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SUMMARY

The Ninth Court of Appeals of Texas at Beaumont held that Paul Eugene Fields was denied his
constitutional right to a speedy trial under the Barker v. Wingo balancing test. The court reversed the
conviction and rendered judgment dismissing the prosecution with prejudice.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the approximately four-and-one-half-year delay between Fields's arrest and disposition of the
DWI charge violated his Sixth Amendment right to a speedy trial under the Barker v. Wingo balancing
test.

2. Whether Fields's failure to proceed under the Interstate Agreement on Detainers Act and his periods of
federal custody eliminated or reduced the State's responsibility for the delay.

3. Whether Fields established prejudice sufficient to support dismissal of the prosecution with prejudice.

HOLDINGS

1. A delay of approximately four and one-half years between arrest and trial or disposition is presumptively
prejudicial and requires examination of the remaining Barker factors.

2. The four Barker factors collectively established that Fields was denied his constitutional right to a
speedy trial.

3. A defendant may establish prejudice from delay in a state prosecution even while incarcerated on an
unrelated federal sentence.

4. The appropriate remedy for the established constitutional speedy-trial violation was reversal of the
judgment of conviction and dismissal of the prosecution with prejudice.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Instead, in evaluating speedy trial claims, courts are required to engage in a balancing process to determine
whether the delays in bringing a defendant’s case to trial deprived the defendant of a speedy trial.” (at 4)

“Appellant was denied his right to a speedy trial, as guaranteed to him under the Constitution.” (at 10)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Fields was arrested for driving while intoxicated on April 23, 2016. He remained free on bond for much of the
case but was held in federal custody from approximately August 2017 until May 2020. He twice requested a
speedy trial, in February 2018 and January 2019, but was not brought to trial before pleading guilty in December
2020. Fields testified that the unresolved Texas charge prevented his participation in a residential drug-and-
alcohol treatment program and possible early release, and that the delay impaired his memory.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Fields was arrested for driving while intoxicated in April 2016 and remained on bond for periods interrupted by
federal custody. He twice asserted his speedy-trial right before the trial court, which denied his motion to dismiss
and entered written findings and conclusions. After the denial, Fields pleaded guilty pursuant to a plea bargain,
and the trial court certified his right to appeal the speedy-trial issue. The court of appeals reversed the conviction
and rendered judgment dismissing the prosecution with prejudice.

DISPOSITION



other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

No remand. The judgment of conviction was reversed and judgment was rendered dismissing the prosecution
with prejudice.
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