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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Georgia affirmed Qamar Williams’s convictions for malice murder and related
firearms offenses arising from the shooting death of Calvin Chappell. The court held that Williams
failed to satisfy the requirements for a new trial based on newly discovered evidence, that the trial
court did not plainly err by declining to instruct the jury on involuntary intoxication, and that his
ineffective-assistance claims failed for lack of demonstrated prejudice.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether newly discovered testimony that an unknown substance may have been placed in champagne
consumed by Williams warranted a new trial.

2. Whether the trial court plainly erred by failing to instruct the jury on involuntary intoxication.

3. Whether trial counsel was ineffective for failing to obtain surveillance footage from Club One Fifty-One
and Waffle House.

4. Whether trial counsel was ineffective for failing to present expert testimony concerning involuntary
intoxication.

5. Whether the alleged deficiencies of counsel produced cumulative prejudice.

HOLDINGS

1. The trial court did not abuse its discretion in denying Williams's motion for new trial based on newly
discovered evidence because Williams failed to show both that the evidence could not have been
discovered earlier through due diligence and that it was sufficiently material to probably produce a
different verdict.

2. The trial court did not plainly err by refusing to instruct the jury on involuntary intoxication because the
trial evidence did not show that Williams involuntarily consumed an intoxicating substance or lacked the
mental capacity to distinguish right from wrong.

3. Williams failed to establish ineffective assistance based on counsel's failure to obtain surveillance
footage from Club One Fifty-One and Waffle House because he did not demonstrate resulting prejudice.

4. Williams failed to establish ineffective assistance based on counsel's failure to call an expert concerning
involuntary intoxication because he did not present or proffer evidence of what the expert would have
said.

5. Williams was not entitled to relief based on cumulative prejudice because the record showed no
prejudicial effect from any of counsel's alleged deficiencies.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A defendant’s failure to show that even one of these requirements is met is sufficient to deny a motion for new
trial.” (7)

“speculation provides no basis for granting a new trial.” (10)

“A defendant claiming ineffective assistance of counsel must prove deficient performance by his counsel and
resulting prejudice.” (15)

“A defendant cannot demonstrate prejudice with “mere ‘speculation.’”” (16)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Williams and Calvin Chappell went to several nightclubs with friends before returning to a residence in Decatur.
In the early morning hours, Williams shot a security camera and then shot Chappell several times while Chappell
was sleeping. Security footage captured the shooting, and witnesses testified that Williams appeared to be
functioning normally and did not appear intoxicated. After trial, Williams presented testimony that an unknown
substance may have been placed in champagne he drank, but the witnesses could not identify the substance,
establish that Williams unknowingly consumed it, or show how it affected his conduct.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A DeKalb County grand jury indicted Williams on murder, aggravated assault, and firearm charges. A jury
convicted him after a September 2022 trial, and the trial court imposed a life sentence without parole for malice
murder plus consecutive firearm-related sentences. The trial court denied Williams's amended motion for new
trial after an evidentiary hearing. The Supreme Court of Georgia previously remanded the case to supplement the
record and then considered the appeal on the briefs.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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