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Federal Criminal Consulting Service       

    P.O. Box 2552 
    Statesboro, Georgia 30459 
    Phone (912) 486-4977 

   info@criminalconsultingservice.com 

 
 

Southern District of Georgia 
Savannah Division 

 

PRE-PLEA INVESTIGATIVE REPORT 

 

Report Date:  August 11, 2012  

 

Prepared For: Thomas Hawkins 

237 Wright Street  

Savannah, Georgia 31412  

(912) 555-1212 

 

Case Number   9:12CR00019-003 

Assigned Judge: Barry Edgefield 

 

Defendant:  Jane Doe  

  August 11, 1962 

  555-55-5555 

  FBI# 12345678 

  SID: 12345678 

1313 Mockingbird Trail 

Augusta, Georgia 30901 

(706) 555-1212 

 

 

Count Charged Ct. 1:  Conspiracy with intent to distribute and distribute 500 grams or more                             

of cocaine (21 USC § 846)  

 

Penalty: 5 to 40 years’ imprisonment (10 years to life imprisonment if enhanced 

via 18 USC § 851) / Not more than $5,000,000 fine/ At least 3 years’ supervised 

release/ $100 special assessment 

 

 

PLEA OFFER Lesser included offense of Count 1: Conspiracy with intent to distribute and 

distribute a quantity of cocaine (21 USC § 846).  

 

Penalty: Not more than 20 years’ imprisonment / Not more than $1,000,000 fine/ 

At least 3 years’ supervised release/ $100 special assessment 
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HISTORY 

 

On December 1, 2012, a federal grand jury returned Indictment Number 9:12CR00019 charging Bobby 

Sherlock and Tracy Dunnit in a drug distribution conspiracy. On January 6, 2012, Dunnit and Sherlock 

brought before the Honorable Robert Peacock, U.S. Magistrate Judge for the Southern District of Georgia, 

for an initial appearance. Although bond was set as to both Dunnit and Sherlock, only Dunnit was 

released due to state probation interest as to Sherlock.  

 

On February 12, 2012, Dunnit and Sherlock each pled guilty to Count 1 of the Indictment (the conspiracy 

count). Based on the cooperation of both Dunnit and Sherlock, the Government sought to include Jane 

DOE in a Superseding Indictment. On March 9, 2012, the grand jury returned a Superseding Indictment 

under the same Docket Number which added Jane DOE to the conspiracy. On March 30, 2012, DOE was 

arrested by federal authorities and brought before J.R. Ewing, U.S. Magistrate Judge for the Northern 

District of Georgia, for her initial appearance. She was granted pretrial release and she waived her Rule 

40 hearing.  

 

Dunnit is awaiting sentencing in this matter. Sherlock died in June 2012, after a full presentence was 

conducted by the U.S. Probation Office.  

 

THE OFFENSE CONDUCT 

Having been previously notified that Rufus Lee Sherlock was distributing cocaine hydrochloride 

(hereafter referred to as “cocaine”), on October 26, 2011, Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) Task 

Force Officers (TFOs) prepared a cooperating Confidential Source (CS), believed to be Edgar Hope, to 

conduct a controlled purchase of cocaine from Sherlock. The CS was given instructions by an associate of 

Sherlock, John Sterling, that the CS was to pick up Sterling from S&S Car Wash, Augusta, and the two 

men were to travel to Sherlock’s residence together to conduct the transaction. Prior to picking up 

Sterling, TFOs searched the CS and his vehicle to ensure he had no quantities of any illegal drugs in his 

possession. The CS was outfitted with a covert audio recording device and he was supplied with $1,000 in 

recorded DEA funds with which he was to purchase the cocaine from Sherlock. Minutes after the initial 

briefing, the CS left the TFOs and met Sterling, while constantly under surveillance.  

 

Approximately 20 minutes later, the two men arrived at Sherlock’s residence, 11 Silverstone Circle, 

Augusta. The CS and Sterling waited approximately 15 minutes before Sherlock arrived at his residence 

and greeted the CS and Sterling. The three men then went into Sherlock’ residence where they remained 

for approximately 10 minutes. The CS and Sterling left the residence and the CS returned Sterling back to 

his own vehicle at S&S Car Wash. The CS then met with the TFOs at the DEA office in Savannah. There, 

the CS turned over $150 of the $1,000 in DEA funds to the TFOs as well as a quantity of cocaine that was 

later determined by laboratory officials to be 167.8 grams (net) of cocaine hydrochloride. During a 

debriefing, the CS advised that Sherlock was paid $850 for a one ounce quantity of cocaine and that 

Sherlock rewarded Sterling with a small baggie of cocaine for bringing the CS to Sherlock. The preceding 

transaction is corroborated by audio recording.  

 

On November 2, 2011, TFOs and accompanying Richmond County Drug Agents arrived at Sherlock’s 

residence to conduct a search of the residence. Sherlock gave written consent to search his residence, 

though Sherlock, a state probationer who was serving a five-year term of probation subsequent to a first 

offender sentence for distribution of marihuana, had waived his 4
th

 amendment rights pursuant to his 

probation agreement. In Sherlock’s residence the state agents and TFOs seized the following: 18 baggies 

containing a combined total of approximately 206.8 grams (gross) of cocaine; a baggie containing 
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approximately 8.9 grams (gross) of marihuana; a digital scale; several stashes of U.S. currency totaling 

almost $12,000; a loaded Rossi .38 Special revolver with one spent casing; and two boxes of .380 caliber 

ammunition. Sherlock became immediately cooperative with the TFOs advising that he would supply the 

TFOs with his source of supply as well as give them information regarding other drug dealers in the 

Savannah area.  

 

Sherlock’s criminal record consists solely of one traffic arrest and one misdemeanor conviction wherein 

Sherlock received a suspended sentence for pointing/aiming a gun at another in Chatham County, 

Georgia.   

 

Specifically, Sherlock informed the TFOs that his source of supply was the defendant, Atlanta-area 

resident, Jane DOE. Sherlock stated to the TFOs that DOE had supplied Sherlock with cocaine since 

DOE’s husband was committed to federal prison approximately two years ago. Prior to his federal 

sentence, George Doe (defendant’s husband) was reportedly Sherlock’s source of cocaine supply. It is 

noted that George DOE has a criminal record that spans approximately twenty years with as many arrests 

for an array of offenses ranging from misdemeanor offenses to drug distribution and parole and probation 

failures.   

 

Sherlock was not arrested based on his willingness to assist the TFOs in obtaining evidence against DOE. 

He was advised by the TFOs that they would be seeking an Indictment but that his assistance would be 

noticed by the federal prosecutor. During the next few days Sherlock, under the direction of TFOs and 

STATE agents, engaged in several telephone calls with DOE during which the two planned a future sale 

of cocaine. Those calls were as follows:  

 

 

Date of Call Time of call Pertinent Information 

11/02/2011 1240 Order placed by Sherlock for 10 ounces of 

cocaine (2 quantities of 5 ounces each for two 

different end-users). Each 5-ounce quantity was 

priced at $8,000 (or $1,600 per ounce). As an 

incentive, DOE was promised $1,500.  

11/02/2011 1359 Order verified. 

11/02/2011 Unknown DOE instructed Sherlock to prepare to have the 

transaction conducted at his residence on 

11/04/2011. 

11/03/2011 1539 No answer. Voicemail left for DOE to return 

Sherlock’s call.  

11/03/2011 Unknown Schedule conflicts (with DOE’s legitimate 

employment) discussed. DOE was unable to 

travel to Savannah on 11/04/2011.  

11/03/2011 1555 Offer by fictitious end-users via Sherlock to pay 

more for the cocaine if DOE could conduct the 

deal as initially planned. DOE agreed to the 

deal, but reiterated that she could not travel.  

11/04/2011 1007 Sherlock suggested DOE mail or FedEx the 

cocaine, but DOE refused stating that her life is 

“complicated enough.” Several inaudible 

responses and remarks were made by DOE.  
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11/04/2011 1556 Tentative new meeting date scheduled for 

11/07/2011. Arrangements are made for 

Sherlock to meet with Tracy Dunnit for the 

exchange, but DOE does not want Dunnit to 

meet any additional people. 

11/07/2011 1028 More talk of this day’s proposed meeting, but 

since DOE has not been paid, she cannot 

proceed. Instructs Sherlock to deposit funds 

into her business account.  

11/07/2011 1200 Sherlock advised DOE that he plans to deposit 

the money (DEA funds) into her BB&T 

account.  

11/08/2011 1630 DOE informs Sherlock that the quantity 

originally hoped for (10 ounces) may be altered 

as she had unforeseen issues with her source of 

supply. DOE advises Sherlock that she needs 

two days’ notice before she can arrange the 

exchange. A tentative 11/11/2011 exchange 

date is set.  

11/09/2011 1025 Sherlock advises DOE that $3,000 has been 

deposited into her business account and the two 

agree that the $1,000 balance will be brought by 

Sherlock at the exchange site.  

 

As part of their negotiation, on November 9, 2011, Sherlock deposited $3,000 (cash) into DOE’s BB&T 

business account bank account (Account Number 0005149546069). That account was registered to 

DOE’s business, Superior Clothing. Sherlock used a pre-printed, personalized deposit slip. Those funds 

were supplied by DEA TFOs. From statements made by Sherlock, TFOs learned that this method of 

payment was common between Sherlock and DOE. Sherlock also stated to the TFOs that when DOE did 

not drive from Atlanta to Sherlock (in Savannah) to personally deliver cocaine, Sherlock met Dunnit, an 

associate of DOE, at Dunnit’s place of business in Macon.  

 

It is noted that Dunnit’s only known arrest is associated with her 2007 failure to appear for a court 

proceeding in response to a speeding citation issued by an officer of the Rincon (Georgia) Police 

Department.  

 

Finally, on November 11, 2011, Sherlock, under the constant direction and surveillance of TFOs, traveled 

to a briefing location in Macon where he was outfitted by TFOs with a covert audio recording device and 

supplied with $1,000 in DEA funds. Afterwards, Sherlock drove to 28 Bill Street in Macon (Urban 

Medical Care) and parked his vehicle beside a vehicle known by him to belong to Dunnit. Moments later, 

Dunnit exited the rear door of the facility and obtained a blue and green bag from her vehicle, and handed 

it to Sherlock through Sherlock’s passenger side window. A few seconds later, Sherlock handed the bag 

back to Dunnit who returned the bag to her vehicle. Sherlock then departed and Dunnit returned to work. 

Sherlock was then followed by the TFOs to a nearby debriefing location. There, Sherlock turned over to 

the TFOs a heavily duct-taped bundle containing what was later determined by laboratory officials to be 

187.4 (+/- .12) grams (net) of cocaine and 9.10 (+/- .03) grams (net) of cocaine, for a total of 

approximately 196.65 grams (net) of cocaine.   

 

After the debriefing of Sherlock, TFOs returned to Urban Medical Care where they met with Dunnit and 

asked her to accompany them outside. She complied and was read Miranda. The TFOs explained to 
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Dunnit that she was a target of a drug investigation and they asked where she stored the $1,000 given to 

her by Sherlock. Dunnit retrieved the funds from her vehicle and returned the funds to the TFOs. After a 

non-custodial transport of Dunnit to another location, Dunnit immediately made statements to the TFOs. 

In pertinent part, Dunnit made the following statements: 

  

 Dunnit met Sherlock on the evening of November 10, 2011, at a Chic-Fil-A restaurant in Jonesboro, for 

the purpose of obtaining the package that was given to Sherlock on November 11, 2011; 

 Dunnit did not know that she was picking up cocaine for delivery to Sherlock; 

 Dunnit had made at least four previous pick-ups/deliveries in identical fashion; 

 It was planned that DOE would call Dunnit later in the day (November 11, 2011) to arrange delivery of 

the funds given to her by Sherlock; 

 Dunnit received no payment or payment in kind for any pick-up or delivery she made (she did her work as 

a favor to DOE). 

 

Meanwhile, other TFOs traveled to Morrow, Georgia, where they met with DOE at her place of 

employment, JRS Auto Sales. DOE was advised by the TFOs that she was a target in a drug investigation 

and that Dunnit was being simultaneously interviewed by other TFOs. When asked about the $3,000 

deposited into her bank account on November 9, 2011, by Sherlock, DOE simply stated that Sherlock 

owed her money. She was also advised that her conversations with Sherlock over the past several days 

had been recorded. DOE was offered the opportunity to cooperate with the TFOs, but stated that she was 

not immediately prepared to do so.   

 

Sherlock recently died and was buried in Sylvania, Georgia, on July 1, 2012.  

 

DOE has confirmed that on up to four previous occasions, she had orchestrated similar transactions as the 

November 11, 2011, exchange in Macon.  

 

On or about July 26, 2012, this writer requested that DOE obtain copies of all deposit slips from 2010 

through 2011 from BB&T and submit those image copies to this writer for evaluation. The purpose of 

reviewing those deposits was to ascertain the number and amounts of those deposits that were made by 

Sherlock in similar fashion as the November 9, 2011, deposit.  Upon receipt of those image copies on 

August 10, 2012, this writer contacted Rincon, Georgia, BB&T officials for guidance. BB&T officials 

explained that the deposit slip copies that had the number sequence “8429301” through “8429311” 

(inclusive) printed on the image copy indicated that the deposit was made at a Savannah (or 

Savannah-area) BB&T branch. This writer then easily separated the Savannah deposits from the 

Atlanta-area deposits (those marked “8449901” through “8449909” (inclusive)). Of the 74 deposits made, 

46 were made in the Savannah area. This writer is admittedly not a handwriting expert. However, not only 

is the handwriting on those 46 deposit slips clearly not that of the defendant (as determined through a 

comparison with documents containing the defendant’s handwriting), but the handwriting on the final 

deposit slip (the $3,000, November 9, 2011, deposit slip) appears to be a match to the remaining 45 slips. 

It is this writer’s opinion that such indicates that Sherlock made at least 46 deposits into DOE’S BB&T 

account from February 9, 2010, through November 9, 2011. The deposits made by Sherlock during that 

time totaled $102,820. The deposits occurred at a rate of 1 to 3 per month. The deposits ranged in 

amounts, but most were $2,500 and some exceeded $3,000. The average deposit was over $2,200. 

DOE has indicated to this writer that Sherlock owed her husband money for a prior business arrangement. 

She intimated that this was the reason Sherlock made the above payments (after her husband was 

sentenced to federal prison) over the previous two-year period. DOE was questioned by this writer about 

the business deal, but she was not convincing. DOE could not a) clearly identify the purpose of the 

payments; b) explain why the “debt” was no longer being paid by Sherlock’s widow; c) explain why such 
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unpaid income was not listed in her CJA20 at the onset of the instant matter; d) explain why she had not 

made attempts to force the payment of the debt/obligation considering the potential monthly income; e) 

explain the total debt/obligation amount; f) explain a system of recording of such payments between the 

parties; and g) explain why such business proceeds were not reported as income to IRS officials. It will 

appear obvious to the Court that these deposits were for the payment of quantities of cocaine.  

 

There will be no way for the Probation Office or the Court to determine a definite and accurate 

attributable quantity of cocaine as to DOE. However, the probation will use some method to determine a 

quantity. If the probation office obtains BB&T records just as this writer, that office will likely use a 

simple formula to arrive at what they feel is a conservative quantity of attributable cocaine. That figure 

will likely be determined as follows: 

 

If…  $102,820 in deposits ÷ $1,600 per ounce (see chart above) = 64.26 ounces 

And…  64.26 ounces x 28.35 grams per ounce = 1821.771 grams 

Then… A conservative attributable quantity of cocaine is 1.822 Kilograms 

 

It is noted that if the probation office does not do its normal diligence and obtain bank records to 

determine an attributable cocaine quantity as this writer did, that office may attribute only four 

transactions. In such a case, the Probation Office would likely use the 196 grams seized as the baseline 

then multiply that 196 grams x 4 transactions. The total quantity attributed in that case would be 784 

grams. Either way, the guidelines will be the same.   

 

VICTIM IMPACT 

There are no victims in this case. 

ADJUSTMENT FOR OBSTRUCTION OF JUSTICE 

There is nothing in evidence to suggest that DOE will be subject to an enhancement for Obstruction of 

Justice under USSG §3C1.1  However, Defendant should be reminded that making false statements to the 

Court OR the probation officer during the post-plea, sentencing phase will likely expose the defendant to 

a two-level enhancement in this case.  

ADJUSTMENT FOR ACCEPTANCE OF RESPONSIBILITY 

As it stands, it is this writer’s opinion that DOE has NOT accepted responsibility for her actions. 

However, based on the hope that DOE will alter her stance and make the proper admissions, and 

assuming she does not frivolously deny relevant conduct, she will be considered as having accepted 

responsibility for her actions pursuant to USSG §3E1.1(a).  The Government will recommend an 

additional one-level reduction, pursuant to USSG §3E1.1(b), in consideration of the timeliness of DOE’s 

plea. Therefore, a three-level reduction for acceptance of responsibility is expected.  

However, the defendant is strongly reminded that a reduction is not guaranteed. The Government agrees 

in its plea agreement to only “recommend” a reduction. The agreement, as it relates to a reduction at 

USSG §3E1.1 is not binding on the Court. DOE is strongly encouraged not to frivolously deny relevant 

conduct as doing so would likely result in her loss of this reduction.  

During a July 13, 2012, interview of DOE by this writer, DOE stated that much of the Government’s 

position regarding her role and activity in the instant matter is incorrect. Rather than being the one of the 

three named in the Indictment who actually engaged the supplier of cocaine, bought the cocaine, and 

orchestrated the sale of that cocaine to Sherlock through Dunnit, DOE claims that it was Dunnit, who was 
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the contact person for their supplier. DOE further stated that she “never” met or spoke with the cocaine 

supplier. In fact, according to DOE, DOE simply acted as a broker who connected a buyer/lesser-dealer 

(meaning Sherlock) with a supplier (meaning Dunnit). DOE stated that while true she did not want Dunnit 

and Sherlock to be overly familiar with each other, such caution was only to prevent Dunnit and Sherlock 

from excluding DOE from the transactions and thereby cutting DOE’s brokerage profit. DOE also denied 

that Sherlock ever deposited money into her bank account. The preceding does not appear to be 

supported by the evidence.  

 

This writer would recommend that for questions asked about her conduct in the instant matter by the 

interviewing probation officer, DOE (through counsel) submit a short, written statement wherein she 

minimally outlines only the information necessary to convince the court that she is admits guilt as to the 

Count of conviction. She could also read that same statement to the Court at her Change of Plea hearing. 

However, if the sitting judge asks questions regarding relevant conduct, she should answer. This act of 

submitting a written statement to the probation office is fairly common within this district. A defendant is 

not required to discuss relevant conduct. He/She is only required to admit the elements of the conviction 

offense. On the other hand, making assertions wherein a defendant denies relevant conduct would cause 

the loss of acceptance of responsibility credit.  

ADJUSTMENT FOR ROLE 

It seems clear that Sherlock’s relationship with DOE was only that of dealer/customer. Dunnit’s 

relationship is in question. It cannot be known what statements (if any) Dunnit has made to the probation 

office regarding her and DOE’s role in the enterprise. DOE claims that DOE acted merely as a broker and 

that Dunnit was the supplier. It is the opinion of this writer that such is not true, and even if it is true, the 

Probation Office and the Court will find that a preponderance of the evidence exists to indicate the 

opposite. Although this may seem unfair, because this case is assigned to Judge Edgefield, the Probation 

Office will be more likely to pursue a role enhancement.  

There are many points to consider: a) Dunnit earned legitimate, taxed income through employment with a 

real employer; b) Dunnit received no known payment while DOE earned a substantial income due to drug 

sales; c) DOE set up and arranged the November 9, 2011, transaction as well as another three to four 

which have been admitted to by DOE, Sherlock, and Dunnit; d) DOE protected Dunnit by keeping her out 

of the business deal as much as possible; e) Dunnit does not have a record of experience in drug sales.  

Ultimately, it may come to the determination of which participant is the more credible witness against the 

other. It is noted that Dunnit has no criminal record while DOE’S criminal record is riddled with drug 

offenses and includes a perjury charge. It is also noted that Dunnit has been cooperative with the 

Government from the beginning of this case while DOE has not.  

Although potentially arguable, it is this writer’s opinion that the initial version of the presentence report 

will include a 2-level enhancement for the defendant’s role as an organizer in the conspiracy.  

PLEA AGREEMENT SUGGESTION 

If a plea to Count 1 is offered without an enhancement at 18 USC § 851, accepting such plea offer would 

be strongly recommended. Although an enhancement at § 851 will not itself impact the guideline 

calculations, the mandatory statutory minimum exposure of 10 years under the § 851 enhancement will 

force a minimum guideline imprisonment range of 10 years.  

If a plea to Count 1 is offered with neither the enhancement at 18 USC § 851 nor a stipulated quantity of 

500 grams of cocaine, accepting such plea offer would be most beneficial. In addition to escaping the 
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forced minimum guideline imprisonment range of 10 years, the defendant would avail herself to argue for 

a Base Offense Level of less than 26 (see USSG §2D1.1(c)(7)) as would be the required starting point if 

the “500” grams were part of the plea.    

OFFENSE LEVEL COMPUTATION 

Count 1:  Conspiracy with intent to distribute and distribute a quantity of cocaine  

 

The 2011 Guidelines Manual, incorporating all guideline amendments, was used to determine the 

defendant's offense level. This version is the most beneficial to DOE. 

       
BASE OFFENSE LEVEL Because the offense involved at least 500 

grams but less than 2 kilograms of cocaine, 

a base offense level of 26 is warranted 

pursuant to USSG § 2D1.1(a)(5) and 

(c)(7). 
 

26 

SPECIFIC OFFENSE CHARACTERISTIC Sherlock’s firearm should have no 

connection to DOE. 

 

0 

VICTIM RELATED ADJUSTMENT None. 0 

ADJUSTMENT FOR ROLE IN THE OFFENSE USSG §3B1.1(c)  +2 

ADJUSTMENT FOR OBSTRUCTION OF JUSTICE None. However, note the section 

entitled “Adjustment for Obstruction of 

Justice” and refer to USSG § 3C1.1 

(Application Note 4(H).  
 

0 

ADJUSTED OFFENSE LEVEL  28 

CHAPTER FOUR ENHANCEMENTS None. 0 

ACCEPTANCE OF RESPONSIBILITY Note the section entitled “Adjustment 

for Acceptance of Responsibility” and 

USSG §3E1.1(a) and (b). Special 

reference is made to §3E1.1’s 

Application Note 1(A) regarding 

falsely denying or frivolously 

contesting relevant conduct.  

-3 

TOTAL OFFENSE LEVEL  25 
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CRIMINAL HISTORY 

                     

Arrest Court/Charges Synopsis Disposition  

09/27/86 Chatham County 

Superior Court/ Dkt. No. 

088-9999  

 

1) Possession of a 

controlled 

substance; 

2) Possession of 

marijuana a(less 

than 1 ounce) 

Defendant was represented 

by an attorney. 

 

Full details are not known. 

However, it is known that 

the defendant was found in 

possession of a small 

quantity of marijuana and an 

unknown quantity of 

cocaine at her residence. 

 

11/17/88: Possession of 

a controlled substance; 4 

years’ probation;  

 

11/17/88: Possession of 

marijuana (less than 1 

ounce); 12 months’ 

probation, to run 

consecutively to Count 1  

 

0 

05/21/87 Chatham County 

Superior Court/ Dkt. No. 

088-9999 

 

Counts Charged:  

1) Theft by 

shoplifting; 

2) Possession of a 

controlled 

substance 

(cocaine); 

3) Possession of 

marihuana 

 

Defendant was represented 

by an attorney. 

 

The defendant stole two  

pairs of earrings from JC 

Penney. When she was 

arrested, she had quantities 

of marihuana (rolled into 

cigarettes) and cocaine in 

her possession.  

11/17/88: Theft by 

shoplifting; 12 months’ 

probation; 

 

11/17/88: Possession of 

a controlled substance 

(cocaine); 4 years’ 

probation; 

 

11/17/88: Possession of 

marijuana; 12 months’ 

probation to run 

consecutively to Count 1 

0 

06/13/87 Chatham County State 

Court/ Unknown Case 

Number 

 

Counts Charged:  

1) Theft by 

shoplifting; 

2) Obstruction; 

3) Simple battery 

 

Attorney representation is 

not known.  

05/06/88: Theft by 

shoplifting; 12 months’ 

probation 

 

05/06/88: Obstruction 

12 months’ probation 

under a First Offender 

Act sentence 

0 

05/03/88 Chatham County 

Superior Court/ Dkt. No. 

088-9999 

 

1) Possession of a 

controlled 

substance  

 

Defendant was represented 

by an attorney. 

 

Full details are not known. 

However, it is known that 

the drug possessed in this 

case was cocaine.  

11/17/88: Possession of 

a controlled substance; 4 

years’ probation to run 

concurrently with 

088-9999  

0 

05/25/98 

 

 

 

 

 

(cont.) 

Chatham County 

Superior Court/ Dkt. No. 

CR99-9999 

 

1) Possession of 

marihuana with 

intent to 

distribute; 

Defendant was represented 

by an attorney. 

 

The defendant was one of 

several charged in a drug 

distribution scheme. Due to 

suspicion of illegal drug 

activity, Garden City,  

04/30/99: Possession of 

marijuana; 3 years’ 

probation with drug 

treatment 

 

04/30/99: Possession of 

marihuana with intent to 

distribute; nol-prossed 

0 
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2) Possession of 

marihuana  

 

Georgia, police officers 

obtained a search warrant as 

to 8 Shady Lane Drive. 

Defendant attempted to flee, 

but was immediately 

apprehended. The search 

resulted in the seizure of 

nearly 200 grams of 

marijuana.  

 

as a result of a plea 

agreement. 

Unknown Chatham County 

Superior Court/ Dkt. No. 

CR00-9999 

 

1) Perjury; 

2) False statements 

Bill of Indictment alleges 

that on 06/22/99 defendant 

committed perjury during 

the jury trial of Jamie Lynch 

(Chatham County Dkt. No. 

CR99-999Z). It is also 

alleged that defendant made 

false written statements on 

04/30/99 relating to a 

pending case against herself 

and Lynch.  

 

04/19/00: No bill.  0 

02/17/07 Fulton County Superior 

Court/ Dkt. No. 

07SC9999   

 

1) Theft by 

shoplifting 

Defendant was represented 

by an attorney.  

 

She was arrested for stealing 

a pair of designer sunglasses 

from SAKS Fifth Avenue in 

Atlanta.  

 

05/14/2007: Theft by 

shoplifting; Dead 

Docketed after 

completion of pre-trial 

intervention 

0 

 

It is noted that if the defendant has any criminal record history resulting from her conduct as a minor, the 

U.S. Probation Office will possibly be able to obtain those records (although they are often purged after 

reaching a certain age). DOE has admitted shoplifting and truancy issues as a minor. In any event, based on 

her current age, no juvenile adjudication will count toward the defendant’s Criminal History category.  

 

CRIMINAL HISTORY CATEGORY 

 

Based on the assumption that DOE will not accrue any criminal history points, her Criminal History Category is 

I. She is not subject to any other criminal history enhancements.  

 

FAMILY BACKGROUND 

 

DEFENDANT, Jane (Frost) DOE, was born on August 11, 1962, in Savannah, Georgia. She is one of two 

children born to the prior marriage of Sandra (Johnson) Morris, a retired school teacher who resides in 

Savannah, and Vernest Doe, a retired concrete finisher who also resides in Savannah.  

 

Although DOE’s sister, 47-year-old Savannah resident Beaulah Jackson, was identified by DOE as a nurse, 

Secretary of State licensing officials have no record of any licensed or registered nurse by that name. DOE has 
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no maternal half siblings. Her only paternal half sibling, 49-year-old Willie Paulson is a Savannah resident who 

has a federal, Southern District of Georgia, felony conviction for his involvement in a vehicle theft ring.   

 

DOE was first married to Matthew Peterson whom she divorced in 1998. DOE has been married to 42-year-old 

George DOE since 2004. DOE has one child, 24-year-old Christopher Doe, the result of her prior non-marital 

relationship with Jamie Lynch.  

 

The defendant’s marriage is intact. However, it is noted that DOE’s husband is in federal custody resulting from 

his recent conviction in the Southern District of Georgia for an offense associated with the distribution of 

cocaine base (crack). George DOE is scheduled to be released under the U.S. Probation Office’s supervision on 

February 21, 2016. It is further noted that George DOE has a very lengthy state arrest and conviction history 

involving an array of offenses.  

 

PHYSICAL CHARATERISTICS 

 

 Race: Black/African American 

Height: 6’2” 

 Weight: 210 lbs. 

 Hair: Black 

 Eyes:  Brown 

 Tattoos: None reported 

 Scars: None reported 

 Medical Conditions: None reported 

 Medications: None reported 

 

SUBSTANCE ABUSE 

 

 Alcohol: Consumes alcohol occasionally. DOE began alcohol consumption at 16-years-old. 

 Prescription: Ambien and Xanax (assumed occasional)  

  

DOE denies any recent illegal drug use, simply stating that she used marijuana and cocaine “earlier in life.” 

Reference is made to DOE’s criminal convictions for both marijuana and cocaine possession. Further, DOE 

denies any prior drug treatment, although such was a condition of release in one of her previous probation 

sentences. It is noted that DOE has indicated a “need” for current drug treatment; however, the information she 

provided regarding her drug use history does not seem to indicate a need for drug treatment, nor would such 

likely be recommended by the U.S. Probation Office.  

 

MENTAL HEALTH 

 

DOE denies any current or past mental health issues.  
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EDUCATION 

 

DOE reports that she graduated from high school, although she did not submit the name of the school nor did 

she advise of the year she graduated. She stated that she attended Savannah Technical College in 1996 and took 

courses in marketing. She also advised that she had nurse-assistant training as a minor while housed at Macon’s 

Youth Detention Center for truancy at the approximate age of 14.   

 

EMPLOYMENT 

 

 Current: “Entertainment business” (type of work was not specified by DOE) 

2011-2012: ABC Cars of Union City  

2004-2005, 2011: JRS Auto Sales  

2008-2012: Superior Clothing, 2008 to 2012 annually around 30 to 40k 

2007: Jerry Lewis Chevrolet 

.  1999- 2003: Tiffany’s Furniture  

 

FINANCIAL 

 

Through a query of public database sources, a review of an Equifax credit report, a review of tax documents, 

and information supplied by DOE reveals the following financial profile as to the defendant:  

 

Net Worth 

 

Asset Value Debt Net 

Value 

2008 Chevrolet Impala (used by son) $12,365 $12,000 $365 

Residence, 1313 Mockingbird Trail, Augusta $167,777 $189,000 ($21,223) 

* Business Interest (per 2011 IRS 1040) $35,000 -- $35,000 

** Residence, 11 Herman Ave, Savannah $47,700 -- $47,000 

***Student Loans (Cosigner for son) -- $69,000 ($69,000) 

Credit Cards -- $1,900 ($1,900) 

“Charged Off” Accounts -- $15,000 $0 

 

 APPROXIMATE NET WORTH =   ($9,758) 

 If son pays his student loans himself =  $59,242 

 

* It is unclear whether or not the defendant’s 2008 Land Rover is considered in this figure.  

 

** Chatham County Tax Assessors Office records show that this property is assigned to the defendant’s 

father. However, since DOE has advised that this home was given to her by her father upon her parents’ 

divorce in or about 1984, the property is listed as DOE’s asset.  

 

*** The total amount is in deferred status.  

 

 It is noted that DOE stated in writing to this writer that she has no assets.  
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Monthly Cash Flow 

 

Source/Expense Monthly Payment Monthly Income 

Superior Clothing, owner -- $2,400 

Too Crazy Entertainment, owner -- $0-$2,000 

Rent, 11 Herman Ave, Savannah -- $800 

Mortgage $1,536 -- 

Family -- $1,000 

Vehicle (used by son) $460 -- 

Utilities $150 -- 

Rent $1,600 -- 

Vehicle Loan $1,200 -- 

Vehicle Insurance $180 -- 

Fuel Not submitted -- 

Food Not submitted -- 

 

 APPROXIMATE MONTHLY CASH FLOW =  ($926) to $1,074 

 

It is noted that three years’ worth of IRS 1040 forms were requested of DOE; however, only the 2011 Form 

1040 was submitted along with 2010 W-2s.  

 

TOTAL EXPOSURE 
 
(Assuming a plea to Count 1 with no statutory enhancement and removal of stipulated drug quantity of 500 grams) 

 

 By Statute Under Guidelines 

 

Imprisonment Not more than 20 years 57-71 months 

 

Fine Not more than $1,000,000 $10,000 to $100,000 

 

Supervised Release At least 3 years 3 years 

 

Probation Precluded by statute Not Applicable 

 

Special Assessment $100 $100 

 

Restitution Not an issue Not an issue 
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COMMENTARY 

 

This case will be sentenced by Judge Barry Edgefield, who is known to generally sentence at the higher end of 

an applicable guideline range. It is also noted that Judge Edgefield typically shaves a few months off of a 

sentence when a defendant agrees to waive appeal. Judge Edgefield will rule in favor of enhancements when 

other judges, particularly Judge Wilbur Grossman, would not. Judge Edgefield has a disdain for drug dealers. If 

this case were indicted and bond was requested, DOE would be detained pending trial as Judge Edgefield has 

issued an unofficial and unwritten order that no defendant charged in a drug case should be released when he is 

the sitting judge.  

 

I believe we may have a good argument against a role enhancement, but I see no way that the Base Offense 

Level will be less than 26 in this case. If the Base Offense Level in the presentence report is higher than 26, I 

believe we will have a good argument. It is noted that it would be far better to convince the probation office to 

remove a Role Enhancement and lower a 28 or higher Base Offense Level than it would to bring the contested 

points before Judge Edgefield as he is more likely to side with the probation office.  

 

Assuming a role enhancement is pursued and the probation office cannot be swayed against its application, a 

cursory look into the application of the Guidelines as to Role brings into mind the following factors in 

mitigation:  

  

1) Although Dunnit was never charged with perjury as was DOE, Dunnit was clearly not honest during 

her initial statements made to the agents when she stated that she did not know that she was picking 

up and delivering drugs; 

2) By her own account, she was never paid in cash or in kind for her service; and 

3) A clear line of communication between Dunnit and DOE has not been established. 

 

DOE needs to reevaluate her position and the extent of her conduct in this case. Particularly in the case of Role, 

the judge will have to determine who is the more credible witness, Dunnit or DOE. DOE will not be successful. 

If the judge rules against her credibility and determines that she is mitigating her conduct, including role, she 

could lose her Acceptance of Responsibility credit. That alone could add 26 months (over 2 years) to her 

sentence. If she lies to the probation office about any conduct including her role, she will likely receive an 

enhancement for Obstruction. That would add an additional 24 months (2 years) to her sentence. In other words, 

DOE could face 97-121 months.  

 

Presentence reports have been prepared in full as to both Dunnit and Sherlock. Those reports will not only 

outline known conduct and admissions made to agents, but they will likely include more in depth statements 

and admissions made to the probation officer who authored those reports, John Wayne. Those statements and 

admissions, if damaging to DOE, will be used against DOE.  

 

DOE should cooperate with the Government.  

 

DOE’s criminal convictions are too old to count against her under the guidelines. However, I am somewhat 

concerned about the possibility of an upward departure/variance based on her Criminal History Category I 

being under-representative of her true criminal record. Such upward departure/variance is permitted under a 

guideline scheme pursuant to USSG § 4A1.3(a). Again, Judge Edgefield (and Chief Judge Wendy Witch) would 

be more likely to agree with such a recommendation made by the probation office than would Judge Grossman 

and the other District Judges. The probation office may argue that DOE has obtained a terrible conviction 

record consisting of FOUR felony, drug-related convictions….the last occurring just over 10 years preceding 

her instant conduct. She has never received any substantial sentence having received only probation on each 
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occasion. An argument could be made by the probation office that DOE is not learning her lesson and that only 

a substantial imprisonment term will cure her of her drug-dealing ways. It also does not bode well for DOE that 

she began (or maybe even continued) a criminal drug-dealing enterprise after her husband was sentenced by the 

federal courts. It may appear to the Court that DOE is unbothered by an imprisonment term and that she does 

not take the dangers and consequences of drug distribution seriously.  

 

DOE should also admit and expound on her drug use keeping in mind that if the Bureau of Prisons (BOP) 

accepts her into its 500-hour drug program, she will have one full year cut from her sentence.   

 

DOE should be reminded that she will likely be in a BOP camp. A camp is not scary, has no walls, and is not 

violent. Martha Stewart was in a camp.  

 

DOE should be reminded that BOP does allow furloughs. Meaning, she could come home for two to three day 

periods, sporadically.  

 

DOE should be reminded that if she behaves while in custody, she will only serve 85% of her sentence. 15% is 

shaved off for good behavior.  

 

Considering all factors, I believe DOE should proceed with the plea offer negotiated by her attorney.  

 

My Office will be available for consultation as to possible objections to the presentence report.  

 

------------------------------------------------- END OF REPORT ------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

Any new information will be forwarded.  

 

  
_________________________________________ 

Christopher G. Frost, Private Investigator 

State Reg. Number PDE049337 

 

Criminal Consulting Service 

Company Lic. No. PDC002539 

P.O. Box 2552 

Statesboro, Georgia 30459  

 

 

 

 


