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The petitioner, DouglasL. Brown, has appealed from the Bledsoe County Circuit Court’ s dismissal
of his petition for habeas corpus relief. The petition attacked the petitioner’ stwo 1998, Davidson
County, guilty-pleaded convictions of rape of a child. The state has moved the court pursuant to
Rule 20 of this court’s rules to summarily affirm the judgment of the habeas corpus court. We
sustain the motion and affirm the judgment.
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MEMORANDUM OPINION

Thejudgments of conviction reflect that, pursuant to the petitioner’ sguilty pleas, he
received consecutive 15-year sentences. Thejudgment formsindicatethat in each casethe petitioner
was sentenced as a child rapist pursuant to Tennessee Code Annotated section 39-13-523(a)(1), (b)
(2003) (providing for noreleasedigibility for one convicted of child rape). The petitioner’ spetition
for habeas corpus relief attacked the validity of the judgments on various grounds, including that
the no-release-eligibility provisions departed from the plea agreement and that the plea was
involuntary and knowing.

The purpose of a habeas corpus petition isto contest void and not merely voidable
judgments. Archer v. Sate, 851 SW.2d 157, 163 (Tenn. 1993) (citing Sate ex rel. Newsom v.
Henderson, 221 Tenn. 24, 424 S\W.2d 186, 189 (1968)). Habeas corpus relief is available only



when it appears on the face of the judgment or the record that thetrial court waswithout jurisdiction
to convict or sentencethe defendant or that hissentence hasexpired. Archer,51S.W.2dat 164. The
burden is on the petitioner to establish that the judgment is void or that the sentence has expired.
Sateexrel. Kuntzv. Bomar, 214 Tenn. 500, 504, 381 S.W.2d 290, 291-92 (1964). A trial court may
summarily dismiss a petition for writ of habeas corpus without the appointment of a lawyer and
without an evidentiary hearing if there is nothing on the face of the judgment to indicate that the
convictions addressed therein are void. Passarella v. Sate, 891 S.W.2d 619 (Tenn. Crim. App.
1994).

The petition alleges no infirmities that would entitle the petitioner to habeas corpus
relief. The conviction court was empowered by our criminal and sentencing code to impose the
convictions and sentences set forth in the judgments. In particular, the terms of the petitioner’s
sentences are within statutory bounds. The claims of involuntary or unknowing guilty pless,
nonconformity of thejudgmentswith the pleaagreement, erroneous consecutive sentencing, and the
erroneous ordering of sex-offender supervision, if established, would render thejudgmentsvoidable
and not void. Although the petitioner claimsthat theindictment charged duplicitous counts and that
the judgmentsviolate principlesof doublejeopardy, the pleasubmission hearing record reflectsthat
the bases for the convictions were rapes of a child that occurred on two different dates, belying any
claim of duplicity of convictions.

In short, the petitioner has alleged neither facially invalid judgments nor expired
sentences. This court concludes that the trial court properly denied the petition for writ of habeas
corpus, and the judgment is affirmed pursuant to Rule 20.
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