IN THE UNI TED STATES DI STRI CT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DI STRI CT OF PENNSYLVAN A

UNI TED STATES OF AVERI CA
v. . CRIM NAL NO. 00-66-1

EUGENE WADDY

VEMORANDUM ORDER

Presently before the court is defendant Waddy's Moti on
for Continuance of Trial. This case was scheduled for trial on
April 3, 2000. On March 31, 2000, the court granted this
defendant’ s request for a continuance and reschedul ed the trial
for May 3, 2000. Counsel was specially listed for trial at that
tinme.

Def ense counsel is now asking for yet another
continuance of 30 to 45 days. The instant notion was tel efaxed
to the court at 2:50 p.m on May 2, 2000. This case involves
nmul ti pl e defendants and attorneys, and has been specially |isted
for over a nmonth. A jury panel has been ordered and w t nesses
have been sunmmoned.

To further continue this case at the last mnute would
seriously disrupt the schedule of the court and that of the
various other participants in the case. Counsel has not
denonstrated why with the exercise of due diligence he could not

be adequately prepared to try this case as schedul ed.



M . Waddy, who has been detained pending trial, and the
public have an interest in the pronpt resolution of this case.
The Motion recites that “defendant through counsel respectfully
wai ves his Speedy Trial rights.” A defendant cannot waive a

Speedy Trial Act deadline. See US. v. Dickie, 775 F.2d 607, 610

(5th Gr. 1985) (defendant's willingness to waive speedy trial

ri ght does not renove consideration of "pronpt adm nistration of

justice"); US. v. Cringle, 751 F.2d 419, 433-34 (1st Cr. 1984)
(any wai ver by defendant of speedy trial right "was inoperative"
as "the statute inposes on the court the obligation to reject it"
in view of Congressional determnation that "delay is not in the

public interest"); US. v. Carrasquillo, 667 F.2d 382, 389-90 &

n.3 (3d Gr. 1981) (defendant's willingness to waive Speedy Tri al
Act rights does not justify continuance of trial beyond statutory
deadline in view of inportant public interest in speedy trials).
The court cannot conscientiously find that a further
delay in this case would serve the ends of justice.
ACCORDI N&Y, this day of May, 2000, IT IS
HEREBY ORDERED t hat defendant Waddy’'s Motion for a Continuance is

DENI ED.

BY THE COURT:

JAY C. VWALDMAN, J.



