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SUMMARY

The Minnesota Supreme Court affirmed Michael C. Francis's convictions for first-degree premeditated
murder and attempted first-degree premeditated murder. The court rejected challenges concerning
sufficiency of the evidence, prosecutorial misconduct, evidentiary rulings, jury instructions, ineffective
assistance of counsel, and other trial errors. It also upheld the denial of postconviction relief without
an evidentiary hearing.
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DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Francis appealed his convictions and sentences for first-degree
premeditated murder and attempted first-degree premeditated murder
and also appealed the denial of postconviction relief without an
evidentiary hearing. The appeals were consolidated.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Sufficiency of the evidence is reviewed by painstakingly examining
the record and viewing the evidence in the light most favorable to the
verdict. Prosecutorial-misconduct claims are reviewed for whether the
misconduct, considered in light of the entire trial, impaired the
defendant's right to a fair trial. Evidentiary rulings are reviewed for
abuse of discretion, with reversal warranted only when an error
substantially influences the jury's decision. Denial of a postconviction
evidentiary hearing is reviewed for abuse of discretion.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Published, precedential decision of the Supreme Court of Minnesota;
decided en banc.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the evidence was sufficient to support Francis's convictions, including the identity of the
shooter, premeditation, and intent under transferred intent.

2. Whether alleged prosecutorial misconduct deprived Francis of a fair trial.

3. Whether the district court committed prejudicial evidentiary errors in admitting cell-phone records,
surveillance video, and witness testimony, excluding alternative-perpetrator evidence, permitting
impeachment, and limiting cross-examination.

4. Whether the district court erred by refusing requested lesser-included-offense instructions for
unintentional murder.

5. Whether Francis was denied effective assistance of counsel.

6. Whether other alleged trial errors involving the vehicle seizure, jury selection, photographic lineup,
photographs, discovery, juror misconduct, speedy trial, validity of the convictions, and consecutive
sentencing required relief.

7. Whether the postconviction court abused its discretion by denying an evidentiary hearing.

HOLDINGS

1. The evidence, viewed in the light most favorable to the verdict, was legally sufficient to support
Francis's convictions because Pate's identification was corroborated by the surveillance video, cell-
phone records, evidence of animosity, and vehicle evidence.

2. Premeditation and intent transfer when a perpetrator premeditates the murder of an intended victim but
accidentally kills an unintended victim.

3. The alleged prosecutorial misconduct did not warrant a new trial because, considered in the context of
the entire trial, it was not sufficiently prejudicial to deprive Francis of a fair trial.

4. The challenged evidentiary rulings did not require a new trial because the evidence was properly
supported or admissible, and any possible error was not prejudicial.

5. Francis was not prejudiced by the refusal to instruct on unintentional second-degree murder because the
jury received instructions on lesser offenses involving intentional, unpremeditated murder and
nevertheless convicted him of first-degree premeditated murder.

6. Francis failed to establish ineffective assistance of counsel because the record refuted his allegations and
he did not show a reasonable probability that different investigation, witnesses, or trial decisions would
have changed the result.



7. The postconviction court properly denied an evidentiary hearing because Francis's allegations, even if
proved, would not entitle him to relief and were unsupported argumentative assertions.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Our responsibility extends no further than to make a painstaking review of the record to determine whether
the evidence, direct and circumstantial, viewed most favorably to support a finding of guilt is sufficient to
permit the jury to reach that conclusion.” (589)

“An instruction on a lesser-included offense should be given "if the evidence would permit a jury rationally to
find him guilty of the lesser offense and acquit him of the greater."” (592)

“An evidentiary hearing is not required unless facts are alleged that, if proved, would entitle the petitioner to
relief.” (593)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Marvin Pate was shot multiple times and Pamela Ragland was shot and killed while they were in Ragland's
vehicle in Minneapolis. Pate identified the shooter as Francis, connected the shooter to a blue Chevrolet Tahoe
and a dispute over tire rims, and later identified Francis from a photographic lineup. Police found corroborating
evidence including surveillance video, cell-phone records, and a blue Tahoe matching Pate's description; Francis
was driving the vehicle when it was stopped. The jury convicted Francis of first-degree premeditated murder and
attempted first-degree premeditated murder.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A Hennepin County District Court jury found Francis guilty as charged. He received a consecutive mandatory
life sentence for first-degree premeditated murder and a 180-month sentence for attempted first-degree
premeditated murder. After appellate counsel filed a brief, Francis proceeded pro se and obtained a stay to
pursue postconviction relief. The postconviction court denied relief without an evidentiary hearing, and the
Minnesota Supreme Court consolidated the direct and postconviction appeals and affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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