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SUMMARY

The Fifth District Court of Appeals at Dallas affirmed George Ralph Beachem’s conviction and
twenty-two-year sentence for possessing with intent to deliver more than four but less than 200 grams
of methamphetamine. The court held that the officer’s detention of Beachem was supported by
reasonable suspicion under the totality of the circumstances. It also rejected Beachem’s ineffective-
assistance claim concerning evidence of prior convictions, concluding that counsel’s failure to object
was not shown to be deficient.
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DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Beachem appealed his jury conviction and twenty-two-year sentence,
challenging the denial of his motion to suppress punishment-phase
evidence and alleging ineffective assistance of counsel.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A motion-to-suppress ruling is reviewed for abuse of discretion under
a bifurcated standard: historical facts and credibility-dependent mixed
questions receive almost total deference, while pure legal questions
and non-credibility-dependent mixed questions are reviewed de novo.
An ineffective-assistance claim is evaluated under the two-pronged
Strickland standard.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the trial court erred in denying Beachem's motion to suppress evidence obtained after Officer
Ozols asked him to exit his vehicle because the officer lacked reasonable suspicion or probable cause.

2. Whether trial counsel was ineffective for failing to object to the State's use of seven prior judgments and
sentences and to six judgments allegedly deficient under Texas Code of Criminal Procedure article
42.01.

HOLDINGS

1. Even assuming Officer Ozols detained Beachem by asking him to exit the vehicle, the detention was
supported by reasonable suspicion under the totality of the circumstances.

2. Beachem failed to establish ineffective assistance because he did not show that counsel's performance
was deficient.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Viewed collectively, however, they are articulable facts raising a reasonable suspicion that justified Ozols’s
decision to question appellant further.” (7)

“Reasonable suspicion of a specific crime is not necessary to justify an investigative detention.” (8)

“failure to satisfy article 42.01’s requirements renders a conviction voidable, but not void.” (13)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

An Uber driver found methamphetamine, scales, and baggies in Beachem's shaving kit after he left it in her
vehicle and contacted police. Police arrested him after arranging a meeting, and a forensic chemist determined
the kit contained 28.3 grams of methamphetamine. During the punishment phase, the State introduced certified
judgments for prior convictions and evidence of two extraneous offenses committed while Beachem was on
bond. In one of those offenses, Officer Ozols encountered Beachem in a running vehicle near a Wal-Mart,
observed circumstances he considered unusual, asked Beachem to exit, and then observed or found drugs and
other items.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A jury convicted Beachem of possessing with intent to deliver more than four but less than 200 grams of
methamphetamine. The trial court assessed punishment at twenty-two years' confinement. On appeal, the Fifth
District Court of Appeals affirmed the trial court's judgment.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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