UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF
TENNESSEE, EASTERN DIVISION

Billie Joe Chapman v. Demetric Godfrey, Warden

No. 1:24-cv-01106-STA-jay (W.D. Tenn. Feb. 9, 2026) - No. 1:24-cv-01106-STA-jay - Decided February 9,

2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of Tennessee denies Billie Joe Chapman’s

motions to appoint counsel and recuse the judge, construes his amended petition as a motion to amend,

and denies leave to amend. The Court also denies Chapman’s 28 U.S.C. § 2254 petition challenging

the voluntariness of his guilty plea and alleged forced administration of medication, concluding that

the claims do not warrant habeas relief. The Court denies a certificate of appealability and leave to

appeal in forma pauperis and certifies that an appeal would not be taken in good faith.
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Petitioner sought federal habeas relief under 28 U.S.C. § 2254 after
pleading guilty in Tennessee state court and unsuccessfully pursuing
state post-conviction and state habeas remedies. The district court
denied a motion to appoint counsel, denied a motion to recuse,
construed a proposed amended petition as a motion to amend and
denied leave to amend, denied the § 2254 petition, denied a certificate
of appealability, certified that an appeal would not be taken in good

faith, and denied leave to appeal in forma pauperis.

Under AEDPA, relief is unavailable on a claim adjudicated on the
merits in state court unless the state decision was contrary to, or
involved an unreasonable application of, clearly established Supreme

Court precedent, or was based on an unreasonable determination of the



facts. State factual findings are presumed correct absent clear and
convincing evidence. A state-court plea-voluntariness determination
supported by an adequate plea transcript receives a presumption of
correctness, and the petitioner bears a heavy burden to overturn it.
Procedurally defaulted claims are generally barred absent cause and

prejudice or a fundamental miscarriage of justice.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED
1. Whether Chapman’s guilty-plea voluntariness claim warranted federal habeas relief under AEDPA.

2. Whether Chapman’s claim concerning forced hospitalization, civil commitment, and medication was

procedurally defaulted.

3. Whether the forced-hospitalization and medication claim was cognizable under 28 U.S.C. § 2254 or

moot because it did not challenge the custody imposed by the criminal judgment.
4. Whether leave to amend should be granted for new habeas claims raised after the limitations period.
5. Whether the district judge should recuse based on alleged familial relationship, bias, and prior rulings.

6. Whether counsel should be appointed because Chapman alleged mental disability.

HOLDINGS

1. Chapman was not entitled to habeas relief because the state courts reasonably determined, based on the

plea colloquy and evidentiary record, that his guilty plea was knowing, intelligent, and voluntary.

2. Chapman procedurally defaulted his claim concerning forced hospitalization, civil commitment, and
medication because he did not fairly present that claim through the Tennessee appellate review process

and showed neither cause and prejudice nor actual innocence.

3. The forced-hospitalization and medication claim was not cognizable under § 2254 because it did not
challenge custody pursuant to the criminal judgment; any challenge to a completed period of civil

commitment was also moot.

4. Leave to amend was denied because the proposed new habeas claims were untimely, did not relate back

to the original petition, and amendment therefore would be futile.



5. The motion to recuse was denied because Chapman alleged no facts that would cause a reasonable,

objective person to question the judge’s impartiality.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“When a state defendant brings a federal habeas petition challenging the voluntariness of his plea, the state

generally satisfies its burden of showing a voluntary and intelligent plea by producing a transcript of the state
court proceeding.” (Ground One analysis)

“Federal habeas relief can be granted only if a petitioner demonstrates that he “is in custody pursuant to the
judgment of a State court only on the ground that he is in custody in violation of the Constitution or laws or

treaties of the United States.”” (Ground Three analysis)

“Chapman’s § 2254 Petition is DENIED because Ground Three is procedurally defaulted and because

Grounds One and Three lack merit.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Chapman was charged in Tennessee with theft, vandalism, burglary, aggravated burglary, and multiple firearm-
possession offenses. After a competency-related evaluation found him competent to stand trial, he pleaded guilty
to all charges and received an effective thirteen-year sentence. During the plea colloquy, he stated under oath
that he understood his rights and sentencing exposure, was not impaired by drugs or medication, and was
pleading freely and voluntarily. He later alleged that he had been forcibly hospitalized and medicated and that
his plea was involuntary.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Chapman pleaded guilty to multiple Tennessee offenses and received an effective thirteen-year sentence. His
state post-conviction petition was denied after an evidentiary hearing, and the Tennessee Court of Criminal
Appeals affirmed; the Tennessee Supreme Court denied permission to appeal. Chapman later filed the present §
2254 petition raising claims concerning the voluntariness of his guilty plea, judicial conflicts, and forced
hospitalization and medication. The court previously dismissed the conflict-of-interest ground, then denied the
remaining claims, denied amendment as futile and untimely, denied recusal and appointment of counsel, and

entered judgment for Respondent.
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