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SUMMARY

The court denies David Fields’s motion to reconsider its prior dismissal of Grounds 2 and 4 of his 28

U.S.C. § 2255 motion. It concludes that United States v. Thompson and United States v. Haymond do

not provide a compelling basis for reconsideration and that Fields’s Double Jeopardy and supervised-

release arguments are foreclosed by applicable law.
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Petitioner moved for reconsideration of the district court's prior order
denying relief on Grounds 2 and 4 of his 28 U.S.C. § 2255 motion.

Reconsideration of a prior ruling in the same litigation is governed by
the discretionary law-of-the-case doctrine and is appropriate only for a
compelling reason, such as a misunderstanding of a party, decision
outside the adversarial issues, an error of apprehension, a significant

change in law, or significant new facts.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the court should reconsider its prior denial of relief on Grounds 2 and 4 of Fields's § 2255
motion under the law-of-the-case doctrine.

2. Whether revocation of supervised release constitutes punishment for purposes of the Double Jeopardy

Clause.

3. Whether a sentencing court may impose supervised release as part of a sentence after a term of
imprisonment, such that the defendant has not completed the sentence until supervised release is

completed.

HOLDINGS

1. Reconsideration was not warranted because Fields identified no compelling reason to reopen the court's

prior decision.

2. Revocation of supervised release does not constitute punishment for the conduct triggering revocation or
an additional punishment for the original offense; it sanctions the defendant's breach of trust and
therefore does not violate double jeopardy on that basis.

3. A term of imprisonment and a term of supervised release imposed under 18 U.S.C. § 3583(a) are
components of a single sentence; a defendant has not completed the sentence until the supervised-release

term is completed and is entitled only to conditional liberty before then.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The law of the case is a discretionary doctrine that creates a presumption against reopening matters already
decided in the same litigation and authorizes reconsideration only for a compelling reason such as where the
court has misunderstood a party, where the court has made a decision outside the adversarial issues
presented to the court by the parties, where the court has made an error of apprehension (not of reasoning),

where a significant change in the law has occurred, or where significant new facts have been discovered.” (2)

“Revocation of supervised release is neither a punishment for the conduct that triggered the revocation nor an

additional punishment for the original offense.” (2)

“when a defendant violates the terms of supervised release, it is the defendant’s breach of trust in failing to
abide by those terms that is sanctioned.” (2)

“Accordingly, if a sentencing court decides to impose supervised release, the term of imprisonment and the

term of supervised release are part of one single sentence.” (3)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Fields challenged the revocation and terms of his supervised release in his § 2255 motion. Ground 2 asserted that
revocation of supervised release violated the Double Jeopardy Clause, while Ground 4 asserted that the court
lacked authority to condition his release after he completed his prison term and received no leniency. The court
concluded that revocation sanctions a breach of trust and that imprisonment and supervised release constitute

components of a single sentence.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The court previously entered a Memorandum and Order on February 13, 2026, concluding that Fields was not

entitled to relief on Grounds 2 and 4 of his § 2255 motion. Fields moved for reconsideration, arguing that the

authorities relied upon in the prior order were dicta and that United States v. Thompson and United States v.

Haymond supported reinstatement of his claims. The court denied reconsideration.
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