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SUMMARY

The Tennessee Court of Criminal Appeals affirmed the summary dismissal of Dewayne Harris’s
petition for a writ of habeas corpus. The court held that claims alleging ineffective assistance of
counsel and insufficiency of the evidence are not cognizable in habeas corpus proceedings because
they concern voidable rather than void judgments. The court concluded that Harris was not entitled to
habeas corpus relief.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether a challenge to the sufficiency of the evidence supporting a conviction under a theory of
criminal responsibility is cognizable in a Tennessee habeas corpus proceeding.

2. Whether the habeas corpus court properly summarily dismissed the petition without granting habeas
corpus relief.

HOLDINGS

1. A challenge to the sufficiency of the evidence is not a colorable claim for habeas corpus relief because
habeas corpus is limited to claims that the judgment is void or that the sentence has expired.

2. The habeas corpus court properly summarily dismissed Harris's petition, and Harris was not entitled to
habeas corpus relief.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We conclude, as did the habeas corpus court, that sufficiency of the evidence is not a colorable for habeas
corpus relief.” (at 5)

“Challenges to the sufficiency of the evidence are not cognizable in a habeas proceeding.” (at 5)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

In 2017, Harris participated in a carjacking and robbery in which the victim was removed from her vehicle and
assaulted, and the vehicle and other property were taken. A Williamson County jury convicted Harris of the
lesser-included offense of joyriding, carjacking, and aggravated robbery under a theory of criminal
responsibility, resulting in an effective thirty-year sentence. The habeas petition challenged the sufficiency of the
evidence supporting his criminal responsibility for the carjacking.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Harris was convicted in Williamson County of joyriding, carjacking, and aggravated robbery and received an
effective thirty-year sentence. His post-conviction petition alleging ineffective assistance of counsel was
dismissed, and the Court of Criminal Appeals affirmed that judgment. Harris then filed a habeas corpus petition
asserting ineffective assistance, instructional error, and insufficient evidence; the Hardeman County habeas court
summarily dismissed the petition, and this appeal followed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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