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BeforeSTRINE, Chief JusticeYAUGHN, andSEITZ, Justices.
ORDER

This 20" day of June 2016, upon consideration of the omehbiief,
the motion to affirm, and the record below, it agseto the Court that:

(1) The appellant, Lee Israel, filed this appeainfrthe Superior
Court’s order denying his motion for correctionseintence. The State filed
a motion to affirm the judgment below on the grouhat it is manifest on
the face of Israel’'s opening brief that his appeabithout merit. We agree
and affirm.

(2) A Superior Court jury convicted Israel in 1985 one count
each of Rape in the First Degree, Burglary in tireatbegree, Attempted

Burglary in the Second Degree, and Theft. In Fatyud 986, the Superior



Court sentenced Israel to life imprisonment pluermn of 52 years. We
affirmed his convictions and sentence on directeab’p Since that time,
Israel has filed multiple unsuccessful motionsgostconviction relief.

(3) In February 2016, Israel filed a motion for remtion of illegal
sentence. He argued that his life sentence foe rapllegal because it
constitutes cruel and unusual punishment undeiEtgbth Amendment of
the United States Constitution. The Superior €danied Israel’s motion.
This appeal followed.

(4) We review the Superior Court's denial of a raotifor
correction of sentence under Rule 35(a) for abusdiszretion, although
questions of law are reviewatk novo.> Under Rule 35(a), a sentence is
illegal if it exceeds statutory limits, violatesudwe jeopardy, is ambiguous
with respect to the time and manner in which toidbe served, is internally
contradictory, omits a term required to be impdsgdtatute, is uncertain as
to the substance of the sentence, or is an unazgdcsentencé.

(5) Israel raises one argument in his opening lmrefippeal. He

contends that statutory changes that have beenteehamce his 1986
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sentencing reflect “evolving standards of decenhdyiat render his life
sentence disproportionate and excessive under ifjethEAmendment’s
prohibition against cruel and unusual punishmem.pdints out that since
1986, the Delaware General Assembly has eliminatethdatory life
sentences for rape and has reduced the minimum at@gdterms of
incarceration on all of his offenses. He sugg@sitthese statutory changes
reflect a consensus that his life sentence for impesproportionate.

(6) After careful consideration, we find no meriv tisrael’s
argument. Under 1Ddl. C. § 773(a)(2)a and § 4205(b)(1), a life sentence
for first degree rape was a legal punishment wiseael was sentenced in
1985 and is still a legal punishment today. Inrghbis sentence is not
illegal, and the Superior Court did not err in doding that Israel’s motion
for correction of sentence had no legal merit.

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that the judgmenttbé
Superior Court is AFFIRMED.

BY THE COURT:

/sl Collins J. Seitz, Jr.
Justice
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