IN THE COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS
FOR THE TENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

)

COUNTY OF ANDERSON )
) INDICTMENT NUMBER:

State of South Carolina, )
)] 2024-GS-04-0221AG, -222AG, -223AG,

)] and -224AG

V8. )

}

)

)

)

)

MOTION TO DISMISS FOR UNDUE
PRE-INDICTMENT DELAY

Rosmore Wayne Vilardi,

Defendant.

COMES NOW the Defendant, by and through his attorney, Shaun C. Kent, and would
respectfully request an order dismissing his case due to the unreasonable pre-indictment delay.

STATEMENT OF FACTS

On November 2, 2015, Terry Michael Scott, Cathy Delores Scott, Barbara Jean Scott and
Violet Juanita Taylor were found dead in their double-wide trailer at 2217 Refuge Road in
Pendleton, SC. A Co-Defendant, Amy Vilardi, found the bodies, called 911 and deputies from the
Anderson County Sheriff’s Department responded and initiated their investigation. The 2217
Refuge Road address has two mobile homes on the property, a double-wide in the front and a
single-wide in the back. Cathy and Michael Scott, who owned the property, lived in the double-
wide in the front of the property with their mothers Barbara Jean Scott and Violet Juanita Taylor,
while Amy and Rosmore Vilardi, and their children lived in the single-wide. Cathy Delores Scott
is Amy Vilardi’s mother and Violet Juanita Taylor is Amy Vilardi’s grandmother. Terry Michael
Scoit is the husband of Cathy Delores Scott and the son of Barbara Jean Scott.

From the information available to the Defense, it is appgrent the Vila:rdis were considered

suspects by the Anderson County Sheriff's Office in early November 2015 even though it was not
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announced to the public until March 2023. The Vilardi’s cooperated in every sense of the word
with the investigation by giving dozens of statements, complying with all evidentiary requests and
submiiting tips. Law Enforcement performed multiple search warrants on both the double-wide
and single-wide trailers located on the property. In the double-wide, there was $21,462.50
recovered, while $68,003.00 was seized from the single-wide. Because of the way a substantial
portion of the money was banded, an alleged link between serial numbers on the bills and the
financial situation of the Vilardi’s, law enforcement believes the money was stolen from the
double-wide as a part of the motive for the quadruple homicide.

After months of the Anderson County Sheriff’s Office failing to communicate with the
Vilardi’s about retrieval of their property, the Vilardi’s sued Anderson County Sheriff’s Office in
2016 to recover the property inventoried during the investigation. The heirs of the Estates of
Barbara and Mike Scott in addition to Violet Taylor filed competing claims to the property. This
lawsuit began in May 2016 and settled on the eve of trial in December 2021 with each party
receiving property in conjunction with their owmership interests. (ixhibit A: Settlement
Agreement)

On March 14, 2023, Anderson County Sheriff Chad McBride named Amy and Rosmore
Vilardi as persons of interest for the first time to the general public. In the same interview, Sheriff
MecBride compared the Vilardi case to the case of State v. Richard Alexander Murdaugh (2022-
GS-15-1594) that concluded eleven days prior on March 3, 2023, (Exhibit B: MeBride Tnterview
with I'ox) The State’s theory of this case is that the Vilardi’s were broke, murdered their family to

benefit financially, There are vast differences between the allegations of this case and the

Murdaugh case.




Sheriff McBride assigned Detective Tyler Duncan to this case on April 28, 2023, Shortly
after the Anderson County Sheriff’s Department solicited help in the form of a television show
named Cold Justice. Producers, actors and former prosecutors from the show descended into
Anderson County for a week in December 2023. While in Anderson County, they re-interviewed
witnesses with leading questions and analyzed evidence already in possession of the State with a
focus of Amy and Rosmore Vilardi as the perpettators. After uncovering no new material evidence,
the team from Cold Justice determined the Vilardi’s should be charged with Murder.

Due to the hesitation of Tenth Circuit Solicitor’s Office to prosecute the case, the
Anderson County Sheriff’s Office bypassed the Tenth Circuit Solicitor’s Office and directly met
with the South Carolina Attorney General’s Office on December 12, 2023. After reviewing the
35,000 pages of discovery, the Attorney General’s Office agreed to prosecute the case and arrest
warrants were signed on December 14, 2023, before serving them on Amy and Rosmore Vilardi
the next day. Without question, these arrest warrants lack probable cause on their face forcing Mr.
Vilardi to speculate what the probable cause was for his arrest. (Exhibit C: Arrest Warrants against
Rosmore Vilardi} On January 23, 2024, Rosmore Vilardi was indicted on four counts of Murder.

From very eaily in 2016 until the date of the Indictment in January of 2024, the State has
not disclosed the discovery of any new evidence that would materially change the facts used to
prove their case. The evidence available when the Vilardis commenced their civil suit against the
Anderson County Sheriff’s Office is largely the same evidence that was available when they were

indicted in January 2024.
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MR. VILARDI HAS CONSTITUTIONALLY PROTECTED RIGHTS
UNDER THE 5%, 6™ AND 14™ AMENDMENTS TO THE UNITED STATES
CONSTITUTION AND ARTICLLE I, §3 AND §14 OF THE CONSTITUTION OF
SOUTH CARQOLINA TO COMPEL THE ATTENDANCE OF ANY WITNESS TO
TRIAL, TO CONFRONT WITNESSES UNDER OATH AND TO HAVE A
MEANINGFUL OPPORTUNITY TO PRESENT A FULL AND COMPLETE
DEFENSE.

The Defendant, Rosmore Wayne Vilardi, has a constitutionally protected “right to present
a defense,” a right enumerated via the 6% Amendment to the Constitution of the United States and
recognized by the Supreme Court of the United States in Washington v. Texas, 388 U.S. 14 (1967).

In Washington, the Supreme Court recognized that the compulsory process clause was
designed to secure more than the presence of the defendant’s witnesses:

The right to offer the testimony of witnesses and fo compel their atiendance, if

necessary, is in plain terms the right to present the defense, the right to present
the defendant’s version of the facts as well as the prosecution’s to the jury se

it may decide where the truth lies. Washington at 19, emphasis added

In reversing a South Carolina conviction based on the right o present a defense, the United

States Supreme Court stated that “the Constitution guarantees criminal defendants *a meaningful

opportunity to present a complete defense.”” Holmes v. South Caroling, 547 U.S. 319, 331
(2006). In quoting that language, the Holmes court cited previous decisions. The full quote is

actually:

Whether rooted directly in the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment
or in the Compulsory Process or Confrontation clauses of the Sixth Amendment,
the Constitution guarantees criminal defendants “a meaningful opportunity to
present a complete defense.” Crane v. Kentucky, 476 U.S. 683, 689 (1986),
quoting California v. Trombetta, 476 U.S. 479, 485 (1984).




This concept is also firmly rooted in the Constitution of South Carolina. In a section titled
“Trial by Jury;, Witnesses; Defense,” our State constitution reads:

The right of trial by jury shall be preserved inviolate. Any person charged with an offense
shall enjoy the right to a speedy and public trial by an impartial jury; to be fully informed
of the nature and cause of the accusation; to be confronted with the witnesses against him;
to have compulsory process for obtaining witnesses in his favor, and to be fully heard in
his defense by himself or by his counsel or by both. Art. I, Sec 14 §.C. Cnst, emphasis
added.

The Supreme Court of South Carolina has embraced the “right to present a defense,”
specifically quoting the language from Washington cited above and further citing Washington in

stating that, “This right is a fundamental element of due process of law.” State v. Inman, 395 S.C.

539, 561 (2011), quoting Washington at 19. This right gains special importance when the evidence
is critical of the accused’s defense and state courts may not impinge a defendant’s fundamental

constitutional rights by relying on state evidentiary or court rules. Pettijohn v. Hall, 599 F.2d 476

(13 Cir. 1979), citing Chambers v. Mississippi, 410 U.S. 284, 302 (1973).

At this juncture, the most egregious due process violation in this case involves an excessive
pre-indictment delay. “The Due Process Clause plays a limited role in protecting against

oppressive pre-indictment delay.” Siate v. Brazell, 325 S.C. 65, 72, 480 S.E.2d 64, 68 (1997); see

United States v. Lovasco, 431 U.S. 783, 789-90, 97 8.Ct. 2044, 52 L. Ed.2d 752 (1977) (analyzing

Due Process Clause of the Fifth Amendment with respect to pre-indictment delay); United States

v. Marion, 404 U.S. 307, 324, 92 S.Ct. 455, 30 L.Ed.2d 468 (1971) (recognizing Due Process

Clause of the Fifth Amendment provides basis for dismissing indictment as a result of pre-
indictment delay).

The South Carolina Supreme Court has addressed the standard for reviewing an excessive
pre-indictment delay and provided a two-pronged test to see whether the pre-indictment delay

violated the Defendant’s due process rights. Specifically, in State v. Lee, 375 S.C. 394, 653 S.E.2d




259 (8.C. 2007) (Exhibit D: State v. Lee) the South Carolina Supreme Court found an undue delay
in an indictment is a violation of the Due Process Clause of the Fifth Amendment, In Lee, the
Court overruled a conviction where the Defendant was indicted in 2001 for first-degree criminal
sexual conduct (CSC) and lewd act upon a child based upon charges that he sexually abused his
two stepdaughters on separate occasions between 1982 and 1985. The two-prong test enumerated
to determine if a pre-indictment delay has violated a defendant’s due process rights in Lee is as
follows: “First, the defendant must prove that the delay caused substantial actual prejudice to his
right to a fair trial. The second prong requires the Court to consider the reason for the State’s delay
and to balance the justification for the delay against the prejudice to the defendant.” id at 398
“Substantial prejudice requires a showing that ‘he was meaningfully impaired in his ability to
defend against the state's charges to such an extent that the disposition of the criminal proceeding
was likely [alffected.’” (quoting Jones v. Angelone, 94 ¥.3d 900 (4th Cir. 1996))

With regards to the second prong of considering the reason for the State’s delay, our
Supreme Court adopted the test that does not require showing the government acted intentionally
in their delay to gain a tactical advantage. “When balancing the prejudice and the justification, the
basic inquiry then becomes whether the government's action in prosecuting after substantial delay
violates "fundamental conceptions of justice” or "the comnumnity's sense of fair play and decency."

Id. (quoting U.S. v. Automated Med. Laboratories, Inc., supra at 404).”

In this case, the delay of 8 years between the date of incident and indictment has clearly
caused substantial actual prejudice to Mr, Vilardi’s right to a fair trial. Across the State, it appears
the majority of cases with pre-indictment delay involve delayed reporting of a Criminal Sexual

Conduet case in which there was no disclosure or investigation at the time of the incident.




That is not the case here as Amy Vilardi found the deceased individuals, called law
enforcement and a significant investigation across multiple agencies commenced. Then the
popular option is when scientific capabilities not available at the time of incident are suddenly
available to link a person to a crime. There is no justification for the delay by the State that
overcomes the substantial actual prejudice created by the delay. Since the incident happened, the
Tenth Circuit Solicitor’s office has declined to prosecute the case as, it logically appears, they did
not feel the evidence could not sustain a conviction and, thus, would not be aligned with their
pursuits of justice. It wasn’t until the Anderson County Sheriff’s Office, at the urging of Television
Producers from Texas, contacted the South Carolina Attorney General’s Office that a warrant was
procured.

The events that are the subject of this case occurred in 2015. Mr. Vilardi was arrested on
the present charges in December of 2023, eight years after the incident. He was indicted on January
23, 2624. Expectedly, several pieces of potential exculpatory evidence and witnesses are now
unavailable due to the simple passage of time. The significant passage of time in this case has
severely inhibited Mr, Vilardi and his counsel from adequately investigating the allegations
against him and preparing a complete defense.

Specifically, some of the witnesses who were around during the time frame of the incident
and resulting investigation are now deceased or are medically unavailable to testify. These are
individuals that would likely testify if they were able to and not having the ability to examine them
under oath is a right Mr. Vilardi is entitled to and something that cannot be replicated. The

witnesses that are currently known to be deceased and/or medically unavailable include:




1)

2)

3)

4

3)

6)

Rick King- One of the first suspects in this quadruple homicide, Mr. King is now
deceased. Mr. King and the victim Mike Scott got into an argument shortly
before the murder over items being sold. Mr. King was diagnosed with
Schizoaffective Disorder that he refused to take medication for due to his religion.
Mr. King, lived within walking distance to the victims, was upset with Terry
Michael Scott, trained in martial arts and was found in possession of numerous
knives and firearms.

Reger Dale Taylor- Brother of Cathy Scott. Mr. Taylor admitted to being at the
house on Sunday, November 1, 2015, around 3:30 in the afternoon. (Exhibit E:
Rower Dale Taylor Stalement Vilardi 000238) He was involved in the civil suit
after the homicide that resulted in him receiving some of the money found at the
scene. https://obits.robinsonfuneralhomes.com/roger-taylor-sr

Deputy Kevin Evatt- Was the K-9 handler for Duke who was deployed around
the scene of the crime. Questioning him about Duke’s actions near Mr. and Mrs.
Vilardi who were on the scene when he was used, prohibits the introduction of
extremely compelling evidence if the dog failed to alert.
https://www.tributearchive.com/obituaries/28416226/kevin-evatt

Rick Charles- Polygrapher who performed the polygraph on Amy Vilardi that
she allegedly indicated deception. Mr. Charles told Law Enforcement that Mrs.
Vilardi was on the verge of confessing to the crime. Further, Mr. Charles was
present when law enforcement unlawfully seized Mrs. Vilardi’s phone.
https://www.floydmortuary .com/obituaries/ricky-chatles

Joan Marie Hightower Taylor- Mrs. Taylor lived two houses down from the
incident location. She is the sister-in-law of Cathy Scott and the daughter-in-law
of Juanita Taylor. She was briefly interviewed but not really questioned about the
weekend of these homicides. With the homicide involving the use of firearms and
time of death being contested, Mrs. Taylor would be someone who could testify
whether she heard any loud commotion.
htips://obits.robinsonfuneralhomes.com/ican-taylor

Dr. Brett H. Woodard- Dr. Woodard performed the autopsy in this case.
According to Dr. Woodard, he retired as the Anderson County Medical Examiner
i 2019, Dr. Woodard is no longer qualified to speak as an expert. Dr. Woodard is
neither licensed, board certified, nor has he maintained his continuing education
requirements, Time of death is a hotly contested issue in this case and being




unable to question the only medically trained doctor about his findings is highly
prejudicial to Mr. Vilardi.

7) Denise “Dee” Herman- On November 19, 2015, Mrs. Herman called in a very
specific detailed criminal tip regarding James Franklin “Jim” Golden to SLED
S/A Andrew Tribble, who is currently a Major with the Anderson County
Sheriff’s Office. Mr. Golden was a trained sniper, former Navy SEAL and CIA
operative that was highly trained in Jiu Jitsu. Mr. Golden suffered from manic
depression and did not like to take his prescribed medications. According to Mrs.
Herman, Mr. Golden was deathly ill and was planning on proceeding with a “hit
list” before taking his own life. At the top of his hit list was Terry Michael Scott,
Mr. Scott used to bully Mr. Golden when he worked at the Department of
Transportation. Mrs. Herman passed away in April 2023.
(hitps:/fwww.legacy.com/us/obituaries/legacyremembers/denise-herman-
obituary?id=49678566)

8) Jimmy Bradley Richey- Mr. Richey was considered to have involvement with a
suspect in this case. His phone was extracted and messages were downloaded.
(https:/feverloved.com/life-of/jinuny-richey/obituary/}

9) Dorothy Owens-Neighbor on the State’s witness Hst who is deceased.

10) Louise Williams- Friend of the Cathy Scott’s who spoke to Investigators with
Anderson County Shertff’s Office, She is on the State’s witness list and is
deceased.

11) Dewayne Hildabramd - Dewayne S. Hilderbrand is a footwear expert hired by
the Anderson County Sheriff's Office that claims the footwear impression was
made by an Asics Speedstar Shoe. He issued a quick report but has not been
available to answer any questions from Mr. Vilardi about his methodology.

12) Blair Hill - Blair Hill with the Anderson County Sheriff's Department was the
forensic investigator who took several hundred photographs of the scene. Mr. Hill
was able to search different types of footwear impressions on Google and
determined that the impression in the single-wide came from an Asics Speedstar
Shoe. Mr. Hill was unable to testify at the first trial. However, the State used the
"good fortune" of his lucky Google search to suggest the footwear impression was
made by an Asics Speedstar Shoe. Mr. Hill is a crucial witness who Mr. Vilardi
cannot cross examine due to the undue delay.




The uncertainty surrounding the time of death is of extreme importance in this case. It was
originally reported to the public that the four individuals died on November 1, 2015.
Coincidentally, the Vilardis were able to provide an alibi for the majority of the November 1, 2015,
date. Only then, did the time of death window expand. Dr. Woodard performed the autopsy and
was the only medical personnel to analyze the four bodies. Dr. Woodard retired in 2019, which
gave the State ample opportunity to indict Mr. Vilardi and prosecute this case. Now, because of
their undue delay in bringing the case, Mr. Vilardi has lost the opportunity to question Dr. Woodard
about his findings. Furthermore, the State presented a pathologist, Dr. Kyle Shaw, at the original
trial who only reviewed the findings of the original autopsy.

Witnesses that are still available are not able to provide the Court their contemporaneously
perceived statements of the facts and circumstances of this 2015 homicide. Everyone has their own
truth, perspective and version of patticular events in their lives. As we know, time often erodes,
enhances and confuses those memories, substantially changing the form and substance of how
events occurred. This confusion was evidenced by the multitude of interviews performed in 2023
when Cold Justice came to South Carolina as nearly all of the subjects could not remember or
made different statements than their initial interview. Further, social media podcast, gossip, and
media coverage has weakened the firsthand impressions of witnesses. Multiple witnesses admit to
reading Facebook when events took place that unintentionally clouds their memory. All of these
factors infringe Mr. Vilardi’s ability to effectively cross-examine the witnesses, thus stripping him
of his Sixth Amendment Right to confront his accusets.

In addition to different individuals being unable to testify, the undue delay has stripped the

availability to gather, test and evaluate physical evidence from Mr. Vilardi. There have been

10




countless tests, performed by many different individuals secured by the State, in an attempt to
develop physical evidence in this case. It is, and seemingly has been since January 2016, the State’s
theory that a bloody shoe impression linked to a pair of Asic Speedstar 5 shoes was found in the
house near the deceased bodies and Mr. Vilardi was seen on video weating a pair of Asic Speedstar
5 shoes. (BExhibit ¥: Signed Application lor Mobile Tracking from Tenth Circuil Solicitor’s
Cttice). Despite being willing and able to assist the State in any investigation, Mr. Vilardi was not
asked about these shoes until December 2023, when Detective Tyler Duncan and Television
investigator Steve Spingola bombarded him at his house in Columbia as a part of their television
show. This was eight years after the incident and, by this point, the Vilardis had moved multiple
times before relocating to Richland County. Rightfully so, he was not in possession of the shoes
at that time.

Looking at the pictures of the shoe print, it is not readily ascertainable what type of shoe
left the print. Analysts from the FBI agreed that they could not determine specifically what type
of shoeprint that was (Exthibil G: FBI Shoe Analvsis), but law enforcement hired an expert in 2016
that prepared a report stating it could have been left by an Asics Speedstar 5. However, due to the
delay in the indietment, most of the shoes worn by Mr. Vilardi at the time of the incident, and the
days prior, no longer are in his possession. If Mr. Vilardi was simply asked for these shoes at some
point closer in time to this incident, then he could have atternpted to secure them and let the State
test them, Afier the passage of 8 years, Mr. Vilardi is unable to have access to these materials to
turn over to the State or have his own tests performed and prepate a defense. Further, both the
hired expert and the Anderson County Sheriti’s Office inveétigator who the print as an Asics are

unavailable.
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On November 10, 2016, a safe and a gun were recovered from a pond off Anderson Road
in Pendleton. This safe was taken into evidence but subsequently destroyed by law enforcement
without any further testing. The gun was not sent to SLED for forensic testing until after the
indictment on July 29, 2025. It should be noted thai there was a safe found in the single-wide with
cash in it that was opened by Mr. Vilardi for Law Enforcement to investigate. Because of key
evidence being destroyed and lapse in time it was not analyzed prior to indictment.

Between the availability of key witnesses, the opportunity to examine physical evidence
and the significant lapse in time, the pre-indictment delay has causgd substantial actual prejudice
to Mr. Vilardi’s right to receive a fair trial today in Anderson County. The amount of time between
the incident and the indictment has caused citizens to speculate, theorize and just plain make up
evidence that points towards the guilt of Mr. Vilardi. Further, as time extends, thes¢ opinions
without any factual basis become ingrained in individuals' minds that they believe they are facts.
That has led to over half of the individuals re-interviewed in 2023 to state that they “know who
did it but can’t prove it” Because of the considerable amount of coverage by all levels of media
including news stations, newspapers, podeasts and television, people both tangentially associated
with the case and members of the community at large have all developed beliefs on who is
responsible. These theories have run so rampant that it essentially strips Mr. Vilardi of his
presumption of innocence and places the burden on him to prove that he is not guilty.

REASONS FOR THE DELAY

At this juncture, it is not proper to predict the State’s reasons for the delay in indicting Mr.

Vilardi nearly 9 vears afier the incident, We would appreciate the opportunity to respond to the

reasons the State will espouse for their undue delay in charging Mr. Vilardi with these crimes.
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However, we can look at different filings, media appearances and discovery to anticipate what the
State’s reasoning is for the delay.

Because there has been no new physical evidence linking Mr. Vilardi to the commission
of this homicide uncovered, no eyewitness testimony or any subsequent confession, the Defense
believes the reason for the delay was the successful prosecution of Alex Murdaugh by the Attorney
General’s office both in public and in the Courtroom.

The Anderson County Sheriff at the time of the incident was John Skipper. Sheriff Skipper
had his department working on this case through 2015 and well into 2016 before he lost his re-
election bid. The current Sheriff, Chad McBride, was not elected until November 2016 before
taking office in January 2017. Analyzing the discovery, there was very little, if any, work done on
this case from the time McBride took office until days afier the Murdaugh verdict, when Sheriff
McBride went to the media publicly naming the Vilardi’s as persons of interest for the first time
and said:

“The Murdaugh case was very interesting you know, to say the
least,” McBride said. “There was a lot of circumstantial evidence.
And it’s a lot like our case, we have some evidence. It’s not just

circumstantial.
(Exhibit H {rorm above news article)

After neglecting this case since he was elected, Sheriff McBride assigned Detective Tyler
Duncan to the case on April 28, 2023. Anderson county Sheriff’s Office decides to bring in
television producers from Texas named Cold Justice to focus solely on evidence against Rosmore
and Amy Vilardi. This show which purportedly helps investigative agencies solve “cold cases”
came to Anderson County on December 7, 2023, re-interviewed everyone, had a couple of paid
“expert” witnesses look at evidence already in the State’s possession. Then, by December 12,

2023, there was a meeting between Anderson County Sheriff’s Office and the South Carolina
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Attorney General’s Office. In a day and a half, the South Carolina Attorney General’s Office
reviewed the 35,000 pages of discovery in the file before agreeing to prosecute this case.

It should be very clear to the Court, there was no new evidence uncovered by the Stats to
ease their decision to bring these charges. On January 14, 2016, the 10th Circuit Solicitor’s Office
submitted an application with the Court for a tracking device for the Vilardi’s vehicles. In their
request, they submitted probable cause for their request. (Exhibit F from above) The probable
cause submitted that date in 2016 is the exact same evidence that the State is using as the evidence
of guilt in the December 2023 atrest and subsequent Indictment. Essentially, the investigation
stopped in 2016 and did not begin again until shortly after the Murdaugh verdict and the
coordinated media blitz by the Anderson County Sheriff’s Department. This coordinated media
blitz includes appearances on podcasts by Detective Scotty Hill, billboards placed on Clemson
Road, a devoted Facebook Group and GoFundMe created by the family of Mike and Barbara Scott. '
Although not necessary, that delay is without justification and only serves the purpose of
attempting to try the case outside the courtroom, fundamentally preventing Mr. Vilardi from
receiving a fair trial.

From the date of the homicide until they were atrested in December 2023, the Vilardis
cooperated with every effort made by the State of South Carolina to track down the perpetrator.
They turned over clothes, phones and They sat for multiple interviews and polygraph
examinations. The Anderson County Sheriff Office’s decision to slow play this investigation
forced the Vilardis to file an action in the Court of Common Pleas to recover some of the items
they turned over. A settlement was reached, property was returned and, still, the State waited

several years before seeking these warrants.
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Deliberately delaying justice without justification prevents the Defendants from presenting
a complete defense and is exacily the type of behavior the South Carolina Supreme Court has
attempted to stop with their rulings on undue delay cases. As stated above, the key factor in
balancing the prejudice and the justification is whether the government’s actions in prosecuting
after substantial delay violates “fundamental concepts of justice” or “the community’s sense of
fair play and decency.” Here, it is apparent that the prejudice suffered by the delay is not justified.
The initial investigation resulted in two different seasoned prosecutors declining to prosecute the
case. After six years on the job, Sheriff McBride solicited a television show to come to Anderson
County in an attempt to solve the case. However, the results do not include any significant changes
in evidence, and it surely does not produce enough evidence to justify an 8-year delay. It is an
attempt to try this case outside the courtroom with inadmissible evidence, an influenced jury pool
and an unjustified delay infringing upon Vilardi’s substantial right to a fair trial.

Because the law allows the Court to consider the “fundamental concepts of justice” or “the
community’s sense of fair play and decency,” it is necessary to consider the amount of burden
shifting that has happened since 2015 and continues to happen in 2026 in making the
determination. While Mr. Vilardi acknowledges there is no Statute of Limitations in South
Carolina, the nearly 10-year delay is extreme, abnormal and discouraged in our staie, the delay is
not justified by the discovery of a “smoking gun” that materially changes the circumstances of the
case. It only serves to completely strip Mr. Vilardi of his constitutional right to a fair trial. For
these reasons, we ask the Court to dismiss the charge againsi Rosmore Wayne Vilardi for

unreasonable pre-indictment delay.

KENT LAW FIRM, LLC
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Manning, South Carolina
July 1) ,2026

hertif C. Kent, Bar #68565
19, South Mill Street
Post\Office Box 117
Manning, SC 29102
(803) 433-5368
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EXIHIBIT A
STATRE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )
) SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT
COUNTY OF ANDERSON )

This Seitlement Agreement (“Seitlement Agreement™) is emtered into this 312 day of May, 2021
{“Effective Date™) by and between Rosmore snd Amy Vilardi (“Plaintiffs™), on one hand, and Anderson County
Sheriff®s Office (“ACSO™), David I. Taylor and Roger D. Taylor as co-Personal Represemtatives of the Estate of
Violet J. Taylor (“Taylors™), and Pam S. Isheil, ss Persore] Represeniative for the Bstate of Terry Micheel Scoit
and as Personsl Representative for the Estate of Rarbara Scolt (“lsbell™), on the other hand. Plainkfls, ACS0,
Tayloss, and Tsbell may be referred to individuaily as a *“Party” or collectively as the “Parteg”

PURPOSE

Thizs Settlewemt Apreement is a compronise between the Pasties for the setffement of the clzims,
cournterclaims, and cross-claims asserisd in the lawsuit commenced by Plaintiff in the Anderson County Court of
Comsnon Pleas idenfified as Resmore and Amy Vilardivs. Anderson County Sheriffs Qffice. David J, Taylor and
Roger D. Tayior as ca-Personal Represematives of the Esigie of Violet J. Taylor, and Pam S. Ishelf, as Personal
Represemiative for the Estate of Terry Michael Scoit and as Persenal Represeniative jor the Estale of Barbara
Seont - Civil Action Ne.: 2016-CP-04-01200 (“*ACSO Litigstion”). This Settlement Agreement is firther emtersd
into between Amy Vilardi and Pam Isbell for fhe settlemnent of the claims and counterclaims asserted in the Jawsuit
commenced by Amy Vilard in the Andersor Coumty Court of Common Pleas identified as Amy Pilard! v. Pamiela
Ishell - Civit Action Mo.: 2016-CP-04-80722 (“Vehicle Litigation™).

ST OF DISP

The clains, conmderclaims and cross-claims asserted in the AUSO Litigation are all related o U.S.
currency and other personal propeziy seized by ACSD in relation to the crimimal investigation of 8 quadsuple
homicide that ocoumred at 2217 Refuge Road, Pendleion, South Cazolina, on or about Novemnber 2, 2015
{“Crimival Tnvestigaiion”). At all relevant times, there were two honaes located at 2217 Refuge Road, Pendle’kon,
Sowth Carclina. One was 2 dowble-wide home (“Double-Wide™) accupied by Temwy Michael Scott, Cathy Taylor
Scott, Barbara Scoft, and Violet J. Taylor. The other hewe was a single-wide (“Singls-Wide™) that was occupled
by Plaintiffs at or around the titne of the homicide. The quadreple homicide ocowmed in the Double-Wide snd the
vietims of the quadruple homicids were Terry Michael Scott, Cathy Taylor Scott, Barbara Scott, and Vielet J.
Taylor. Several search warrants were issued for various items of evidence related to the homicides. The search
warrants atached to the Complaint involved the two (2) mobile homes except for the search wammant for 2 siorage
unit located at 4303 Edgewater Way, Anderson, South Carolina. The items of evidence seized are deteiled in the
renmn to cach search werrsmt, The Crimina) Investgation is active and ongelng, and no charges have been browght,

The ACSO Litigation was commencad when Plajmiffs filed aszerting a claim and delivery action against
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ACS0 related to the U8, currency and tangible peysonal property seized and held by ACSO as part of the Crinyinal
Investigation. Subsequently, Taylors and Isbell wexe granted leave to intervene i the ACSO Litipation and have
asserted claims relaged to the U.S. currency and other property currently held by ACSO.

After a series of motions and the passage of time, ACSO identified a list of items shat it is prepared to
release and provided Plaintiffs, Taylors and Isbell with photographs of said itoms. Consistent with the Opder
executed and filed on January 28, 2020, Plaintiffs and Defendants have examined the Iist and photographs to
identify those jtems that are contesied. Plaintiffs, Taylors, and Isbell have asserted competing claims selated to
the U.S. currency and other personal property cumently held by ACSO.

A trial was scheduled for March 16, 2020; however, the matier was comtinued due to certain COVID-
related issues and/or coneerns. A bench-trial was scheduled for Yume I, 2021 before the Honorable J. Cordell
Maddox, Jr.

After engaging in exiensive discovery, filing of various motions, participating in 2 mediation, and trial
preparation, the Parties engaged in & series of settlement negotiations.

The Parties desire to avoid further custs and expense associated with the ACSO Litigation, and/es Vehicle
Litigatiom, and without any admission of liability, fucther agree to compromise, seitle, and resolve their respective
claimns, commterclaims, and cross-vlaims as sef forth hersin,

NOW, THEREFORE, for and in congideration of the mutnal agreements, representations, covenmts, and
‘warranties recited herein below, the Parties agree as follows:

TERMS OF SETTLEMENT
i. Distribution of Currency and other personal property to cyerently available for release by ACSO,
a. Curremsy snd other Personal Property removed from Single-Wide:
i The Pasties have asserted competing claims retated to Sixty-Five Thousand, Eight Hundred Ninety
and no/ 100 Dollars (363,890.00) of the currency removed from the Single-Wide. The Partics spreed that
ACSO0 shall release the $65,890.00 in cash to Plaintiffs” attorney, I, Christopher Praclt, Esquire, who shall
deposit said fimds fnte ks finm’s trast account to he disbursed as follows:
{1 $34,890.60 to Rosmors Vilerdi and Amy Vilasdi;
(2) $3,000.00 to David J. Taylor and Roger D, Taylor;
(3) $7,000.00 to Thomas W. Cox, CPA, as custodian for Savannsh Thomas, nnder the South
Caroling Uniform Gifts to Miners Act w0 age 21;
) $7,000.00 to Thomas W. Cox, CPA, as eustodian for Brady Hill, under the South Carolina
Uniform Gifts to Minors At o age 21;
(5) $7,600,00 to Thomas W. Cox, CPA, a5 custodian for Raiden Vilardi, under the South
Carolina Uniform Gifts to Minors At to age 21; ard
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(6) £7,000.00 to Thomas W. Cox, CPA, as custodian for Ambrose Vilandi, wmder the South
Carolira Uniform Gifts to Minors Act to age 21.
7 The Parties acknowledge and agree that none of them shkall serve as successor cusiodion
Jor the funds dishursed wnder the South Carofine Uniform Gifis to Minors Act in paragraphs (3) -
(6} of this subsection.
if, Farn isbell shall receive the North American .22 Magman Silver in cotor, SN 24%115.
i Rosmore Vilardi and Amy Vilandi shafl rescive all remaining personsl propeity itemns removed
from the Single-Wide.
b. Currency and other Personal Property removed from Dounble-Wide:
i David J. Taylor and Roger I Taylor shall receive the $400.00 in cash from bedrooa ofthe Donble-
Wide.
i, Pany Ishell shalk receive alf itemns removed from the Double-Wide including the §21,412.00 in cash
fonnd in the master batl,
¢ Vehicles:

i Fam isbell shall receive the following vehicles: (2) 2010 Toyota Tumdra (VIN: ooooxroomx3183),

(b} 2005 Toyota Corolia (VIN: soomsrmooao®620), (o) 1996 Nissan (VI srommaooaxxx6743), and
the 2003 Toyota Camry (VIN: Toosomexxrx2684). To the extent suy Party, ofher than Isbell, is listed as
the owner of one of the above-described vehicles, said Pauty will execate any document(s) required to
transfer Gitle to Isbell in g timely manmer. Likewise, any Party having keys o the vehicles shall defiver the
keys to Pans Isbell or ber aitomey.

Imvesnganm i3 active and ongoing, ACSO iz still in possession of certsin cwrrency andfor otlier personal property
items (“Remulning Items™). If and when ACSO is prepared to release the Remaining Tiems, fose items removed
from the Single-Wide shall bo disbursed to Rosmore and Angy Vilardi aud those ims removed from the Double-
Wide ghall be disbursed to Pam Isbell.

3. Repwesentations. The Parties sach ackmowledge and affirmatively state that they have not assigned,
transfesmed, or conveyed in muy manner a1l or any part of their legal clafms or legal rights in conuection with the
maters set forth in the ACOS Litigation, Vehiole Litigation, or this Seitlement Agreement.

4. Dismissal of Vehicle Litigation, By execution of this Sevlement Agrosment, Amy Vilardi and Pam Isbell
hereby authorize and divect their respective atioraeys to execute and file a Stpulation of Dismissal with prejudice
as to clatms and counterclaims asserted in the Vehicle Litipgation provided that the Vehicles have been transfesred
in accordance with this Agreement.
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Seitioment Agresment constitate the setifement and compromise of disputed claime, and that this Setllement
Agreement does ot constitute an admission or evidence of lability by any of them regarding any ciaim alleged or
damages sought by any Party.

6. i , Agsipns. This Seftlement Agreemsent shall be binding upon, inure to the benefit
of and be mfomeable by and against, the Pafies kereto and their respective heiss, devisers, mermbers, managers,
officers, successors, assigus, affiliates, and agents, provided, however, that nothing contained in this Setement
Agreament shall confer upon any other person or entity not a party to this Setflement Agreerent any rights or
remedies hereunder.

7. Enforcesbility. Nothing contained herein shall be interpreted as releasing or compromising any claim
regarding the eoforcement of the terms of this Settlernent Apreement or right to euforce the dismissal of the Vehicle
Litigation,

8. Acknowledement The Pasties hercto, as evidenced by their signatures below, acknowledge that this
Settlement Agreement has been fully explained to thern by their respective atiomeys, that they understand the terms
and conditions of the Settiement Agreernent, and that they voluntarily agree to be bound by the terme and conditions
of this Sctilement Agmement

i Apreement. Ifthis Settlernent Agreemnent requiires constrsction or interpretation
by any coort, the Parties sgree that interpreiation and constrection of this Seftlement Agreement shalll not be subject
to the rale that sny agreement shall be construed more strictly against the party which kisellf, or through its agents,
prepared the same; the Parties agroeing that each participated equeily in the preparation hereof.
10, Counterpartz. This Settlament Agresment mway be emcouied in 3 pumber of counterparts mmd ¢ach
connterpast signature shall, when taken with all other sipnatires, be treated as if ¢xecuted upon one original of this
Seitlement Agreement. A photocopy, scan, or facsimile of this Scitlement Agreement or of the signatures hereto
will serve in place of an original,
il.  Expenses. Unless specifically refemred 10 herein to the contrary, each Party shal! be responsible for any
debt, Hsbility or obligation, cost, expense, o fee of any nature whatsoever including, without limitation, any and
all legal, accounting, and other professional fees and expenses incurved by it in connection with ths dispute,
aegotiation, crecution; or performance of this Setilement Agreement.

sadings and Definitions. The headiugs in the sections of this Yetilement Agreement are inseried for
convenience @nly and in no way ajter, amend, modify, fiwait, or resirict the contractual oblipations of the Parfies,
13. Butine Agreamen verming, All prior negotiations and apgrecments between the Parties hereto are
.,upersedadl by this Settlement Agreement, and there ave mo representations, warranties, understandings, or
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agrecmonis oihier than dhose expressly set faedh herein or in 8 document delivered pursuant hereto, This Selthoment
Agreémant shall be govamed and congtroed and interproted aenarding to the lews of the Stats of Seith: Careline.
The terma of this Sonleirient Agresineat may not be changed, nlodifled, waived, 'dimhm'tged. or terminated in any
manner, except by written insfrurasnt signed by all of the Partics,

I WITNESS WHEREGF, tie Parties hewsto have executed thib Settlement Amenz‘ﬁgﬁ?&@;@g}gﬁd
y%at first Bbﬂ'\'lﬁ written, ’ s.é;‘@?;'.'-,'“ a “f"’%%
. FUSR0TAREY g
e E et g w;ﬁ“f%
ﬂumﬁ: Vilaedi AT

Roy D Fogln
D il 70 (SEAL)

David J. Tayior and’ RogesD). Taylor aa co-Fersonal
Represtrtativos offihe Bstate of Violct J, Taylos

. : _.(BBaAL)
Pam 8. 1sbell, g8 Pergoral Represuniative for thy Hetate:
of Torry Mithdél Bast b v Porsiitel Repressiitativefor

the Estate of Barbara Scoft

,ﬁ/ﬂ%} T (sBAL)
Ariderson County Sheriff's Office

By: b AALOLDE.
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agreements other than those expressly set forth herein or in 8 dociment delivered pursuant hereto. This Settlenvent
Agreement shall be govermed and construed and interpreied sceording o the laws of the State of South Carolina.
The terms of this Settlement Agreement may ot be changed, modified, waived, discharged, or terminated in any
manuer, except by written nstrument sipned by all of the Parties.

¥ WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties hereto have executed this Settiement Agreement as of the day and
year first chove written.

WITNESSES:
(SEAL)
Rosmore Vilardi
{SEAL)
Ay Vilardi
{SEAL)

David J, Taylor and Roger D, Taylor as co-Personsl
Representatives of the Estste of Vioket 3, Taylor

£ (SEAL)
Pam 8. jshell, as Persoml Repxesentauvc for the Estate
of Terry Bichasl Scot and as Personsl Represeatative for
the Bstate of Barbara Scott

{(SEAL)
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Years after Pendieton quadruple

homicide, sheriff names persons of
interest

Victim's sister says she believes justice will come “in God's time”

Two persons of interesis have been named in a quadruple homicide case from 2015 in Anderson
County

By Brookiey Gromer and Amanda Shaw




Published: Mar. 14, 2023 at 5:57 PM EDT | Updated: Mar. 15, 2023 at 2:09 PM EDT
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PENDLETON, S.C. (FOX Carolina) - More than seven years after four people were
murdered inside their home in Pendleton, the sheriif of Anderson County has named
two persons of interest in the case.

The bodies of Michael and Cathy Scott, along with their mothers Barbara Scoit and
Violet Taylor, were found in a house on Refuge Road on Nov. 2, 2015. Investigators
believe they were killed days earlier since Halloween candy was still by the front door.
There was no sign of forced entry to the home, but a safe normally filled with cash
was empty.

Their loved ones have endured a long wait for justice. Pam Isbell, Michael Scott’s
sister, said thoughts of her brother and mother never leave her mind.

“Whenever | start to doubt - and ! do, | doubt, | guestion why - but my mother’s belief
in God always gets me through,” Isbell said. *1 just know that it's going o happen in
God’s time.”




i i T (9 R U o
The bodies of 80-year-old Barbara Scott, 60~year-old Cathy Scott, 59-year-old Michael Scott,
and 82-year-old Violet Taylor were found in a hore in Pendleton on Nov. 2, 2015. (Provided by
family)

Sheriff Chad McBride, who inherited the unsolved case when he was elected in 2016,
has said for years that he is confident about who he believes committed the murders -
but investigaiors are still working to firm up their case.

He hopes a podcast released in March by Unsolved Mysteries, which puts the case in
the national spotlight, will help get more answers in the investigation. Anderson
County Staff Sergeant Scotty Hill told producers with Unsolved Mysteries that he
doesn’t believe the murders were commitied by a stranger.

“The family had to have known them because nobody put up a fight until after the
attack occurred or started,” Hill said in the podcast.

McBride echoed this opinion.

“It is not a crime of randomness,” he said. “It is a very planned, persconal crime is what
this is. And all the details in the crime point to it being very personal and it had io be
somebody they knew very well.”




In an interview only on FOX Carolina, McBride named Cathy Scott’s daughter Amy
Vilardi and her husband Ross Vilardi as persons of interest in the investigation. The
couple has always adamantly denied any involvement in the murders and want to find
the person responsible more than anyone, according to their former atiorney.

The Vilardis lived on the same property, just steps away from the home where their
family members were stabbed to death and then shot postmortem. They later
remodeled the house where the homicides occurred and moved into it.

McBride said investigators have been able 10 rule out other suspects in the case.

During search warrants executed on Refuge Road, deputies seized $60,000 in cash,
nearly two dozen firearms, boxes of amimunition, iwo vehicles, laptops, video game
consoles, and cell phones. The Vilardis sued the Anderson Gounty Sherilt’s Office,
saying their property was being held for an unreasonable amount of time and claiming
tests performed on the items did not link them to any wrongdoing.




Amy Vilardi spoke to FOX Carolina in 2016 about “Facebook detectives” and other
groups on social media who accused her and her husband of committing the
murders. She said they were cooperating with investigators, including both taking
polygraph tests.

“} want to do everything | can so they can move along in the investigation,” Vilardi said
at the time.

New evidence has been uncovered, according to the sheriff, and he hopes a jury will
be able 1o hear the case in “the near future.” However, McBride says nothing will ever
right the wrong that was committed against the Scotts and their elderly mothers.

“Eyven when that day comes and we’re able to bring justice, | don’t think there's
enough justice to be given to them on this earth,” McBride said.

At this time, no charges have been filed in the quadruple homicide investigation, but
the sheriff said the double murder conviction of Alex Murdaugh could help
investigators.

“The Murdaugh case was very interesting you know, o say the least,” McBride said.
“There was a lot of circumstantial evidence. And it’s a lot like our case, we have some
evidence. It’s not just circumstantial.”

FOX Carolina has reached out to the Vilardis for comment.

Copyright 2023 WHNS. All rights reserved.







ARREST WARRANT

2023A0410101937

STATE OF SCGUTH CARQLINR

Countyl _.fl_ Fluntopsky of
Anderson
THE STATE 201520728
aganst

Rosmaore ne Vilardi g/ 1)

Agaess 0 Quarier Trail
A - B T ey =
¥ West Columbia, 8¢ 29172

ssn [07-74-9657

At Vin mure EEERY;)
¥ LA A - ¥y

DL 103516276

Agercy ORI ® SCOG0000
Anderson County Sherid{
Robert T Duncan - 383

Ofteese Murder " Murder B
Cfenze Code, 0116
CogefOrdmancs See  16-03-001{{)

STATE OF S0UTH CAROLINA ) ORIGINAL .
KT Ceu [T Musopa | AFEIDAVIT

Anderson !

Personally uppeared efora me (he athant  Rabert T Duoncan e
beng  duly swom nmnowwm and says thal  dodendan) Roasman ,.r..w.»‘:n Vilardi

did wihin s counfy and stale ae orabew! 3 (0[5 wuTigle e Cnmmal lgws of the
State o Souln Carchna {or oidmance of @ County! Hﬂr\ Mumcipalty of Andersoen )

i the foilloeing parbiculars

DESCRIPTION OF OFFENSE: A rder ¢+ Murder

| further  ste that  there s prebable cause 100 Delieve  that  the  delumimyt samed  adowe  did o ncmunl

the come el forih and that probatie ceuse s based on the lshcwsng fecls

That oo o sbowt Getober 31, 2003 0 the comnty ol Andeyson, one KRosmore Wayne Vitard did, with maiiee afotethoughl canse the
duath of forey Michael Scott by causing fi vounds which led @ Tis demtle This ingident occurred af 2217 Retuge Rog
Peadlcian

Signature of Atflant

Warran|

15 G S

w Countyt

_ 11; Muncipalily of

1

The accusest

5 o he arrested and  brought before T mie o b

deafl

LS.}

Regnature o Jugge

Date

RETURN
A copy of s prrest wanint was desvered 5o

Resmare Vilagdi
il __N..:m.l.__‘nwuw

deiendant

ugRElies o nLITTR L 39 L s et L

RETURN WARRANT TO:
General Sessions
106G South Main Street
P Box §002
Anderson, SC 29422

ORIGINAL ORIGINAL

ORIGINAL

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) e pn
X - y . 305 Camson R
/u Countyi |} Mumsipalty gt j = s
= e ) Anderson, SC 29625.
Anderson s Teleptionn
ARREST WARRANT
TO AMY LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICER OF THIS STATE OR MUNICIPALITY CR ANY CONSTABLE O F THIS COUNTY: - i
i Y] i
II appeanng from Ihe  above afidavd thal there e reasonalb ! g pal P
s st Lo, RUE GO W
i
on ot abow  LWIL2G03 dofendars  Rosmore Wavne Vilardi _ - , :
did wclale e cominal laws of the Siale ol South Caroina .:.mq ordinance of _ “' ﬂmu qm_ mcmn* _,
N1 Countyf ﬁu Mumicipahty of Anderson 1 as det forh Yelow !
PR T3 !
DESCRIPTION OF OFFENSE:  Murder £ Murder F ﬁ k_mm\xﬁwr..@ aralstis :
Kaving 1ound prozatie cause and s asave afham hayng swom DEIGRE e, yOU 28 empowared ang Qe i SmsT e LT BREnBFHl oh DRI
har betOLE e forthwith 1o be dealf wib according o fave A cogy of this Arrest Warrant shall be danverad 10 the gefendant al the time of 1S exerubion, OF a8
spon 1heredhier 4s is practcab
Sworn 1o #nd subscribed beforp e )
ore |2 H4M023 / e
h? At \ﬁ_\\ﬁ\ ! Judge's Address 2404 N, Main SL
{51 ) Anderson. 5C 2962 -
TG AT AT . R
" i Judge's Telephoae {8641260-4 {56
Nancy Wilson Devine ) — .
Judne Code 85 ) issunng Court E Magistrile D Mumicipal ] Cucut
ORIGINAL ORIGINAL ORIGINAL CRIGINAL




ARREST WARRANRT

2023A0410101338

- STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
County [ Mumapaity of

A 5 b

Andesrson

THE STATE
Et

Rosmore Wavne Vilardi,

hadress  BPRD _",_:E..qu Trail

201520728
st

¢ West Columbia. SC 29172
Phone SSN (01-TA96357
Dow Tace W ! K
LSl g OLR 103316276

oo 7725/1987
Prosaculing Agency
Pratecuting DHlice:

Agency OREE SCN0A0000
Andersen County SherilV
Roberr T Duncan - B85
Otteese: Murder ¢ Murder

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA j .

AA_ Countyi {77 Rumagpaliy of ) AEFIDAVIT
Anderson 1

Pursonaly appoared tefore me the  athant Rabert T m,.ws:am.:

ORIGINAL

wha

Lemng  duly swom depases and says  that  defendact

Rostmore Wayne Vilanli
ant or about

el wathin s couny Bng stale

wiclatz the crmina laws of ine

FE31:20015

State of Sowh Carchng jor orgnance of [ X County [
L 1.

7 Mumspaky of Anderson

-

)

wothe foilowny  paciculars

DESCRIPTIOK QF OFFENSE: \§rder Nardw

i Tunher  qupe that
the crime cal fonh

there 1%
and that

delareiant
fzcis

probable cause 1o beteve  That e
probable cause 15 hased on the Rlowsng

rarmisg

1Tt on o

11 led 1o her death, Th

death of Barbara dein Seott by ansing faval wounds wi
Pendlcton,

avoee  dig eommil

houl Celuber 31,2015 i the caunty of Anderson, ong Rismore Wanne Vilandi did, with malice aloretiougl, swse the
inwident aecurred al 2217 Reluge Raad in

Offense Code arie e
b nonce Sec -33-04 10

CotelOrdinance Ses 16-03-0010 Sigatire of Afia k\\\ﬁu\|\\.\\.\\'
TRE AT B CENEIEN PO SENVICE TR \\9\

J—— . — STATE OF SQUTH CARDLINA -

i 1 County | Munpality of

F——

T pcCiser)

W be aad raoghl | balore oe = 3]

LS.

Ggranst o halge

Date:

RETURN

A copy ot s arrest warranl was  dehvered (o

defendant pﬂgﬂﬁp m,\.a ﬁh Wmh.-.
& 215 {l=

TRGTDTE R [ A TR, | Sres | VG T RITHE R ot

RETURMN WARRANT TO:
General Sessions
100 South Main Strect
Po Box 8002
Anderson. SC 29627

ORIGINAL ORIGINAL

ORIGINAL

N T Afaaod’ £ 303 Camson |
; 7 runcwaity of Affan's 5 03 Cwmson Rd

“ww ; County! |

Anderson. SC 296a24-

[,

Anderson Aant's Tespnone

ARREST WARRANT

TO ANY LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICER OF THIS STATE OR MUNICIPALITY OR ANY COMSTABLE OF

it appeanng  from the  above  affidavit hal thete  we  rea

an o about 312003 Rosntare Wavne Vilardi

dgfendant

THES COLINTY:

munmc_cbw wﬂeﬂa_m ﬁ,ﬁ wu_..: _,

=%

it wiolate the crmunal
wl»li_ County/

DESCRIPTION OF OFFENSE:  Murder 7 Murder

s pf the State of ortinanee o

[} Municspaiay of Anderson

Soulh Carobaa {or

Hawng found probabile cause and the al
Ter petore me fohwalh 1o be dealtwilh
soen heredflar as 6 prcticable
Sworn (o and neried before me
an 1271490013

en 1241 w 3 )

e athant having SWom halore me, 3 are prptweed and girectes 1

Judge's Address

3404 N Main &

7 as st forth pglow:

cording e Jitve A sofy of s Areut WaArant skall ta debvered 1o the JETERdET WCIHEfime of 15 exEzuhan, of as

FEB 08 2024

]

P F s
WA ﬁmm%rmw{.*ﬁb\w%r\
w50 defendint g ey hin oc

UTE

AT v

Anderson. SC 29621

g gk TN Judge's Telephone  (8641260-4136

Naney Wilson Devine ) . ey

dudge Codle 5851 ; Issung Courl |y | Magistrate D Kumzipal ﬁzl_ Circunt
ORIGINAL ORIGINAL CRIGINAL ORIGINAL



. ARREST WARRANT

2023A0410101939

- STATE CF SOUTH CAROLING

M/.w County/ m umzipably of

Apderson

THE STATE
BGBNSL

2045-207208

Rosmore Wayne Vilardi

5&33?»%% Quarter |rail

£ West Columbia, SC 29172

Prone: ssn: 107-T4-9657

[ s . Mo 41 = VAN i [
PN vl Fednd, vY R LT AL T [

OL State: 5C DL# _c 516276

Dog: 781987
Proseculing Agency:
Provacuting Officer

Agency ORI#  SCOO000
Andersen County Sherilf

Robert T Duncan - 885

Olfense ZEEE. ’ ?.Eaﬂ

Offense Code:
CodafOrdinance Sec

Gl16
16-03-0010

STATE

OF S0UTH CAROLIMA } ORIGINAL -
E County/ _:i.m Muricipality af 3 AFFIDAVIT
Anderson )

Hobert T Duncan
being duly swarn deposas and says that defendant
did within s county and  stame on or about
State of South Cardling (ot ordinznce of ’
in the following pariculars

DESCRIPTION OF OFFENSE: \uprdor / Murder

Parsorally appeared before me the affiant wher

Rosmore Wayne Vilardi

Y320
Q Munisipality of

wiolale the cnmingl laws of the

Caaniy!

Anderson )

i further slate that  there s
the crime set forth and

protable  cause 1o bekeve wmar  the commiil

thal probable cause 8 based on the followany

defendant
facts.

namad above thd

Vhat on er about October 31, 20103 in te county of Anderson, one Rosmore Ve Vilards did, with nialice slorethought, ciuese the
death of Cathy Delores Scolt by eaesing falal wounds which led te her death. This incident necurred ¢ 2217 Refuge Kol in
Pendleton.

Sgnalure of Affiant =
IS warran 1% SHYILE n e [~
—m - STATE GF SOUTH CAROLINA )
| Countyf Municipanty of " rany 305 Cams 3
L. (] 5] covay T Muncpaiity of J§ Asants Addeess 305 Camson Rel
Tha accuses & b Anderson, SC 29625
5ot be o arfesled and brought - before e o be Anderson N Aanrs Tetepnane
i
REd:
.8 ARREST WARRANT
Eqnatum ef Juoge
Cate: TO AMY LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICER OF THIS STATE OR MUNICIPALITY OR ANY CONSTABLE OF THE-GBUMPL - —-——m i,
i1 appeanng  from  tho  abowe  afidawil  thal  herg are repscnablo »Eam.,m M%Tau aw,@ wﬂ&%
RETURRM N . . -
: on orabout  EQ¥31A2013 defengant  Rosmore Wavoe Vilardi
A ocopy of this arres! wartont was dolivered - )
defendant p Q@ did wetate the wiminal laws of the State of South Caraline (or ordinance ol FEB (8 2024
o” oswnce \ilar E County/ 3 Mumcipaity of Anderson ] as setfiorih patdw,
12lis]zs - _
DESCRIPTION OF OFFENSE: Murder ” Murder

RETURN WARRANT TO:
General Sessions
110 South Main Streep
Po Box 8002
Anderson, SC 29622

ORIGINAL ORIGINAL

ORIGINAL

Hawng found probable cause and the above affiant having sworn before me, you ale empoweres and drected 1o .._mec_,..,uwm..n na.vm:éﬁﬁmmnu,u ez oL
hei befare mg lorthwilh lo be ceah with according 1o @aw. A copy of this Arrest Warrant shall be delivered to the defendant at ihe time of 15 execulion. or as
soohn thereafier 28 13 prachcable

Swoin 1o and subscbes beforgine 1
on I2/1422023 ) 1

Jugge's Address 2404 N, Main St.
Anderson. SC 29621-

(B6)260-4 156

B Magqusirate D Municrpal
ORIGINAL

(Ls} )

Judae's Tedephone
/.,Er .&_Tc: Devine ) i

Judge Code: 3831 )
ORIGINAL

tsstng Ceurl:

ORIGINAL

D Careut

ORIGINAL




. ARREST WARRANT
STATE OF mn.uc.ql CAROLINA
@ County! D Funicipality ol
Apnderson
THE STATE 2015-20728
agamst
Rustnore Wayne Vilardi
Addrass 35 mgsmzr._. Frail
P West Columbia, SC 29172-
Phong ssN: 107-74-9637
e A face W 3OO0 Waghs )

[03516276

Agengy ORE# SCOO40000
ProsecutingAgency  Anderson County Sherill’
Prasacubing Officer Roben T Duncan - §83

Ofiense  Murder / Ec:_n -

\
DL State SC DL #
nos 2371987

Ofiense Code 016
CodelOrdnarce Sec:  16-03-0010

STATE OF S0UTH CAROLINA ) ORIGINAL

] Couny! _l.u KMunicipahty at ) AFFIDAVIT

Anderson }

Personally appearea betare me e aman  Robert T Duncan whao

bemng duly sworn deposes and says that delendant
drg within this ccunty and stale nn of about

Rosmore Wayne Vilardi
i3 2GS

winlate the crniminal laws of the

State of Scuth Carowna (of ordinance of [ %] County! m Wurmcpanty of Anderson }
n the fcliomng padiculars

DESCRIPTION OF OFFENSE: aqyrder - Marder

| futher state that  [here s probable cause 1o bolleve  that  ne  defendanl  named  apove  did o commit

tha cnme set forth and thal probable cause 8 based on the foifowang facis

Lhit on or about Octaber 31, 2005 in the county of Anderson, one Rosmore Wavne Vilardi dicd, willi maiive alurethought, cause the
dealh of Violet Juanita Taylor by causing Fata? wounds which bed to her death. This invident oceurred o 2207 Refuge Road in
Pendleton.

Signature of Affiant - .

NS WArrant 15 LS
H County! ﬂ! Municipality of
The accused
15 o Le afesled .and | trougnt belor2 me tc  be
e N _:\..,r.;m..“.:‘. 2y
dealt watt Jekprity g The’ e < S
NERREY ED : L X

(LS.}

Signature of Lrdge

Omie.

RETURN
A copy of tws arest warant was debvered 10

sensin R oemare. Uilard:

o 2112

Ty OF DA VR Lo ErTEIE MR AT T

RETURN WARRANT TO:
CGeneral Sessions
100 South Main Strea
Po Box 8002
Anderson, SC 29627

ORIGINAL ORIGINAL

ORIGINAL

vl

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

303 Ciunson Rd

mr!n_m Caunty! _“lllm Hurecipanty of } Afiant’s Address Sl
L - \ Anderson, SC 29625-
Anderson Alfanl's Telephionc

ARREST WARRANT

TO ANY LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICER OF THIS STATE OR MUNICIPALITY OR ANY CONSTABLE Du THIS QOUNTY:
% appeanng  fram  the  above easonath

affidgat that  lhere -are

|
W38 sefendant  Rosmore Wavne Vilaedi _

did wia'ata the crmnal laws of he Stale of South Cacolna (or ordmance of _‘
er_ Coantyl .D Municipalty of Anilerson ) as sel lorth
A

DESCRIPTION OF OFFENSE: Murder /- Murder A

an af aboul

FEETTE A4

telow

Hawing found probable cause and the above sfhant having swom before me. you ara empowered and diecied 16 arres? hi SEtd mmmmmmmmmu.mu.m_wamb_qrﬁli[,
her befare me forwith 10 be dealt with according to law A copy of this Arest Warren! shall be delivesed 1o the delendant al the time of s exetulian, or as
soon therzater as (5 practicatie

Sworn o and subsented tefare )
g

on 12/142023 }
\\ Judge's Address 2404 N. Main St,
5} 3 Anderson, SC 2963 1-

Jeage's Telephona (864)260-4156

|
|
|
|

T =
Nancy Wilson Devine )
Judge Code. 3851 3

ORIGINAL

lssuing Coun 3| Magistate 71 Municipal D Circuit

ORIGINAL ORIGINAL ORIGINAL

FRUE aopy







State v. Lee, 375 S.C. 394 (2007)
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3758S8.C. 394
Supreme Court of South Carolina.

The STATE, Petitioner
v,
Larry LEE, Respondent.

No. 26393.
[
Heard Sept. 20, 2007.
[
Decided Nov. 5, 2007.

Synopsis

Background: Defendant was convicted in the Cireuit Court,
Aiken County, fames R. Barber, J., of eriminal sexual conduct
involving minor and committing lewd act on child. Defendant
appezled. The Court of Appeals, 560 §.C. 530, 602 8.8.2d
i[3,vacated convictions due to excessive pre-indictment
delay. State filed petition for certiorari.

Holdings: The Supreme Court, Pleiéones, 1., held that:

defendant suffered substantial actual prejudice due to twelve-
year pre-indictment delay, and

claim that pre-indictment delay viclated defendant's due
process rights does not require proof that State acted
intentionally to gain an unfair tactical advantage over
defendant.

Affirmed.

Toal, C.1., dissented and filed opinion, in which £.C. Burnett,
11, Acting J., concurrsd,

Attorneys and Low Firms

*%360 Attorney General Henry Dargan Melviaster, Chiel
Deputy Attorney General Jolin W, Melntosh, Assistant
Deputy Attorney General Salley W. Elliott, Assistant
Attorney General David A. Spencer, all of Columbia, and
Barbara R. Morgan, of Ailcen, for Petitioner.

Appeliate Defender Robert M. Pachak, of South Carolina
Commission on Indigent Defense, Division of Appellate
Defense, of Columbia, for Respondent.

Opinion
Justice PLEICONES:

#3956 Respondent Larry Lee (Lee) was indicted in 2001
for first-degree criminal sexual conduct {CSC) and lewd act
upon a child based upon charges that he sexually abused his
two stepdaughters on separate occasions between 1982 and
1985. The jury found Lee guilty, and he received an aggregate
sentence of forty-five years imprisonment. The Court of
Appeals vacated Lee's convictions, finding the excessive pre-
indictment delay violated the Due Process Clause of the Fifth
Amendment. Stare v Lee, 360 8S,.C. 530, 602 S.E2d (13
(Ct.App.2004), We granted the State's petition for certiorari
and now affirm.

FACTS

Lee married the mother of the two alleged victims in
1982. Lee, his wife, and the two stepdaughters moved
info a home together. In 1988, the Department of Social
Services (DSS) investigated allegations that Lee sexually
abused his stepdaughters. These allegations arose during a
juvenile criminal investigation involving the stepdaughters.
DSS removed the stepdanghters from the home and placed
them in the custody *397 of'their aunt, but DSS returned the
stepdaughters to the home with Lee within several months.

The solicitor’s office represented DSS during the family court
hearings in 1988 which involved the allegations against Lee.
According to the State, the procedure used at that time was for
an assistant solicitor to prosecute family court cases on behalf
of DSS. After the family court procsedings, the State took no
further action until Lee was indicted in 2001,

ISSUE

Did the Court of Appeals err in vacaiing Lee's convictions
due to excessive pre~indictment delay in violation of the Due
Process Clause of the Fifth Amendment?

WESTLAW  © 2026 Thomson Reuters. Mo claim to original 1.8, Government Works. 1
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ANALYSIS

The State argues the Coutt of Appeals erred in vacating Lee's
convictions based on the excessive pre-indictment delay, We
disagree,

We have adopted a two-prong Inquiry when pre-indictment
delay is alleged to have violated a defendant's due process
rights. Srare v Brozedl, 325 8.C. 65, 72-73, 480 8.5.2d 64,
6869 (1997) (eiting (/.5 v Lovasco, 431 U.S. 783, 97 5.Cw
2044, 52 L.Ed.2d 752 (1977)). First, the defendant must prove
that the delay caused substantial actual prejudice to his right to
a fair trial. Jd. The second prong requires the court to consider
the reason for the State's delay and to balance the justification
for the delay against the prejudice to the defendant. /. The
State contends that the Court of Appeals erred by finding Lee
satisfied both parts of the inquiry.

Substantial Actual Prejudice

The State arpues the Court of Appeals erred in holding that
Lee met his burden of proving substantial aciual prejudice
because Lee presented only non-specific, conjectural
possibiliiies of prejudice. We disagree,

To prove substantial prejudice, Lee must show that he was
“ ‘meaningfully impaired in his ability to defend against
*308 the *#261 [Slate's charges to such an extent that
the disposition of the criminal proceeding was likely effected
[sic].” ™ Brazeli, 325 S.C. at 73, 480 8.E.2d at 69 (quoting
Jones v Angefone, 94 F.3d 900, 907 (4th Cir. 1996)). Prejudice
to the defense of 2 criminal case may result from the
shortest and most necessary delay, but every delay-caused
detriment to a defendant’s case should not abort a criminal
prosecution. U.S. v Marion, 464 1).5.307, 324325, 92 8.Ct.
455, 30 L.Ed.2d 468 (1971). To accommeodate the sound
administration of justice to the rights of the defendant to a fair
trial will necessarily involve a delicate judgment based on the
circumstances of each case. /4 at 325, 92 S.Cr. 435,

To meet his burden of showing substantial prejudice, the
defendant must identify the evidence and expected content of
the evidence with specificity, as well as show that he made
serious efforts to obtain the evidence and that it was not
available from other source. Brazell, supra. The State argues
that Lee cannot prove the alleged exculpatory evidence with
specificity, and it contends that the missing evidence is just

as likely to be inculpatory instead of exculpatory. The State's
argument is without merit.

The Court of Appeals determined:

Lee did more than merely rely on
the length of the delay fo establish
substantial actual prejudice. As Lee's
counsel pointed oui, the delay of
twelve years presented a significant
obstacle in preparing an adequate
defense and receiving a fair trial
All the records from the family
court case have been destroyed.
No records contemporansous with
the alleged offenses are available,
particularly those explaining why the
stepdaughters were placed back into
Lee's home after being removed. Lee's
efforts to acquire the same information
from other sources were likewise
unavailing. Lee's original attorney
could not be located, and the DSS
investigator could recall no specifics
about the investigation. Without this
information, Lee's counsel could not
adequately cross-exemine the victims
and other family members regarding
the alleged incidents and the juvenile
investigation that prompted DSS to
become involved. Moreover, Leg's
counsel was also prevented from
refuting *399 the delayed disclosure
gvidence presented by the State
through its expert witness.

Lee 360 8.C. at 538,602 S.E2d at 117-118.

Ample evidence supports the Court of Appeals’ conclusion
that Lee suffered actual substantial prejudice from the pre-
indictment delay. Lee had no record of the previous DSS
investigation into the alleged abuse. He could not gain
access to evidence concerning the Department of Juvenile
Justice investigating officer or records from the family court
proceedings, Becausge Lee never had access to these records,
it was admittedly difficult for him to accurately identify
specific pieces of evidence that would have exonerated him,

WIESTLAYW  © 2026 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works. 2
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Nonetheless, the absence of any contemporanecus evidence
prejudiced Lee's ability to defend himself, as he had ne
ability to cross-examine the State's witnesses nor obtain itoms
of exculpatory evidence. The missing evidence, although
possibly damaging, on balance would have likely benefited
Lee because it would have revealed the State's justification
for placing the stepchildren back in the home with Lee and
revealed why the State did not prosecute him in 1988 or 1989.

For these reasons, the Court of Appeals did not em
in determining Lee proved he suffered substantial actual
prejudice due to the pre-indictment delay.

Jusiification for Delay

The State argues that Lee cannot satisfy the second prong
of the due process analysis for pre-indictment delay because
there is no evidence that the State acted intentionaily to gain
a tactical advaniage over Lee. The State also argues that
the twelve year delay was justified when compared to the
purported prejudice to Lee. We disagree, as the absence of
any prosecutorial bad faith motive is not fatal to Lee's Fifth
Amendment claim.

Brazell sets forth the test for excessive pre—mdjénnent delay
under the Fifth Amendment. In Brazell, we adopted the

Fourth Circuit standard | for thi second prong of the *#262
due *400 process analysis. The State argues that Brazell
did not adopt the Fourth Circuit test because the Brazel!
court declined to consider the second part of the test after
Brazell failed to establish subastantial actwal prejudice. We
disagree. Although Brazell did not specifically acknowledge
the adoption of the Fourth Civcuit rule, the Court clearly
adopted the Fourth Circuit's test for pre-indictment delay
by citing Howell and Automated Med, Laboratories when it
discussed the two-part inquiry.

Regardless, we find the Fourth Circuit standard fo be the
better rule. Requiring a higher burden of proof in proving
improper motives on the part of the prosecution would put
an almost impossible burden on defendants to maintain a
Fifth Amendment due process claim in pre-indictment delay
cases. See Howell, supra at §95 (holding that to require proof
of prosecutorial bad faith would mean that no matter how
egregions the prejudice to a defendant, and no matter how
long the pre-indictment delay, if a defendant cannot prove
improper prosecutorial motive, then no due process violation
has occurred and that this conclusion, on its face, would

WESTELAW
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violaie fundamental conceptions of justice, as well as the
community's sense of fair play).

Accordingly, the second part of the due process inquiry
requires the court to consider the prosecution's reasons for
the delay and balance the justification for delay with any
prejudice fo the defendant. Brazell, supra. When balancing
the prejudice and the justification, the basic inquiry then
becomes whether the government’s action in prosecuting
after substantial delay violates *“fundamental conceptions of
Jjustice” or “the community‘s'sense of fair play and decency.”
Id (quoting U.S. v. Awiomaied Med. Laboratories, fne., supiea
at 404).

With the balancing test in mind, the Court of Appeals
correcily held that the State offered no valid explanation for
the delay in indisting Lee, and thus, in light of the prejudice
to the defendant, the prosecution of Lee twelve years later
violated fundamental concepts of justice and the community's
sense of fair play. The only explanation ever given by the
State involved its reason for indicting Lee in 2001, namely
that other allegations and charges of similar conduct with
other *401 alleged victims had surfaced. However, this
rationalization does not explain the delay from 1988 to 2001,
nor does it justify the substantial prejudice to Lee's ability to
defend against these charges.

CONCLUSION

For the reasons previously stated, the Court of Appeals did
not err in vacating Lee's convictions due the excessive pre-
indictment delay of twelve years.

AFFTRME D,

MOORE and WALLER, I, concur.

TOAL, C.J., dissenting in & separate opinion in which Acting
Justice E.C. BURNETT, I1I, concurs.

Chief Justice TOAL dissenting:

I respectfully dissent. In accordance with the majority of the
federal circuits that have addressed the issue, I would hold that
pre-indictment delay does not violate the Fifth Amendment's
due process clause unless a defendarit can show both actual
prejudice and that the State has intentionally delayed the
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issuance of an indictment in order to gain an unfair tactical
advantage. See Jones v Angelone, 94 F3d 900, 905 (4th
Cir.1996) (recognizing that this test applies in every federal
circuit save the Fourth and the Ninth).

But leaving this aside, I disagree with the majority's analysis
of how the facts presented here interact with the majority's
interpretation of this Court's decigion in State v Braseil, 325
8.C. 65, 480 S.E.2d 64 (1997). In contrast to the specific
showing of prejudice Brazell purports to require, there is
no specific showing of prejudice in the instant case. See id
at 73, 480 S.E.2d ai 69 (providing that when the claimed
prejudice is caused by the unavailability of a witness, couris
require that the defendent identify **263 the witness he
would have called; demonstrate, with specificity, the expected
testimony; establish that the defendant made serious attempts
to locate the witness; and show that the information the
witness would have provided was not available from another
source). Althcugh the court below broadly asserted that “[n]o
records #4082 contemporaneous with the alleged offenses
arc available ... [and Appellant's] efforis o acquire the same
information from other sources were likewise unavailing.”
Stade v Lee, 360 8.C. 530, 538, 602 S.E.24 (13, 117-18
{2004), the record in this case reveals only that Appellant's
attorney tried {unsuccessfully) to subpoena documents from
the Department of Social Services, and that the persons the
attorney sought to interview did not recall these specific
incidents. In my view, this is a showing totally devoid of
specificity.

The record does not contain any evidence of an attetnpt to
view the family court's file regarding the prior incidents.
Furthermore, there is no evidence demonstrating that other
purportedly sought evidence, such as the alleged victims'
school records, could not be obtained from alternate sources;
nor is there evidence that the information purportedly

contaiped in school records or in the minds of potential
witnesses could not be obtained through interviewing other
family members or acquaintances. Finally, there is no specific
asseriion as to how any of this information would be
beneficial to Appellant. No Court may justifiably ask a litigant
to prove a negative—that is to say, no Court may ask a party
to specifically establish the contents of a document that the
party has never seen or the substance of testimony a party has
never heard—but Appellant's arguments are, at bottom, utier
speculation regarding the possible content of documents that
may never have everi existed. In my view, Bruzell requires
substantially more in the way of specificity.

As a final aside, I would dismiss the lower court's assertion
that the State offered no substantial reason for the pre-
indictment delay as completely out of place given this case's
posture. fdf at 539, 602 8E.2d at 118. At trial, the court
adopted the State's position that the court could not find
a due process viclation absent a showing that the State
intentionally delayed the issuance of an indictment in order
to gain an unfair tactical advantage. Thus, at trial, there was
no need for the State to offer any justification for the delay
whatsoever. We cught not ask the parties to make any kind of
an evidentiary showing in this Court that they did not make
helow. If Brazell requires reversal of the trial coort's decision

#4003 because the court applied the wrong legal standard, we
ought to remand to the trial court for applicaiion of the correct
one.

For the foregoing reasons, I respectfully dissent.

Acting Justice 12.C. BURNETT, [1t, concurs.
All Citations

375 8.C. 394, 653 S.E.2d 259

Footnotes

1 The Fourth Circult is one of two federal cirouits that does not currently require a showing that the government
intentionally delayed the indictment so as to gain a tactical advaniage. See U.S. v. Aulomated Med.
Laboraioties, Inc., 770 F.2d 309 {4th Cir 1985); Howell v. Barier, 904 F.2d 830 (4th Cir.199G).

End of Document
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CASE NUMBER [ vjis]

AGENCY 1.D, SUPPLEMENTARY REPORT WO, | ENTE,
SC0040000 12,015 -207728, NI N
[ CRisiNAL SUPPLEMENTAL [y ADDITIGHAL g ADDGMAL
REPOAT REPQRT VIGTAS: STOLEN PROPERTY PABE 22 o PAGES,
O AL o Gwnee O GereNoeR O AECOVERED PAOPERTY

After closing out the search warrants from the single wide, | shut the front door to the singie wide and left copies of each warrant on the

counter top. We left the scene.

11/34/15- | along with Detectives Hill, Wood, and Call returned to the area of Refuge Road as instructed to walk the shoulder of the road

from the scene to Gherry Street Extension and to Danenhower Road. Once on scene we were advised o stand down until a K9 could arrive

1o conduct an article search of the area. Due to this delay, Detective Hili and | went to peak to David Taylar, Cathy Scoit's brother and

Violet Taylor's son. He livas 2 houses down from the incident location on Refuge Road. We spoke to him and othar family memebers and

also had contact made with Roger Taylor who is his brother. Roger is the subject who went to 2217 Refuge Road on Sunday, 11/01/15 and

could not make contact on this date. We requested to speak to him and he came over-to his brother's house. Roger stated he carme over to

fike and Cathy's an sunday afternoon and checked his phone fog and discovered he was there at 3:32 PM dus 1 him receiving a call from

his daughter as he was on the front pirch. He stated the only vehicle he noticed missing was the black mustang. which Amy and Ress own.

Roger advised he did not notice anything out of piace with the exception of when he walked up to the front perch of the residence. He

advised Cathy and Mike had placed a mofion sensor type driveway alarm on the front porch that sounds off se they knew when someone

was walling up, and he advised when he came over on Sunday the motion sensor was face down which he found unusual. He showed me

the sensor he was referring to and then told me he believed an objectr we saw on the adge of the porch was also moved. [ observed the

item and discovered it was a video camera which was mounted on the porch by screws and the power cord was cut. I notified Lt Mills of

NARRATIVE

these findings and we were informed a search warrant for the property woulld be drafted to search for DVA equipment. Mr. Taylor

The K9's arrived by this time and # was determined Detective Hill would stand by at the property to ensure items were not disturbed.

Detectives Wood and Call walked on foot searching while Deputy Evatt and { went the opposite direction from Detective Call and Wood.

Deputy E. Scott and B. Picard deployed their K9's further down to road to saturate the area on a ground search, While we were walking

almost directly across from 2312 Refuge Road | discovered a Cell phone laying on the shoulder of the road along with a Game 4 Clemson

Lot 22 parking pass. The phone did not have a back cover, battery, sim card or memory card inside it. | collected the phone with rubber

gloves, bagged it and obtained a case number from dispatch for found property.

{ returned to the scene and turned the phone over o Detective Wood on an evidence sheet so it could ke logged into evidencs and

processed. At this time | entered the residence where the victims were located as Detective garrett and Detective Hill were execuling &

search warrant. After leaving the scene | went out of service.

11/05/15- On tiis date, 1initiated my supplemental reports regarding the investigation. While at the office, | along with additional Datectives

reviewed surveillance footage from Texas Roadhouse to ensure the subjects using the financial transaction card were in fact mike and

SURIEGT IPEITIIED SUDJECT LOGRTED ACTWE T A CLOSED [} ARAESTED UNDER 18 [ EX-CLEAR WNDER 10
o ves uolfl O ves 2] 1 UHFOINDED ) ARAIESTED 10 AN OVER [ EX-CLEAR ¥ AND OVER

REASOH FOI EXCEPTIGNAL CLEARANCE: 1. ©) OFFENDEADEATH. 2, [] NO PROSECUTION. 3. O EXTRAGITION UERIED. 4. O VIETIM DECUNES COTPERATION. 5, D) JUVEMILE - KO CUSTODY

REPORTING DFAICERS) DATE APPROVING DFFICER DaTE
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS
COUNTY OF ANDERSON) FOR THE TENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

APPLICATION FOR MOBILE TRACKING DEVICE

The State of South Carolina, through the Tenth Circuit Solicitor's Office, hereby
respectfully requests an authorization from this court for the installation and use of a
rmobile tracking device ("MTD") by the Anderson County Sheriff's Office (ACSO) as part
of an ongoing criminal investigation, as provided by Section 17-30-140, The Code of
Laws of South Carolina (1976), as amended. The vehicle upon which the MTD would
be installed is a black 2014 Ford Mustang displaying VIN 1ZVBPS8AMSES324637

registered to Rosmore Wayne Vilardi at 2217 Refuge Road in Pendleton which

PART ONE: STATEMENT OF APPLICANT'S IDENTITY

The applicant is an Assistant Solicitor under the direction of Tenth Circuit Sclici-
tor Chrissy Adams. The Anderson County Sheriff's Office (ACSO) is a law enfercement
entity.
PART TWO: CERTIFICATION OF PROBABLE CAUSE

An investigation by ACSO has revealed the following: The operator of the above de-
seribed vehicle is Rosmore Vilardi and his wife Amy Vilardi who reside at 2217

Refuge Road in Pendleton, SC. On 19-2-16, Amy

County Sheriffs Office in reference to finding 4 members of her family deceased

to them being discovered. During ih

rcement by Resmore and Amy. Also, a

 the execution of

a search warrant in reference to the murder and Amy has provided several differ-

Vilardi 026747




osed of or | hndden

whuch the murder weapeons were disp

Due fo the fact that conventional surveillance fechnigues can not be used to follow the
above described 2014 Ford Mustang, it is the affiants belief that use of an MTD on this
vehicle may assist in the investigation of these numerous communication wire thefts

and shoplifting.

| certify that Probable Cause exists that information existe on an ongoing criminal
investigation being conducied by The Anderson County Sheriff's Office.

Attesied:

e WESNAN
Ofiicer:
Agency: Anderson County Sheriff's Office

Vilardi 029748




PART THREE: STATEMENT OF THE OFFENSE

The information likely to be obtained by use of the MTD relates to the offenses of
the murder of 4 victims,

PART FOUR: STATEMENT OF USE BEYOND JURISDICTION
Upon information and belief, it may be necsssary to use and monitor the MTD

outside the jurisdiction of this court. Therefore, the applicant requests authorization to
use and monitor the MTD outside this court's jurisdiction.

PART FIVE: STATEMENT OF EXIGENT CIRCUMSTANCES

Upon information and belief, the suspect has commiited the following crimes in
Anderson County: the murders of 4 victims, Therefore, because of the time-sensitive
nature of ACSO’s investigation and the existence of probable cause, the State requests
that ACSO be granted authorization, akin to that of a Search Warrant, briefly to enter
the curtilage of the residence of (address) 2217 Refuge Road in Pendieton, SC,
which s located in Anderson County; 8C, for the limited purpose of installing the
MTD upon the Vehicle, if ACSO decides that installation at said location is desirable.

Respectiully Submitied:

Rume L. éW
As%m{-&olicﬁior

Tenth Judicial Circuit

___'_/;L_[/ 1M a0t
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STATE OF SOUTH CARCLINA ) IN THE COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS
COUNTY OF ANDERSON) FOR THE TE?N-TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

ORDER FOR AUTHORIZATION OF MOBILE TRACKING DEVICE

Having reviewed Section 17-30-140 and the application by the Tenth Circuit Solici-
tor's Office, this court finds that the appropriate certification and statements have heen
made and that probable cause exists. Therefore, the Anderson Gounty Sheriff's Office
or any assisting agency is hereby authorized to install a mobile tracking device upon the
vehicle with the VIN 2FTRF17203CA73157 and to use and monitor said device both in-

side and outside of the jurisdiction of this court. installation of the device may occur

during a brief entry into the curtilage of (address) 2217 Refuge Road in Pendieton,

3C, which is located in Anderson County, SC
Other:;

IT IS SO ORDERED.

=8 QC

Clrouu Judge 10t Circuit /

/w’/%’f 2016 «

7

/

[

Anderson, South Carolina
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7-1 LIMS (Ruv. 5-16-10)
UNCLASSIFIED

FBI Laboratory e

4940 Fowler Road
Redstone Arsenal, Alabama 35898

LABORATORY REPORT

To: Tracy A Call Date: August 24, 2017
Anderson County SC Sheriff's Oltice
305 Camson Road Case 1D No.: 95A-HQ-6760790

Anderson, $C 29625
Lab No.: 2013-02664-2

Communication{s}: November 9. 2015

Agency Reference(s):

Subject(s): Ross Vilardi: Amy Vilardi
Victim{s): Barbra Scoti; Violet Taylor; Mike Scott: Cathey Scott
Discipline(s): Shoe Prints/Tire Treads

FB! Laboratory Evidenceé Designator{s):

Item | Digital image depicting footwear impressions submitted clectronically
{Pendietont)

[tem 2 Digital image depicting [ootwear impressions submitted electronically
{Pendleton2)

fem 3 Digital image depicting footwear impressions submitted electronically
{Pendleton3)

This report contains the results of the foolwear examinations.

Resuits of Examinations:

The footwear impressions depicted in the Item | through Item 3 images were not associated with
a brand name and model of footwear based on a search ol the reference materials available in
this laboratory.

Remarks:

For questions about the content of this report, please contact Forensic Examiner Gilkerson. Eric
at (703)632-7315,

The evidence is being retained.

Page 1 of 2
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UNCLASSIFIED

This report contains the opinions and interpretations of the issuing examiner(s) and is supported
by records retained in the FBI files.

The work described in this report was conducted at the Quantico Laboratory.

GilﬁfEri{:

Questioned Document Unit

Page 2 of 2
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