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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Tennessee denied Cameron Harris’s initial
and amended motions under 28 U.S.C. § 2255 to vacate, set aside, or correct his sentence. The court
held that Harris’s guilty plea was knowing and voluntary despite the court’s failure to advise him
about sex-offender registration, because registration is a collateral consequence. The court also
rejected his ineffective-assistance claim and declined to issue a certificate of appealability.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Petitioner moved under 28 U.S.C. § 2255 to vacate, set aside, or
correct his federal sentence, and filed an amended motion. The district
court denied both motions and declined to issue a certificate of
appealability.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Collateral relief under § 2255 is limited to constitutional or
jurisdictional errors, sentences outside statutory limits, or fundamental
errors resulting in a complete miscarriage of justice. The petitioner
bears the burden of establishing entitlement to relief. Conclusory
allegations are insufficient, and no evidentiary hearing is required
when the motion and the record conclusively show that the petitioner
is not entitled to relief. For ineffective assistance, Strickland requires
deficient performance and prejudice; in the guilty-plea context,
prejudice requires a reasonable probability that the defendant would
have rejected the plea and proceeded to trial. A certificate of
appealability requires a substantial showing of the denial of a
constitutional right.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Harris's guilty plea was unknowing and involuntary because the district court did not advise
him that he would be required to register as a sex offender.

2. Whether counsel rendered ineffective assistance by failing to challenge the sufficiency of the evidence,
investigate or argue Harris's alleged innocence, and advise him regarding the charged offense.

3. Whether Harris was entitled to a certificate of appealability after denial of his § 2255 claims.

HOLDINGS

1. Sex-offender registration is a collateral consequence of a guilty plea, not a direct consequence, because
the registration obligation is controlled by state and federal law rather than by the district court. The
court therefore was not constitutionally required to advise Harris about registration for his plea to be
valid.

2. Harris failed to establish ineffective assistance of counsel. His knowing and voluntary guilty plea, sworn
admissions to the factual basis, stipulation that the evidence satisfied the child-pornography definition,
and failure to show that rejecting the plea would have been rational defeated both the deficient-
performance and prejudice requirements.

3. The court declined to issue a certificate of appealability because Harris did not make a substantial
showing of the denial of a constitutional right and reasonable jurists would not find the court's rejection
of his claims debatable or wrong.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A defendant, however, “need only be aware of the direct consequences of the plea,” and a district court “is
under no constitutional obligation to inform the defendant of all the possible collateral consequences of the
plea.”” (Section III.A)

“His “[s]olemn declarations in open court carry a strong presumption of verity,” and his declarations, as
well as the Court’s findings, “constitute a formidable barrier in any subsequent collateral proceeding.””
(Section III.B)



“The test is objective, not subjective; and thus, ‘to obtain relief on this type of claim, a petitioner must
convince the court that a decision to reject the plea bargain would have been rational under the
circumstances.’” (Section III.B)

“As the petitioner under § 2255, Mr. Harris fails to meet his burden of establishing that his conviction and
sentence are in violation of the Constitution, or that a fundamental defect resulted in a complete miscarriage
of justice or an egregious error.” (Section IV)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

In 2021, law enforcement received a CyberTip concerning child-pornography files sent to Harris's email
account. Harris admitted that he had produced two videos secretly recording a prepubescent minor in bathrooms
and had used a cellphone to search for, receive, and transmit child pornography. He pleaded guilty to receiving
child pornography after stipulating that the factual basis was true and that the images and videos met the
statutory definition of child pornography. The court imposed a 144-month sentence after dismissing the
remaining indictment counts pursuant to the plea agreement.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A federal grand jury indicted Harris on multiple child-exploitation and child-pornography charges. He pleaded
guilty to receiving child pornography under 18 U.S.C. § 2252A(a)(2)(A) and (b)(1), the remaining charges were
dismissed under the plea agreement, and he received a 144-month sentence. He did not appeal and later sought §
2255 relief, alleging ineffective assistance of counsel and that his guilty plea was unknowing and involuntary
because he was not advised of sex-offender-registration requirements.
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