers visloded Applicantle ¥* Amadmend vighis whe they ook his o he pelice
gakion for questoning, suljected hincds custodial \nketrogaion, aud searched his persins
HFedrs withad his cusedy ( Toues Tawd ),

The relevaet acks endhis 1552 are as Tollows : 1) olice Fpcers iniHaked an epcomder
with Apphican o his howe 2) he, was Fold he was YeFecus oF a erimive| investigation, frisked,
q‘wthu\, given teminands, and asked o give csnsand to search Wisvehi de 3) he was supposedly

| askrd jwarwed, and suppeszd ly ca—nw&u{ o 30%%?4{@. stekion fer questuning #) ot Hee
pelice chitivn hewis given Mirande. mﬁ@s amd iebervigated ina small rovtnforaer am
howar i) sun aces M'm::c\'ihﬁ' Shekemend was obtained 5)aFter Applicans was falew duuny the
remaniog cFFicars usited af Agpliast’s home unhil his mother-arrived, requested and
dbtained her consudd, aind searched Applicamt’s bed 6) meney was Fownd under e mattrese.



Di<c ol
Applicanst dovs st eontest Yhe validity of Hhe ini Hal seizure, as it would be jushifiable
wnder Yhe principles of Terry vOhic 88 5. Gh 196H amd its progenys Howerer, wion dhe o cers
supposedly seked Appliand 1o go 4o $he pelice stationtur quastioning,if converted oo initiel
valid seizure into am ilfeg ol seizure which weuld invalidate Applicasts supposed conseid o
30 o the police shdkiow, despite any warnings Applicast supposedly recieed (“Tustice White
amnvnced he Judgpmend o Yhe Supreme Lot and delivered am epimiva helding Wk . pelice.
exceeded Hhe limits oF am inveshigative stop where ey asked defendunct Yo decempany Hrein
o astmall police roem. " Florida v Royer 103 S0 1319 See abso USy Berry 670 F 24 $73
Vs lil] eae F2d 429). T Reyer, Yhe Supreme Cawrt decreed Hud, withoud probable canse,
Wnder ts € rusmsTances are Pelice obFicers o qitempt +o conduct « cushedial inckerragation
after it aling an inveshigadive. step, adt even by askingTer cud ataiuing contsuit 1o do s
(“Wer onayjtha. police seck Yo vers fy Yheir quspicivns by means Hask apprachthe condbions of
arrest. Duma ey v Ny made Shait dhear.” F?cye,r & 1325), Therefeore, as aresutt e ofRcers’
itlegal Line of questioning Applicant sugposed cansent waudd invalid, and Yhe PR cer's supposed
warnings Canndt attemuade ety F Waeir ilegal acions (“he ‘confinementjuthcls case
wet heyerd Yee fimited restriod fF o Terry invest gadive stop avd Royers consedt wagthus
hausdtd by Wee ileqal iy, aconclusion g required reversal invhe absence oF probble cause 4o
arvest. ! Reyer af B2le; “sickemends given duninga peried o illegpl dewtettion are inadmissabole. -
evenHrough velwtarily given i ey arethe graduck of the illegel dekudiion ” Mayerd 1326
* I Miramd wacriags, by Snemselves, were held o adtenute e duisky oF g whionstituckival
wrrest; requardlect o e wantsm o iw-pcsefa.l He Fuwdh Aww&m‘lf vielaXion, Yae effeck o Hre
exdusionery e wssdd . substantfially dibded.” Brown o Tlhineis 45 5.0, 225, 2261).
The Chruwnstances behand how Applicadk got 4o Yhe pelice shatfion, whidhin and o iiseld
constibked an illegel arrest are moet inbigher o€ e illegal custadial wkersagaion o Applicant-
e police o, The condiiling aastoe hy avbiis Lsine, Dumaway v NY 6.0k, 22449 whichis
broed o Browin v THineis 4575.(x, 2259, s vmequivocsd inits crndemiadrion & Gistodial
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ikeriugabions held witheulr prababobe. casse. The Facks o W Dusaimy case and Applicart's case are
ndisiguichabe as o matier o Law (“difforeaces inforwn must ek be exalted over substance . G e
Fhe police station, Brows was teken p an intercogaion rem amd s 2npenience was i Pu;.:s‘hvﬁﬁjsi‘\ﬂlﬂlf;
From pekitioner’s.” Damawey o 2288), A5 jndhe Browiand Dumawasy ceses, Applicaact wagtaken 12 las.
pelice statien Yor questioning withal prebable canse, he-was given Mirmdat werningg and was a«lagtd‘eé
o custodia) rerragatiens uschil am incrimi recking stabemest- wasobtmined. TherefRre, underdie dectrne.
& share decisic g Court swustFailow Hhe rezsent wg dand Conglusions aF Duwosinsf omd hold gy Appiicant’s
¥ fanemdimend cighehs were violated as a result of the-ilfeqed custodiol inderrugation of Applicast ot the
pelice staien,

Wibk veapiard +u dhe searde st Applicasds bed, e condraling authurity omthis ivssce, US v Mk 79 5.t
388 See obso USv Wit M 439 F.24 1071), 15 amequivacal in helding thak umless o dhi k- pocty hes mudkatwse
R or tritred & he, property or efFecks 4o be-seached, thek hird-party comnst provide. velid sgmsesh o
searthn Y property or & Teas, Applicanil, as anadull, undouedly has o legitimete egpectabion &
privey ihis parsonal bl and Yhe area urderneadde his mcthre sy, fack commanly recogmized by siacty -
as @ whele. Applicank W o iy shered his bedreomn, mucdh less his bed, with his other: Prmestalse be -
recaquized Yhak Applicant's rigs were ak siske inthe staudn of Wis porssmal bed amd nrt-his wotlens, giving
Appiicant ewowsive aiddherity Yo comsea 4o s search (T 16 inportaut o bear in mi ad Yk i vwos e
pekitioner’s constiiutional eight which was a stukee here, amd na e wightt cferk e hotel S T+-Q¢5
 righ, Hherefere, whidhewhy Wre. petifioner could was by word ardeed.” Stoner v Celifomia 74 50,999,
g93). Therefere, Applicasd’s mabhver’s Conserct o seardh Wis persansl efFecks wis invalidand e
s;.bs%um:‘ér searth wes Z(\aﬁd. |

T St o he eDEicare! ilaged comdiekare inchmissalde. incainrtas o iadfer & laui (Tosue K.
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| r REPORT A

Title: IN QLD

"IN REFERENGE TO THIS INCIDENT, THIS 1/0, JEFF HILTON, RESPONDED TO AN ARMED
ROBBERY THAT HAD OCCURRED AT THE HEATH SPRINGS TELEPHONE CO. IN HEATH
SPRINGS. THE DESCRIPTION GIVEN WAS A B/M WEARING BLACK GLOVES, A WHITE
COLORED BANDANA OVER HIS FACE, A CAP THAT WAS PULLED DOWN TO COVER HIS
FAGIAL FEATURES, AND A LONG BLAGK CAPE OR COAT. THE SUSPECT LEFT THE AREA

"IN WHAT WAS DESCRIBED AS A WHITE COLORED OLDER TWO DOOR POSSIBLY AN

' OLDSMOBILE. WHEN THIS INFORMATION WAS GIVEN, THIS /0 ALONG WITH CAPT,
BAILEY AND R/D RUSSELL WERE AT THE SHERIFF'S OFFICE. UPON HEARING THE CALL,
WE RESPONDED IN SEPARATE VEHICLES TO THIS AREA. THIS I/O WENT TOWARDS 522
(ROCKY RIVER RD) AS THE DIRECTION OF TRAVEL GIVEN BY WITNESSESS WAS NORTH
'ON 521. CAPT. BAILEY PROCEEDED TO THE AREA OF SOUTH POTTER RD. ALONG WITH
R/O RUSSELL. UPON REACHING THE AREA OF BEACON RD, | HEARD CAPT. BAILEY
ADVISE R/D RUSSELL TO TAKE BEACON RD. IN AN EFFORT TO COVER THE AREA AS
MUCH AS POSSIBLE. CAPT. BAILEY THEN ADVISED HE HAD JUST PASSED A WHITE
COLORED TWO DOOR VEHICLE BE:;E/%QUPPIED BY A B/M WITF@)—FOA@@

' STATED THE VEHICLE WAS DRIVINGAT A HIGH RATE OF SPEEDAND THE VEHICLE WAS
HEADED NORTH ON POTTER ROAD TOWARDS 903. CAPT. BAILEY ADVISED THE
VEHICLE HAD TURNED EITHER ONTO JUNEAU ST. OR BEACON RD. BECAUSE HE DID
NOT SEE THE VEHICLE AFTER HE TURNED AROPUND AND HE HAD VISUAL SIGHT TO
903. R/D RUSSELL STATED HE HAD TURNED AROUND ON BEACON RD. AND HAD NOT
MET THE VEHICLE. CAPT. BAILEY STATED THAT THE VEHICLE MOST LIKELY TURNED
ONTO JUNEAU ST. AS HE HAD NOT SEEN THE VEHICLE APPROACH 903. OTHER UNITS
HAD ARRIVED AT THE INCIDENT LOCATION AND THE UNITS IN THE AREA OF 903
CONCENTRATED ON CHECKING THIS AREA FOR THE VEHICLE.

W‘-‘ e bt S e S T
UPON ARRIVING IN THE AREA, THIS I/O CHECKED THROUGH JUNEAU ST. AND DROVE
THROUGH THE ADJOINING STREETS. UPON REACHING TRYON ST., | THEN DROVETO

a THE END OF TRYON ST. AND AS | PROCEEDED BACK NORTH ON TRYON ST., | OBSERVED
/ A MOBILE HOME (LATER DETERMINED TO BE 1090 TRYON ST.) BEHIND A BRICK

RESIDENCE. | OBSERVED A B/M ON THE PORCH OF THE MOBILE HOME AND IT
APPEARED AS IF WHEN HE SAW MY PATROL CAR HE RAN BACK INSIDE THE MOBILE
'"HOME. THE B/M APPEARED TO BE SLIM IN BUILD AND HAD WHAT APPEARED TO BE A
LARGE AMOUNT OF HAIR (AN AFRO). THIS APPEARED TO BE VERY SUSPICIOUS
ACTIVITY TO THIS I/O AND | THEN DECIDED TO BACK UP AND WATCH THE RESIDENCE
\FOR FURTHER ACTIVITY.J AFTER APPROX. 2 MINS., | THEN OBSERVED THE B/M OPEN
THE SCREEN DOOR OF THE MOBILE HOME AND HE LOOKED QUTSIDE |N THE DIRECTION
OF WHICH I FIRST QA\QLHJM_._JHE THEN EXITED THE MOBILE HOME AND RAN TOWARDS A
WHITE COLORED VEHICLE AND WENT TOWARDS THE BACK K OF THE VEHICLE.} HE WAS
THERE FOR APPROX. 30 SECS. AND THEN | OBSERVED HIM RUN BACK TOWARDS THE
MOBILE HOME WITH SOMETHING IN HIS HAND. AS HE APPROACHED ABOUT THE
MIDWAY POINT BETWEEN THE MOBILE HOME AND VEHICLE, | OBSERVED THE B/M
THROW-WHAT APPEARDED TO BE A LICENSE PI ATE TOWARDS THE SIDE OF HIS
RESIDENCE. THE B/M CONTINUED UNTIL HE WAS INSIDE THE MOBILE HOME. UPON
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NUMBER ON THE SUSPEC _EHICLE WAS 520, | THEN PULL __INTO THED
THE BRICK HOME THAT WAS IN FRONT OF THE MOBILE HOME. THE WHITE TWO DOOR
WAS FOUND TO BE A MID 80'S BUICK AND THE TAG WAS MISSING FROM THE VEHICLE.
THE VEHICLE WAS VISIBLE FROM.TRYON ST. AND WITHOUT ENTERING THE DRIVEWAY
THE BRICK HOME. UPON FINDING THAT THE VEHICLE MATCHED THE DESCRIPTION
OF THE SUSPECT VEHICLE USED IN THE ARMED ROBBERY, | BACKED OUT OF THE
DRIVEWAY AND NOTIFIED CAPT. BAILEY AND ANY UNITS CLOSE. THIS I/O PARKED ON
. THE ROADSIDE OF TRYON ST. IN FRONT OF THE BRICK RESIDENCE, WHEN | OBSERVED
THE B/M WALK FROM AROUND THE SOUTH END OF THE BRICK HOME. THE B/M LOOKED
IN MY DIRECTION AND THEN STARTED YELLING SOMETHING, THIS /O COULD NOT
DETECT WHAT HE WAS SAYING AND | ASKED HIM TO COME TO ME SO THAT | COULD
UNDERSTAND HIM. THE B/M STARTED WALKING IN MY DIRECTION AND WAS TALKING
AS HE WALKED. HE ASKED IF THERE WAS A PROBLEM OR IF | NEEDED TO SEE HIM FOR
ANYTHING. HE PLACED HIS HANDS INSIDE HIS POCKET AND | IMMEDIATELY
'REQUESTED HE REMOVE HIS HANDS. HE DID ASTREQUESTED ANG¥ THEN EXPLAINED
TO HIM WHAT HAD OCGURRED AND THE FACT THAT WE WERE INVESTIGATING A
ROBBERY THAT HAD OCCURRED IN HEATH SPRINGS¥1 REQUESTED CONSENT TO
PERFORM A SEARCH FOR WEAPONS AND THE B/M GAVE CONSENT. THE SEARCH
REVEALED NOTHING. THE B/M IDENTIFIED HIMSELF AS CHRISTOPHER JOESPH
FRANCIS AND HE STATED HE LIVED IN THE MOBILE HOME BEHIND THE BRICK
RESIDENCE. HE STATED THAT HIS GRANDMOTHER LIVED IN THE BRICK HOME AND HE
RESIDED WITH HIS MOTHER AND SISTER IN THE MOBILE HOME. FRANCIS STATED THAT

NO ONE ELSE WAS AT THE RESIDENCE AT THIS TIME.

"!‘

" AT THIS POINT, CAPT. BAILEY ARRIVED AND IDENTIFIED THE WHITE TWO DOOR AS
' BEING THE SAME VEHICLE HE PASSED ON POTTER RD. HE ALSO STATED THE MALE
WAS THE SAME MALE HE HAD OBSERVED DRIVING THE VEHICLE ON POTTER RD. CAPT.
BAILEY THEN REQUESTED CONSENT TO SEARCH THE VEHICLE OF WHICH FRANCIS
STATED BELONGED TO HIM. FRANCIS GAVE VERBAL CONSENT TO SEARCH HIS
VEHICLE AND BEFORE ENTERING THE VEHICLE THIS IO OBSERVED TWO LONG GUNS
IN THE BACK FLOOR BOARD OF THE VEHICLE. | ALSO OBSERVED A WHITE BANDANA, A
PAIR OF BLACK GLOVES, A GRAY COLORED TOBOGGAN, AND SEVERAL BLACK
COLORED HATS IN THE FRONT SEAT AREA OF THE VEHICLE. CAPT. BAILEY DID
PERFORM THE CONSENT TO SEARCH OF THE VEHICLE AND ALSO LOCATED A LICENSE
TAG IN PLAIN VIEW NEAR WHERE | OBSERVED THE B/M THROW THE LICENSE PLATE AS
EARLIER DESCRIBED. THE TAG NUMBER ON THE PLATE WAS 560 MRV (1984 BUICK 2DR
REGISTERED TO CHRIS J. FRANCIS - 1090 TRYON ST., LANCASTER). FRANCIS STATED
HE HAD RECEIVED A LETTER FROM THE HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT ABOUT THE TAG AND
HE THOUGHT THAT WAS WHY WE WERE AT HIS RESIDENCE AND THAT WAS WHY HE _
TOOK THE TAG OFF. WE THEN REQUESTED FRANCIS COMETO THE SHERIFF'S OFFICE
'FOR AN INTERVIEW AND EXPLAINED THIS WOULD BE ON A VOLUNTARY BASIS ONLY.
FRANCIS STATED HE WOULD GO BECAUSE HE WANTED TO CLEAR HIS NAME. R/D
RUSSELL DID GIVE FRANCIS A RIDE TO THE S/O AND ESCORTED HIM TO THIS I/O

OFFICE.

A UPON MY ARRIVAL AT THE OFFICE, | FIRST ADVISED CHRISTOPHER JOESPH FRANCIS
OF HIS RIGHTS ACCORTDING TO THE MIRANDA. HE STATED HE UNDERSTOOD THESE
RIGHTS AND SIGNED A WRITTEN WAIVER TO THIS EFFECT. THE FOLLOWING IS A

'BRIEF SYNOPSIS OF THE STATEMENT GIVEN BY FRANCIS:

¢




ACALEMIC SCHULURSHIP. HE STATED HE DROPPED OUT IN SEPTEMBER OF 1999 AND
THINGS HAD STARTED GC G DOWN FOR HIM SINCE. HE ¢ . TED HE HAD BEEN
CHARGED WITH DUS 2ND UFFENSE LAST WEEK AND WAS SCHEDULED FOR COURT IN
THE NEXT FEW WEEKS. HE STATED HE WAS AFRAID IF HE DID NOT HAVE THE MONEY,
HE HE WOULD GO TO JAIL. FRANCIS STATED HE LEFT HIS RESIDENCE TN THE 7984 BUICK 2
DOOR THIS MORNING AND WENT TO GET SOMETHING TO EAT. HE STATED ON HIS WAY
BACK HE STARTED THINKING ABOUT THE MONEY. HE STATED HE STARTED RIDING
AROUND AND ENDED UP PASSING THE PLACE IN HEATH SPRINGS. HE STATED HE
CIRCLED THE BUSINESS AND PARKED ON THE SIDE. FRANCIS STATED HE TOOK THE
RIFLE AND WENT INSIDE WEARING A WHITE BANDANA AND HIS BLACK COAT. HE
STATED HE WENT INSIDE THE BUSINESS, POINTED THE GUN AT A LADY AND
DEMANDED THE MONEY. HE STATED HE TOOK THE MONEY AND LEFT THE BUSINESS
AND WENT BACK TO HIS RESIDENCE ON POTTER RD. HE STATED HE PUT THE MONEY

UNDER HIS MATTRESS IN HIS BEDROOM.

¥ AFTER TAKING THIS STATEMENT FROM CHRISTOPHER JOESPH FRANCIS HE WAS GIVEN
- ACOPY OF ALL PAPERWORK COMPLETED AND THEN HE WAS PLACED IN THE LCDC.

J)AS A RESULT OF THESE STATEMENTS WARRANTS WERE SIGNED FOR ARMED
ROBBERY AND POSSESSION OF A FIREARM DURING THE COMMISSION OF A VOILENT
CRIME. I WAS ALSO ADVISED BY CAPT. BAILEY HE HAD RECEIVED CONSENT TO
SEARCH THE RESIDENCE FROM FRANCIS'S MOTHER AND THEY HAD LOCATED $769 IN

CASH BETWEEN THE MATTRESSES IN CHRIS'S BEDROOM.



Lancaster County Sheriff’s Office

Case File Coversheet

TINCIDENT REPORT B

Case Number: 02-04641 Description of Property Stolen: Cash

Incident Type: Armed Robbery
Poss. Of Firearm D/Violent Crime

Value of Stolen Property: $769.00

Incident Date: 03-13-2002
Victim: Heath Springs Telephone Co. Valne of Recovered Property: $769.00

Defendant(s): Christopher Joseph Francis Value of Property Damage:

Witness (es):

Crime Scene Activity: ' Principal Investigating Officers:
Photographs Taken Yes No Inv. Jeff Hilton

Sketches Produced Yes No -

SLED Assistance Yes No Capt. C. Bailey

Autopsy Performed Yes No

Summary of Investigative Activity:

On 03-13-2002, a Black male entered the Heath Springs Telephone
Company armed with what was believed to be a shotgun. The B/M then demanded the money from the
one of the clerks — Brenda Horton. The man exited the business and then fled the area in a White
colored 2-door vehicle described as possibly an older Oldsmobile. Officers from the S/O responded to the
area and while on Potter Rd., Capt. Bailey passed a vehicle that matched the description of the vehicle
involved. This vehicle was being driven by a B/M described by Capt. Bailey as having a lot of hair.
Bailey turned around on the vehicle and upon completing the turn, stated he had lost sight of the vehicle.
He stated the vehicle did not go to the stop sign at the intersection of Hwy 903 and Potter Rd. as he had
visual sight of this intersection. He stated the vehicle most likely turned onto either Beacon Rd. or onto
Juneaun St. A unit was traveling on Beacon Rd. and advised he had not passed on vehicle fitting this
description. Officers then started checking the area of Juneau St. for the vehicle. While checking the
area of Tryon St. (that adjoined Juneau St.), Inv. Hilton observed a White older model 2-door vehicle
parked behind a residence on Tryon St. A B/M with a noticeable afro was observed on a porch of a
mobile home later found to be 1090 Tryon St. and he appeared to be acting in a suspicious manner. The
B/M later found to be Christopher Joseph Francis, was observed removing the tag from his vehicle and
throwing the tag into the wooded area near the residence. This along with other suspicious activity by
Francis eventually led to the questioning and subsequent investigation of Christopher Joseph Francis
who resides at 1090 Tryon St. A post-Miranda statement was taken from Francis in which he admitted
he entered the business armed with a rifle (found in the White vehicle along with a shotgun) and pointed
the weapon at a clerk and demanded money. Francis admitted he was driving the White 2 door Buick
that he owns at the time. Francis admitted he hid the money from the robbery under his mattress in his
bedroom. A total of $769.00 was recovered from the bedroom of Christopher Joseph Francis. As a result
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Case File Coversheet

of the statement given by Francis and evidence collected during the investigation, warrants were signed
for armed robbery and possession of a firearm during the commission of s violent crime. -




Directions to 1090 Tryon St, Lancaster, SC 29720-7695 Page 1 of 1

Directions to 1090 Tryon St, Lancaster, SC 29720- “R¥IHOl,

7585 :
Totalime: 21 mins, Total Distance: 9.41 mi MA’ P A .
HW TrBM\zS\L. Wé"r@\/ 3C

; Distance
fd 1. Starting in HEATH SPRINGS, SC on E SPRING STgo  go 220 ft
toward MAIN ST
2. Tum @§) on MAIN ST(US-521) go 0.95 mi
3. Continue to follow US-521 _ go 3.7 mi
4. Tum {§) on COTTAGE RD go 0.87 mi
5. Tum @ on S POTTERRD go3.55 mi
6. ' ' 0 0.28 mi -
Tum e on JUNEAU RD . 4
7- Tum @8 on TRYON ST ' go 154 ft
3 8 Arrive at 1090 TRYON ST, LANCASTER, on the {}

Time: 21 mins, Distance: 9.41 mi
N ————
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When using any driving directions or map, it's a good idea to do a reality check and make sure the road still exis-ts,
watch out for construction, and follow all traffic safety precautions. This is only to be used as an aid in planning.
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Directions to Dwight Crossroads, SC 29720 Page 1 of 4

Directions to Dwight Crossroads, SC 29720 WarioOl,
Totai Time: 12 mins, Total Distance: 8 mi MA P &
e — e ———————
Boford Grossrends / Dust 3\/&- Cﬂns;rmels Yo Tryen ST
Distance
B 1. Start at 1090 TRYON ST, LANCASTER going toward o 0.18 mi
JUNEAU RD

2. Tum g on FLAT CREEK RD(SC-203) go 3.02 mi

3 Tum @8 on ROCKY RIVER RD(SC-522) go 4.68 mi

4. Tum @8 on PAGELAND HWY(SC-9) go 0.12 mi

B 5. Arrive at the center of DWIGHT CROSSROADS, SC

Time: 12 mins, Distance: 8 mi
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When using any driving directions or map, it's a good idea to do a reality check and make sure the road still exists,
watch out for construction, and follow all traffic safety precautions. This is only to be used as an aid in planning.



