
COURT OF APPEALS OF TEXAS, EIGHTH DISTRICT, EL PASO

Cha-Ka Romain Johnson v. The State of Texas
No. 08-24-00370-CR · No. No. 08-24-00370-CR · Decided June 10, 2026

SUMMARY

The Texas Eighth Court of Appeals affirmed the denial of Cha-Ka Romain Johnson’s second motion
for post-conviction DNA testing under Chapter 64 of the Texas Code of Criminal Procedure. The court
held that Johnson did not establish that newer testing techniques would produce more accurate or
probative results or that comparison of unidentified DNA from the murder weapon with Edwards’s
DNA would satisfy the statutory requirements. The court also concluded that substantial independent
evidence supported Johnson’s conviction, including under a law-of-parties theory.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Johnson established that newer DNA testing techniques offered a reasonable likelihood of
results more accurate and probative than prior testing.

2. Whether Chapter 64 authorized Johnson to obtain testing of the unidentified DNA specimen by
comparing it specifically to Edwards's DNA.

3. Whether a possible match between the unidentified DNA and Edwards's DNA would satisfy Chapter
64's requirement that exculpatory results would establish by a preponderance of the evidence that
Johnson would not have been convicted.

4. Whether the trial court properly denied the Chapter 64 motion based on the substantial independent
evidence of Johnson's guilt and the State's use of a law-of-parties theory.

5. Whether the court could address Johnson's separate claim that his statements to law enforcement were
obtained without Miranda warnings in this Chapter 64 appeal.

HOLDINGS

1. Johnson failed to establish that newer DNA testing techniques would provide results more accurate and
probative than the prior testing, so he was not entitled to additional testing under Chapter 64.

2. Johnson did not establish a statutory basis under Chapter 64 for requiring the State to compare the
unidentified DNA specimen to a specifically selected person's DNA.

3. A possible match between Edwards's DNA and the specimen would not establish Johnson's entitlement
to testing because it would not determine the identity of the person who committed the offense or
otherwise show that Johnson would not have been convicted.

4. The possible presence of Edwards's or another third party's DNA on the gun would not, without more,
exonerate Johnson because the State prosecuted him under a law-of-parties theory and substantial
independent evidence supported his conviction.

5. The court did not address Johnson's claim that his statements were obtained without Miranda warnings
because a Chapter 64 appeal is limited to issues concerning the post-conviction DNA-testing motion.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Therefore, even if subsequent testing revealed that the DNA specimen found on the gun matched Edwards’s
DNA—as Johnson speculates it would—this would not necessarily lead to a reasonable probability that the
jury would have acquitted Johnson for Hidi’s murder.” (13)

“Because we conclude that Johnson has not met his burden of establishing his entitlement to DNA testing
under Chapter 64, the trial court did not abuse its discretion in denying his motion.” (14)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Johnson was convicted in 2008 of capital murder for the shooting death of Hidi Gower. A gun found in the trunk
of a car connected to the investigation was linked to the discharged ammunition, but DNA testing found an
unidentified female contributor and excluded Johnson; the State did not obtain comparison samples from
Edwards or other potential contributors. Johnson's second Chapter 64 motion sought newer testing and
comparison of the unidentified DNA to Edwards's DNA, arguing that a match would undermine Edwards's
testimony and potentially exonerate him.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Johnson was convicted of capital murder following a jury trial in 2008. He filed a first Chapter 64 motion in
2020, which was denied and affirmed by the Austin Court of Appeals. In 2024, he filed a second motion seeking
newer DNA testing of an unidentified specimen found on the murder weapon and comparison of that specimen
to Edwards's DNA. The convicting court denied the motion, and the Eighth District, reviewing the transferred
appeal, affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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