IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR BLOUNT COUNTY, TENNESSEE

STATE OF TENNESSEE


)







)







)







)

vs.





)

No.
C-12721







)







)







)

REGINALD STACY SUDDERTH

)

Defense Motion No.: 402

Motion For Disclosure Of Identities Of All Law Enforcement Personnel Involved In The Investigation Or Prosecution Of This Case


Now comes Defendant, Reginald Stacy Sudderth, through the undersigned counsel, and moves for the court to order the State to disclose the identities of all law enforcement personnel involved in the investigation or prosecution of these cases, for the following reasons:



1.
This Motion is made in order to enable Defendant Sudderth to investigate and be prepared to confront the evidence that the State will marshal against him on this capital murder prosecution.



2.
The investigation leading to the charges in this matter has been widespread and involved a large number of law enforcement personnel from separate law enforcement agencies.



3.
Law Enforcement does not always provide the District Attorney all information it may have that should be considered or disclosed to the defense. See United States v. McVeigh.



4.
Defendant Sudderth has a fundamental right to prepare and present a defense to the allegations against him, under the Due Process Clauses.  Chambers v. Mississippi, 410 U.S. 284 (1973); Washington v. Texas, 388 U.S. 14 (1967).  This right obviously includes the right to an opportunity to investigate and interview witnesses, for without such an opportunity the right to prepare and present a defense would be largely meaningless.  The state has no legitimate interest in obstructing, in any fashion, Defendant’s preparation of a defense to the charges.



5.
Defendant Sudderth, furthermore, has a fundamental right to present evidence in his defense, under the Compulsory Process Clauses of the federal and Tennessee Constitutions.  Rock v. Arkansas, 483 U.S. 44 (1987); Taylor v. Illinois, 484 U.S. 400 (1988); Pennsylvania v. Ritchie, 480 U.S. 39 (1987); Washington v. Texas, 388 U.S. 14 (1967).  Defendant cannot exercise that right if he is not permitted the opportunity to interview witnesses for without such an opportunity the right to present evidence would be largely meaningless.



6.
In the context of the charges against Defendant Sudderth, it is imperative that his counsel be advised of the identities of all law enforcement personnel who have been involved in the investigation of these charges.



7.
Defendant Sudderth moves for a hearing on this motion.



Respectfully submitted this ___ day of  MERGEFIELD Month May, 2001.







_________________________









HERBERT S. MONCIER







Attorney for Defendant

Herbert S. Moncier

Attorney at Law

Suite 775, Bank of America

550 Main Avenue

Knoxville, Tennessee  37902

(865) 546-7746

BOP #1910

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE



I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing has been served upon the Blount County District Attorney this the ____ day of May, 2001.







HERBERT S. MONCIER
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