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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Tennessee affirmed Prince Adams's conviction for first degree premeditated
murder and life sentence. The court held that an improper note from a discharged alternate juror to the
jury foreman created a presumption of prejudice, but that the State rebutted the presumption under
Tennessee Rule of Evidence 606(b).
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DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Adams appealed by permission from the Tennessee Court of Criminal
Appeals after affirmance of his conviction for first degree
premeditated murder and life sentence.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The juror-misconduct issue was reviewed de novo as a mixed question
of law and fact, with a presumption of correctness for the trial court's
factual findings and de novo review of legal conclusions. Admission
of the audiotape under Tennessee Rule of Evidence 404(b) was
reviewed for abuse of discretion because the trial court substantially
complied with the rule. Admission of photographs was reviewed for
abuse of discretion. Sufficiency of the evidence was reviewed under
whether any rational trier of fact could have found the essential
elements beyond a reasonable doubt, viewing the evidence in the light
most favorable to the State. Jury-instruction issues were reviewed to
determine whether the charge, read as a whole, fully and fairly stated
the applicable law.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Published Tennessee Supreme Court opinion; precedential.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether an improper communication from a discharged alternate juror to the jury foreman created a
presumption of prejudice and required a new trial.

2. Whether the trial court's admission of a portrait photograph of the victim and crime-scene photographs
was reversible error.

3. Whether the trial court abused its discretion by admitting an audiotape containing a reference to Adams's
prior domestic-violence offense.

4. Whether the trial court erred by refusing to give a special jury instruction expressly using the term
diminished capacity.

5. Whether the evidence was sufficient to establish premeditation and support Adams's conviction for first
degree premeditated murder.

HOLDINGS

1. A communication from a discharged alternate juror to a deliberating jury member is an improper outside
influence that triggers a rebuttable presumption of prejudice, but the State may rebut that presumption
through admissible evidence and an objective analysis of the circumstances. Here, the State rebutted the
presumption, and the communication did not require a new trial.

2. The trial court erred by admitting a portrait-style photograph of the victim taken while she was alive
because the photograph was not relevant to a disputed issue, but the error was harmless. The trial court
did not abuse its discretion by admitting the crime-scene photographs because they were relevant to the
victim's injuries, the disposal of the body, and premeditation, and their probative value was not
substantially outweighed by unfair prejudice.

3. The trial court did not abuse its discretion by admitting the audiotape, including the reference to Adams's
prior domestic-violence offense, because the recording was highly probative of his motive and state of
mind and the trial court complied with Tennessee Rule of Evidence 404(b).

4. The trial court did not err by refusing to give a special instruction expressly using the term diminished
capacity because the general instructions adequately permitted the jury to consider whether Adams's
mental condition or Ambien use affected his ability to form the required culpable mental state.

5. The evidence was sufficient for a rational jury to find beyond a reasonable doubt that Adams
intentionally and premeditatedly killed Flowers, supporting the first degree murder conviction.



KEY QUOTATIONS

“In determining whether the State has rebutted the presumption of prejudice in circumstances such as these,
trial courts should consider the following factors: (1) the nature and content of the information or influence,
including whether the content was cumulative of other evidence adduced at trial; (2) the number of jurors
exposed to the information or influence; (3) the manner and timing of the exposure to the juror(s); and (4) the
weight of the evidence adduced at trial.” (9)

“No single factor is dispositive. Instead, trial courts should consider all of the factors in light of the ultimate
inquiry—whether there exists a reasonable possibility that the extraneous prejudicial information or improper
outside influence altered the verdict.” (9)

“Prior to admitting photographs of victims taken while they were alive, trial courts must determine whether
the photographs are relevant by considering whether the purported use of the photograph—such as depicting
a life-in-being—is a disputed issue at trial.” (14)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Adams killed his girlfriend, Ohrdra Flowers, by repeatedly stabbing her with a pocketknife after she told him she
had been unfaithful. He had previously recorded that he would kill her if he discovered she was cheating, and
after the killing he disposed of her body and later admitted responsibility to police. At trial, after two alternate
jurors were discharged, one alternate left the jury foreman a note stating that the alternates believed Adams was
guilty of first degree murder. The foreman discarded the note and did not tell the other jurors about it.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A Shelby County jury convicted Adams of first degree premeditated murder and he received a life sentence. The
trial court denied his motion for a new trial. The Court of Criminal Appeals affirmed, and the Tennessee
Supreme Court granted permission to appeal primarily to determine whether an improper communication from a
discharged alternate juror to the jury foreman required a new trial. The Supreme Court affirmed the judgment.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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