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WRIT DENIED

Relator, Shannon Alexander, seeks review of the district court’s
February 25, 2026 ruling which denied his Motion to Correct an Illegal
Sentence. For the following reasons, we deny this writ application.

By way of background, on January 22, 1997, relator was found
guilty by a jury of two counts of armed robbery (counts three and six),
and one count of first degree robbery (count five). On January 31, 1997,
the trial court sentenced relator to ninety-nine years imprisonment at
hard labor without benefit of parole, probation, or suspension of
sentence each on counts three and six to be served concurrently, and
forty years imprisonment at hard labor without benefit of parole,
probation, or suspension of sentence as to count five, to run consecutive
to the armed robbery sentences.

On February 7, 1997, the trial court found relator to be a second-
felony offender, vacated the original sentence on count six, and
sentenced him to one hundred ninety-eight years imprisonment at hard
labor without benefit of parole, probation, or suspension of sentence.
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The enhanced sentence was also ordered to run concurrently with the
other armed robbery sentence and consecutive to the sentence for first
degree robbery. This Court affirmed relator’s convictions and sentences
on November 25, 1997. State v. Alexander, 97-453 (La. App. 5 Cir.
11/25/97), 704 So.2d 996, writ denied, 99-963 (La. 9/17/99) 747 So.2d
1096.

On February 20, 2026, relator filed a Motion to Correct an Illegal
Sentence, challenging his sentence as illegal under La. R.S.
15:529.1(A)(1)(a). Relator avers this statute should be interpreted to
cap his sentence at twice the longest term of his predicate felony
conviction for possession of stolen things valued over $500 in violation
of La. R.S. 14:69 which carried a ten-year maximum sentence.! Thus,
in relator’s interpretation, he could have only received a maximum
sentence of twenty years based on his first conviction for felony theft.
The district court denied relief on February 25, 2026, finding no
1llegality in the sentences because the terms imposed are clearly within
statutory parameters established by law and further characterized the
pleading as successive and repetitive.

In this writ application, relator claims the district court erred in
denying his motion to correct an illegal sentence.2 Under La. C.Cr.P.
882(A), “An illegal sentence may be corrected at any time by the court
that imposed the sentence or by an appellate court on review.” A
defendant may only raise claims relating to the legality of the sentence
itself under the applicable sentencing statutes in a motion to correct an
1llegal sentence. State v. Gedric, 99-1213 (La. App. 1 Cir. 6/3/99), 741
So.2d 849, 851-52, writ denied sub nom., State ex rel. Gedric v. State,
99-1830 (La. 11/5/99), 751 So.2d 239; and State v. Parker, 98-256 (La.
5/8/98), 711 So.2d 694, writ denied, 12-532 (La. 8/22/12). When a
defendant fails to point to a claimed illegal term in his sentence, he does
not raise a claim cognizable in a motion to correct an illegal sentence
but a claim of trial error, which is properly cognizable in an application
for post-conviction relief — if at all. Parker, supra.

Here, the essence of relator’s claim challenges the interpretation
of the second-offender sentencing provision set forth in the habitual

! Under the version in effect at the time of the offense, La. R.S. 15:529.1(A)(1)(a), provided:

If the second felony is such that upon a first conviction the offender would be punishable by
imprisonment for any term less than his natural life, then the sentence to imprisonment shall be
for a determinate term not less than one-half the longest term and not more than twice the
longest term prescribed for a first conviction].]

2 We note that relator’s application is deficient in that he did not file a notice of intent with the district
court as required by Uniform Rules-Courts of Appeal, Rule 4-2. However, relator has filed his pro se
writ application in this Court within thirty days of the trial court’s ruling in accordance with Rule 4-3.
Thus, in the interest of justice and judicial economy, we consider the application.
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offender statute. Specifically, relator contends the enhanced sentence
he received under La. R.S. 15;529.1(A)(1)(a) should have been based on
the predicate offense penalty, not the subsequent felony for which he
was convicted. This is not a claim of an illegal sentence. Because
relator fails to identify an illegal term in his sentence, he has failed to
raise a claim cognizable in a motion to correct an illegal sentence.?
Thus, we find no error in the district court’s denial of the relator’s
motion to correct an illegal sentence.

Moreover, to the extent we construe the substance of relator’s
motion as an application for post-conviction relief, we find i1t untimely
pursuant to La. C.Cr.P. art. 930.8(A) which provides that an application
for post-conviction relief must be filed within two years of the judgment
of conviction and sentences becoming final.4

Accordingly, relator is not entitled to the relief he seeks. This writ
application is denied.

Gretna, Louisiana, this 7th day of May, 2026.
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3 Even assuming arguendo, the claim were cognizable under La. C.Cr.P. art. 882(A), it fails on the merits
because, contrary to relator’s analysis, ‘first conviction’ refers to the underlying offense of armed
robbery, which carries 10-99 years without benefits; thus, the second-offender sentencing range is 49.5-
198 years, and the imposed 198-years sentence is within that range.

4 Relator’s convictions and sentences became final in 1999. State v. Alexander, 99-963 (La. 9/17/99), 747
So.2d 1096.
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