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WRIT DENIED 

  
 Defendant-relator, Rajel Johnson, seeks supervisory review of the trial 

court’s Order denying his July 7, 2026 “Motion to Review Unresolved Brady 

Claim.”1 The trial court’s July 15, 2026 Order denying relator’s motion explains: 

 

The defendant, a habitual offender, was convicted by jury 

of the responsive verdict of manslaughter and of armed robbery. 

His convictions and sentences were upheld on direct appeal. 

State v. Johnson, 11-336 (La. App. 5 Cir. 2/14/12); 91 So.3d 

365. Subsequently, numerous other legal challenges, including 

federal habeas corpus review, have been denied.  

 

The defendant now states that the Fifth Circuit, in an 

order of December 8, 2014, remanded for this court to rule on a 

 
1 See Brady v. Maryland, 373 U.S. 83, 83 S.Ct. 1194, 1196-97, 10 L.Ed.2d 215 (1963). 
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Brady claim which involved access to public records.[2] He 

contends he is unable to determine if the court issued a ruling 

on this claim.  

 

The record shows that on February 11, 2015, the court 

ordered the District Attorney to provide a written response 

[regarding defendant’s public records request]. The District 

Attorney responded on March 13, 2015, representing to the 

court that it was “waiting on the defendant to inform whether or 

not he will pursue a copy of the public record requested.” The 

answer, provided by retained counsel for the defendant, was 

that the request for documents was satisfied. The court issued a 

written ruling on March 17, 2015 that the written responses 

were deemed satisfactory and that any pending motions were 

denied.[3] All issues in this case have been resolved by court 

orders, which are now final. No further relief is warranted. 

 

Defendant’s current request for review of any alleged Brady violation arrives 

more than ten years after the trial court determined that the underlying public 

records issues had been resolved, based on letters that the District Attorney and 

defendant’s retained counsel submitted to the court. Defendant’s July 7, 2026 

“Motion to Review Unresolved Brady Claim” is filed out of time, pursuant to La. 

C.Cr.P. art. 930.8, and none of the exceptions to the two-year time limit specified 

in that article apply here. 

 

Having received the requested records in 2015, as his counsel 

acknowledged, it was incumbent upon defendant to pursue further relief at that 

time, such as (i) requesting supervisory review of the trial court’s March 17, 2015 

Order stating that the public record request had been resolved and that any pending 

motions were “denied on the showing made as moot,” or (ii) filing an application 

for post-conviction relief to argue the merits of the alleged Brady violation. Relator 

does not appear to have done either. Relator also sought post-conviction relief in 

2021 pursuant to Ramos v. Louisiana, 590 U.S. --, 140 S.Ct. 1390, 206 L.Ed.2d 

583 (2020), but he did not raise the Brady issue at that time. See State ex rel. Rajel 

 
2 Indeed, in 2014, relator sought post-conviction relief in this Court on a matter related to his 

Brady claim, arguing that he had not received certain records from the District Attorney’s Office. 

This Court granted relief in part and remanded to the district court “for further proceedings 

pending accomplishment of relator’s public records request.” See State v. Johnson, 14-861 (La. 

App. 5 Cir. 12/8/14) (unpublished writ disposition), writ denied, 15-44 (La. 5/22/15), 170 So.3d 

984. 
 
3 The March 17, 2015 Order states: 

 

Both the assistant district attorney and defense counsel have responded in writing. Both 

indicate compliance with public record requests. Defense counsel states she is satisfied with the 

response of the District Attorney regarding a public records request.  

In light of these responses, the court deems no further action necessary at this time.  

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED BY THE COURT that the written responses are deemed 

sufficient and that any pending motions are DENIED on the showing made as moot. 
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Johnson¸ 21-415 and 21-429 (La. App. 5 Cir. 7/15/21) (unpublished writ 

dispositions). 

 

 

On the showing made, we see no error in the trial court’s Order denying 

relator’s July 7, 2026 “Motion to Review Unresolved Brady Claim.” Accordingly, 

the writ is denied. 

 

Gretna, Louisiana, this 10th day of August, 2026. 
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