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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Illinois held that Anthony Crane's constitutional right to a speedy retrial was
not violated despite a 26-month delay following reversal of his murder and aggravated-arson
convictions. Applying the four-factor balancing test from Barker v. Wingo, the court found that the
State's appellate proceedings justified nine months of delay, while an unexplained 11-month delay
caused by failure to reissue the appellate mandate was attributable to the State. The court also held that
the ultimate determination of a constitutional speedy-trial violation is reviewed de novo, while
underlying factual findings receive deference.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. What standard of review applies to a trial court's ruling on a constitutional speedy-trial claim?

2. Whether the 26-month delay between reversal of defendant's convictions and his motion to dismiss
violated his constitutional right to a speedy retrial under the Barker v. Wingo balancing test.

HOLDINGS

1. A reviewing court defers to the trial court's factual findings unless they are against the manifest weight
of the evidence, but reviews de novo the ultimate determination whether the constitutional speedy-trial
right was violated.

2. The 26-month delay did not violate Crane's constitutional right to a speedy retrial because 15 months
were justified, the remaining 11 months resulted from negligent administrative delay, Crane failed to
assert his right for 24 months, and the total circumstances did not warrant dismissal despite his
incarceration.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“When resolving a constitutional speedy-trial claim, any factual determinations made by the trial court,
which are contained in the record, shall be upheld on review unless they are against the manifest weight of the
evidence.” (562)

“The trial court is in no better position than the reviewing court to balance the competing concerns.” (562)

“Under the particular circumstances of this case, dismissal of the charges is too severe a remedy for the
negligence which occurred, especially in light of the defendant's inaction and the seriousness of the offenses
involved.” (567)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Crane remained incarcerated after his murder and aggravated-arson convictions were reversed and a new trial
was ordered. Although the appellate mandate should have been reissued after the United States Supreme Court
denied the State's certiorari petition, it was not transmitted to the circuit court for approximately 11 months. In
total, 26 months elapsed between reversal of the convictions and Crane's motion to dismiss on constitutional
speedy-retrial grounds; he did not demand trial until approximately 24 months after the reversal.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Crane was convicted of aggravated arson and first degree murder. The appellate court reversed those convictions
because the State had failed to establish probable cause for his arrest and the trial court therefore erred in
denying suppression of his confession; the Illinois Supreme Court denied leave to appeal, and the United States



Supreme Court denied certiorari. After an 11-month administrative delay in reissuing the appellate mandate,
Crane moved to dismiss on speedy-retrial grounds. The trial court denied the motion, Crane was retried and
convicted, and the appellate court reversed and dismissed the indictment under Barker v. Wingo. The Illinois
Supreme Court reversed that judgment and remanded for consideration of remaining appellate issues.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Reverse the Illinois Appellate Court's judgment and remand the cause to that court to consider defendant's
remaining arguments concerning alleged trial errors that it had not addressed because it reversed the conviction
on speedy-trial grounds.
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