IN THE CRIMINAL COURT OF TENNESSEE
FOR THE THIRTIETE JUDICTAL INSTRICT
AT MEMPEIS, TENNESSEE
DEVISIQN LY

STATE OF TENNESSEE

—vE- NO. B=73813

ROREET CLEN COE,
Defendant

ORDER DENYING DEFENDANT'S ORAL MOTION TO ALLOW
ATTORNEYS TO BE PRESENT DURING PSYCHOLOGICAL EVALUATION AND
ESTABLIEHING GUIDELINES FOR THE EXCHANGE OF INFORMATION BETWELN THE PARTIES

This cause camie to be héard upon an oral motion by the defendant to allow counsel for the
defendant o be present during the psychological evafuation of the defendant orderad pursiant to

PANTRAN v STATE ___ 5W.3d

{Term. 1999}, Upon & hearing on said oral motion conductesd
by cenference ¢all in chambers, and upon the entire record of this eayse.

IT APFEARS TO THE COURT: that the Tennessee Supreme Court has expressly found
that theme is no Tight to have cm:,msel present during B psychelogical exam conducted pursuant to
court arder, Stae v. Marin, 950 5,W.2d 20 (Tenn. 1997) and Stase v, Huskey, 964 5. W.24 892
(Tenn, 1998). The request of the defendant is not well taken und showld be deniad. To assure
that the evaiuation process be éffective, the Coutt finds that the following should be followed.

1. No atiorncys shall be present during the eveluation of the defendant. The respective
attomeys for the State end Defense can be present before or after the evaluation,

2. The Count will net order that videa tapes of the evaluation be dane. If video tapes are
done then they are to be filed with the Court under seal, Thess tapes will be provided to the
cxperts who were nol pmsenf at the evaluation for their consideration. The defense will be

allowed to review the tapes prior to the Stae. Any objections can me made to the court in

Camerg.

http://www.tncourts.gov/OPINIONS/TSC/CapCases/coerg/oraldeny/oraldeny.htm[11/19/2010 7:49:50 AM]



3. On Jamary 13, 2000 the experts are to file their Teports with the Court. On that same
day, each team of court appointed doctor’s entire evaluatian file, including all raw data, notes and

teqt materials, will be sont to the other team of doctors and 2 copy filed with the Court under scal,

IT 1S THEREFORE ORDERED, ADFUDGED AND DECREED: that the defondant's oral
request te have counsel present during the evaluation of the defendant is deniad. The Court

further orders that the evaluatioh process be conducted according to the provisions stated above.
Enlered this the 5t day of January, 2000,

A =
CRIMINAL COURT OF TENNESSEE
JOTH FUDKCIAL DISTRICT
AT MEMFHIS, TENNESSEE

http://www.tncourts.gov/OPINIONS/TSC/CapCases/coerg/oraldeny/oraldeny.htm[11/19/2010 7:49:50 AM]



e - Q00

- \
. WILLLEM By, CLIRK
' » Li,._,’i-}ﬁx*}n.c.

http://www.tncourts.gov/OPINIONS/TSC/CapCases/coerg/oraldeny/oraldeny.htm[11/19/2010 7:49:50 AM]



	tncourts.gov
	http://www.tncourts.gov/OPINIONS/TSC/CapCases/coerg/oraldeny/oraldeny.htm


