UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
For the Fifth Crcuit

No. 99-10042

JOHN WESLEY FORD,

Peti ti oner- Appel | ant,
VERSUS
GARY L. JOHNSON, DI RECTOR, TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF

CRI M NAL JUSTI CE, | NSTI TUTI ONAL DI VI SI ON,

Respondent - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
For the Northern District of Texas

(4:98-CV-241-A
Cct ober 17, 2000
Bef ore GARWOOD, DeMOSS, and PARKER, Circuit Judges.

PER CURI AM *

Texas prisoner John Wesley Ford, acting pro se, appeals from
the district court’s final judgnment denying his first federal
habeas corpus petition. Ford s conviction becane final after the
April 1996 effective date of the Anti-Terrorismand Effective Death

Penalty Act of 1996 (AEDPA), and his clains are, therefore,

"Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the Court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the Ilimted circunstances set forth in 5THQR R 47.5. 4.



control |l ed by the provisions of that statute. Al though Ford raised
nunmerous issues in the district court, this Court granted COA on a
single issue, which is whether Ford s constitutional right to a
speedy trial was violated. Ford' s speedy trial issueis controlled

by the four-factor analysis applied in Barker v. Wngo, 92 S. C

2182 (1972), and its progeny. Under that test, the Court
considers: (1) the length of the pretrial delay; (2) the reason for
the pretrial delay; (3) the defendant’s attenpts to assert his
speedy trial rights, if any; and (4) the prejudice caused by the

pretrial delay. See Hughes v. Booker, 220 F.3d 346, 348 (5th Cr

2000) (citing Lindh v. Mirphy, 117 S. C. 2059 (1997)).

Ford pressed his speedy trial claimbefore the state habeas
court, which received evidence and then entered findings of fact
and conclusions of law in support of its decision denying relief.
Under the strictures of AEDPA, this Court nmay not grant relief
unless (1) the state court made an unreasonabl e determ nation of
the facts in light of the -evidence presented, 28 U S C
§ 2254(d)(2), or (2) the state court’s |egal conclusions were in
violation of clearly established Suprene Court precedent in
exi stence when Ford’s conviction becane final, id. § 2254(d)(1).
Havi ng considered Ford’s clains in light of the record and those
standards, we are persuaded that there is no material error in the

state court’s disposition. We, therefore, affirm the district



court’s denial of relief for essentially the sane reasons gi ven by
that court.

The district court is in all respects AFFI RVED



