UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF
TEXAS, DALLAS DIVISION

Anthony Lennell Acy v. United States

Acy - No. No. 3:24-CV-2912-B (No. 3:21-CR-070-B) - Decided March 16, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of Texas denies Anthony Lennell Acy’s
motion under 28 U.S.C. § 2255 to vacate, set aside, or correct his 365-month sentence for sex-
trafficking offenses. The court rejects his claims of ineffective assistance of counsel concerning
suppression motions, sentencing enhancements, appellate arguments, cumulative error, and

communication of a plea offer.
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DISPOSITION denied

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Movant sought collateral relief under 28 U.S.C. § 2255, asserting six

grounds principally alleging ineffective assistance of counsel. The
district court denied the motion.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under 28 U.S.C. § 2255, collateral relief is limited to constitutional or
jurisdictional errors and narrow injuries resulting in a complete
miscarriage of justice. Ineffective-assistance claims are governed by
Strickland's deficient-performance and prejudice requirements, with
highly deferential judicial review. A § 2255 movant must establish a
reasonable probability that the result would have been different absent

counsel's errors.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unpublished memorandum opinion and order from a federal district

court; limited precedential value.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1.

Whether counsel was ineffective for failing to seek suppression of evidence from the search of Acy's

vehicle.

. Whether counsel was ineffective for failing to seek suppression of evidence from the warrantless entry

into Acy's hotel room.

. Whether counsel was ineffective in challenging sentencing enhancements for sexual contact with the

minor victim and for Acy's leadership or organizational role.

. Whether counsel was ineffective for failing to challenge on appeal the denial of Acy's motion for a new

trial.

. Whether cumulative counsel error entitled Acy to § 2255 relief.

. Whether counsel was ineffective for failing to present Acy with the government's plea offer.

HOLDINGS

1.

Acy was not entitled to relief because the vehicle was searched pursuant to a warrant, and there was no
basis to conclude that the warrant was defective or that evidence obtained in objectively reasonable

reliance on it should have been suppressed.

. Acy was not entitled to relief because officers had an objectively reasonable basis to enter the hotel

room under the emergency-aid exception, and the circumstances also supported a reasonable belief that

the adult victim consented to the entry.

. Acy was not entitled to relief because counsel did object to the sexual-contact enhancement, the trial

evidence amply supported it, and the leadership-or-organizer enhancement was proper; any further

objection would have been frivolous.

. Acy was not entitled to relief because counsel was not required to raise every nonfrivolous issue on

appeal, and Acy failed to identify a solid, meritorious argument based on controlling precedent that

would have succeeded.

. Acy was not entitled to relief based on cumulative error because he established no individual ineffective-

assistance error to cumulate.

. Acy was not entitled to relief because counsel communicated the plea offer, discussed it with him, and

Acy failed to show that he would have pleaded guilty absent counsel's alleged deficiency.

KEY QUOTATIONS



“A defendant can challenge his conviction or sentence after it is presumed final on issues of constitutional or
jurisdictional magnitude only and may not raise an issue for the first time on collateral review without

showing both “cause” for his procedural default and “actual prejudice” resulting from the errors.” (2)

“To prevail on an ineffective assistance of counsel claim, movant must show that (1) counsel’s performance
fell below an objective standard of reasonableness and (2) there is a reasonable probability that, but for

counsel’s unprofessional errors, the result of the proceedings would have been different.” (2)

“The totality of the circumstances reflects that officers had an objectively reasonable basis for believing that

the victims were in need of immediate aid.” (4)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Acy was convicted by a jury of two sex-trafficking offenses and received a 365-month prison sentence. The
challenged evidence included a search of Acy's vehicle pursuant to a warrant and officers' entry into a hotel room
after an adult victim opened the door and sought immediate rescue for herself and a juvenile victim. At
sentencing, the court found that trial evidence supported enhancements for sexual contact with the minor victim
and Acy's leadership role. The record also showed that counsel communicated a plea offer and that Acy declined

an offer concerning count one.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Acy was charged in a two-count superseding indictment with sex trafficking of a child and sex trafficking. He
pleaded not guilty, was convicted by a jury, and was sentenced to 365 months' imprisonment. The Fifth Circuit
affirmed his conviction on direct appeal. Acy then filed this § 2255 motion, which the district court denied.

DISPOSITION

denied
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