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NATURE AND STAGE OF THE PROCEEDINGS 

 

 On January 30, 2012, the New Castle County Grand Jury returned an 

indictment against Claude Lacombe alleging two counts of Murder First Degree, 

two counts of Attempted Robbery First Degree, four counts of Possession of a 

Firearm During the Commission of a Felony (“PFDCF”) and one count of 

Conspiracy Second Degree.  A-1.  The matter was designated as a capital case and 

assigned to Judge Joseph R. Slights, III on February 27, 2012.  A-2.  On  

December 17, 2012, the case was re-designated as a non-capital case and 

reassigned to Judge M. Jane Brady.  A-5.  Lacombe pled guilty to Murder Second 

Degree, Attempted Robbery First Degree and Conspiracy Second Degree on April 

11, 2013.  A-7.  On September 17, 2013, Lacombe was sentenced to a life term of 

incarceration for Murder Second Degree and an aggregate of ten years 

incarceration for the Attempted Robbery First Degree and PFDCF charges.  A-26-

27.  Lacombe appealed his sentence.  This is the State’s answering brief. 
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SUMMARY OF THE ARGUMENT 

 

 Appellant’s argument is denied.  Lacombe’s life sentence fell within the 

statutory penalties for Murder Second Degree.  He fails to demonstrate how the 

sentencing judge abused her discretion, and there is no evidence in the record that 

the sentencing judge sentenced him with any bias, vindictiveness, or a closed mind.  

Lacombe likewise fails to show that his sentence was grossly disproportionate or 

excessive.            
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STATEMENT OF FACTS
1
 

 

On December 26, 2011, officers from the New Castle County Police 

Department (“NCCPD”) were dispatched to the Harbor Club Apartments in 

Newark in response to a 911 call reporting a shooting.  When the officers arrived at 

the scene they discovered Michael A. Thomas (“Thomas”), who had suffered a 

gunshot wound to the chest, and Keifer C. Wright (“Wright”), who had suffered a 

gunshot wound to the head.  Thomas and Wright both died as a result of being 

shot.  The NCCPD investigation revealed that Thomas and Wright had come to 

Delaware from Philadelphia to sell marijuana.  A search of text messages found on 

Thomas’ cell phone led police to discover that just prior to the murder, Thomas 

had been communicating with Paul Lacombe (“Paul”).  Police learned that Paul’s 

brother, Claude Lacombe (“Lacombe”), lived in Delaware.  On December 25, 

2011, Lacombe posted a message on his Facebook page indicating that he was 

staying in a hotel room (specifically, room number 224).  Using this information, 

police confirmed that Lacombe was staying at the Super 8 Motel in Newark and 

established surveillance of the hotel.  Paul and Lacombe were stopped while 

driving out of the parking lot of the hotel.  Lacombe had marijuana in his 

possession and Paul had an outstanding capias.  Both were taken into custody.   

                                                           
1
 The facts of the case are taken from the Affidavit of Probable Cause in support of the arrest 

warrant for Claude Lacombe. 
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After speaking with a witness who had purchased marijuana from Lacombe 

earlier in the day, police learned that the witness had seen Lacombe with a small 

black handgun.  The autopsy of Thomas revealed that he had been shot with a .22 

caliber weapon.  Police located and interviewed Lacombe’s girlfriend, Christie 

Emmons (“Christie”).  Christie told police that on December 26, 2011, she drove 

Paul, Lacombe and Elijah Pressley (“Elijah”) to the area of the Harbor Club 

Apartments.  She said that Paul and Elijah got out of her car, returned a short time 

later and they all left the area. 

On December 27, 2011, Paul was interviewed by the police.  Paul told 

investigators that he knew Thomas because both attended Temple University.  

Using his cell phone, Paul arranged to have Thomas bring a quarter pound of 

marijuana to Delaware to sell to him.  Paul said that he, Elijah, Lacombe and 

Christie agreed that they were going to rob Thomas.   He advised that he and Elijah 

were dropped off at Harbor Club Apartments while Christie and Lacombe 

remained in the car.  Paul got into the back seat of a car in which Thomas was 

seated in the driver’s seat and Thomas’ friend (Wright) was seated in the front 

passenger seat.  Paul put a gun to Wright’s head and demanded that they give him 

the marijuana.  During the robbery attempt, Paul shot Wright in the back of the 

head, then turned the gun on Thomas and shot him multiple times.   He and Elijah 

then fled on foot. 
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Elijah was also interviewed by police.  He told investigators that he, Paul, 

Lacombe, and Christie agreed to rob the victims.  Elijah advised that Lacombe told 

him to look out for Paul during the robbery to make sure nothing happened to him.  

While driving to the Harbor Club Apartments, Paul showed Elijah the handgun he 

was carrying.  Elijah’s account of what happened inside Thomas’ car was 

consistent with Paul’s account to police.   
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ARGUMENT 

THE SENTENCING JUDGE DID NOT ABUSE HER DISCRETION WHEN 

SHE SENTENCED LACOMBE TO A LIFE TERM.  LACOMBE’S LIFE 

SENTENCE FOR MURDER SECOND DEGREE IS WITHIN STATUTORY 

LIMITS AND IS, THEREFORE, LEGAL. 

 

Question Presented 

 

Whether the sentencing judge abused her discretion by sentencing Lacombe 

to a life term for Murder Second Degree.  

Standard and Scope of Review 

“This Court reviews sentencing of a defendant in a criminal case under an 

abuse of discretion standard.   Appellate review of a sentence generally ends upon 

determination that the sentence is within the statutory limits prescribed by the 

legislature.”
2
   To the extent that Lacombe is raising a constitutional claim, this 

Court’s review is de novo.
3
     

Merits of the Argument 

 On appeal, Lacombe claims that the sentencing judge abused her discretion 

when she sentenced him to a life term for Murder Second Degree.  Lacombe 

concedes that his sentence is within the maximum statutory penalty, but argues that 

                                                           
2
 Wescott v. State, 2009 WL 3282707, at *5 (Del. Oct. 13, 2009) (quoting Fink v. State, 817 A.2d 

781, 790 (Del. 2003) (internal quotation marks omitted)). 

 
3
 Wescott, 2009 WL 3282707 at *5 (citing  Norman v. State, 976 A.2d 843,857 (Del. 2009); 

Weber v. State, 971 A.2d 135, 141 (Del. 2009); Capano v. State, 781 A.2d 556, 607 (Del. 2001)). 

http://web2.westlaw.com/find/default.wl?mt=222&db=162&tc=-1&rp=%2ffind%2fdefault.wl&findtype=Y&ordoc=2020098353&serialnum=2003176966&vr=2.0&fn=_top&sv=Split&tf=-1&referencepositiontype=S&pbc=D92254DF&referenceposition=790&rs=WLW14.01
http://web2.westlaw.com/find/default.wl?mt=222&db=162&tc=-1&rp=%2ffind%2fdefault.wl&findtype=Y&ordoc=2020098353&serialnum=2003176966&vr=2.0&fn=_top&sv=Split&tf=-1&referencepositiontype=S&pbc=D92254DF&referenceposition=790&rs=WLW14.01
http://web2.westlaw.com/find/default.wl?mt=222&db=162&tc=-1&rp=%2ffind%2fdefault.wl&findtype=Y&ordoc=2020098353&serialnum=2019137719&vr=2.0&fn=_top&sv=Split&tf=-1&referencepositiontype=S&pbc=E086914A&referenceposition=857&rs=WLW14.01
http://web2.westlaw.com/find/default.wl?mt=222&db=162&tc=-1&rp=%2ffind%2fdefault.wl&findtype=Y&ordoc=2020098353&serialnum=2018673647&vr=2.0&fn=_top&sv=Split&tf=-1&referencepositiontype=S&pbc=E086914A&referenceposition=141&rs=WLW14.01
http://web2.westlaw.com/find/default.wl?mt=222&db=162&tc=-1&rp=%2ffind%2fdefault.wl&findtype=Y&ordoc=2020098353&serialnum=2001746956&vr=2.0&fn=_top&sv=Split&tf=-1&referencepositiontype=S&pbc=E086914A&referenceposition=607&rs=WLW14.01
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his life sentence is “exceptionally harsh and . . . grossly disproportionate to other 

sentences imposed.”
4
  Lacombe’s contentions are unavailing.   

Lacombe first claims that the life sentence he received violates the Eighth 

Amendment of the United States Constitution.  He argues that because he was not 

the shooter, he should not have received a life sentence.  He points to sentences 

received by each of his co-defendants in support of his claim that his sentence was 

disproportionate.   

The Eighth Amendment prohibits punishment that is either disproportionate 

to the crime committed or excessive.
5
   Proportionality review is limited to “those 

rare cases in which a threshold comparison of the crime and the sentence leads to 

an inference of gross disproportionality.”
6
  In Crosby v. State, this Court 

announced a two-part test to determine whether a sentence violates the Eighth 

Amendment of the United States Constitution: 

To determine whether a particular sentence is prohibited, this Court 

must undertake a threshold comparison of the crime committed and 

the sentence imposed. If such a comparison leads to an inference of 

gross disproportionality, then this Court must compare [the 

                                                           
4
 Op. Brf. at 9.   

 
5
 Bednash v. State,  2012 WL 2343593 at *2 (Del. June 19, 2012) (citing  Atkins v. Virginia, 536 

U.S. 304, 311 n.7 (2002)). 

 
6
 Id. (citing Crosby v. State, 824 A.2d 894, 908 (Del. 2003); Harmelin v. Michigan, 501 U.S. 

957, 1005 (1991)). 

 

http://web2.westlaw.com/find/default.wl?mt=222&db=780&tc=-1&rp=%2ffind%2fdefault.wl&findtype=Y&ordoc=2027944903&serialnum=2002381685&vr=2.0&fn=_top&sv=Split&tf=-1&referencepositiontype=S&pbc=212715D8&referenceposition=311&rs=WLW14.01
http://web2.westlaw.com/find/default.wl?mt=222&db=780&tc=-1&rp=%2ffind%2fdefault.wl&findtype=Y&ordoc=2027944903&serialnum=2002381685&vr=2.0&fn=_top&sv=Split&tf=-1&referencepositiontype=S&pbc=212715D8&referenceposition=311&rs=WLW14.01
http://web2.westlaw.com/find/default.wl?mt=222&db=162&tc=-1&rp=%2ffind%2fdefault.wl&findtype=Y&ordoc=2027944903&serialnum=2003393521&vr=2.0&fn=_top&sv=Split&tf=-1&referencepositiontype=S&pbc=212715D8&referenceposition=908&rs=WLW14.01
http://web2.westlaw.com/find/default.wl?mt=222&db=780&tc=-1&rp=%2ffind%2fdefault.wl&findtype=Y&ordoc=2027944903&serialnum=1991116023&vr=2.0&fn=_top&sv=Split&tf=-1&referencepositiontype=S&pbc=212715D8&referenceposition=1005&rs=WLW14.01
http://web2.westlaw.com/find/default.wl?mt=222&db=780&tc=-1&rp=%2ffind%2fdefault.wl&findtype=Y&ordoc=2027944903&serialnum=1991116023&vr=2.0&fn=_top&sv=Split&tf=-1&referencepositiontype=S&pbc=212715D8&referenceposition=1005&rs=WLW14.01
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defendant’s] sentence with other similar cases to determine whether 

the trial court acted out of step with sentencing norms.
7
 

 

There is no inference of gross disproportionality here, nor is the sentence 

excessive. 

In this case, Lacombe pled to Murder Second Degree.  The statutory 

penalties for that offense range from a minimum of 15 years to a maximum life 

term.
8
  Lacombe planned the robbery and had his mentally ill brother carry out the 

robbery with a handgun because he did not want to be recognized by the victims.
9
  

As a result, two people were killed.  Two of his co-defendants, who pled guilty to 

lesser charges, were sentenced to periods of incarceration.
10

  His brother, Paul 

Lacombe, who pled guilty but mentally ill to Murder First Degree, received a life 

sentence.
11

  Lacombe’s sentence is not disproportionate given the circumstances of 

                                                           
7
  Crosby v. State, 824 A.2d at 908 (citations omitted). 

 
8
 11 Del. C. §§ 635, 4205(b)(1). 

 
9
 A-22. 

 
10

 Elijah Pressley pled guilty to two counts of Manslaughter and one count of Conspiracy Second 

Degree and was sentenced to fifteen years incarceration.  Exhibit A.  Christie Emmons pled 

guilty to Attempted Robbery First Degree, Attempted Robbery Second Degree and Conspiracy 

Second Degree and was sentenced to six years incarceration.  Exhibit B. 

 
11

Exhibit C. 
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the case, his involvement in the planning and execution of the robbery and the 

identical sentence received by his brother.
12

    

 Apart from his constitutional claim, Lacombe argues that the sentencing 

judge abused her discretion by imposing the statutory maximum sentence for 

Murder Second Degree.  “To disturb a sentence on appeal, there must be a showing 

either of the imposition of an illegal sentence or of abuse of the trial judge’s broad 

discretion.”
13

  Generally speaking, this Court “review[s] only to determine whether 

the sentence imposed is within the statutory limits prescribed by the legislature.”
14

 

Lacombe argues that because he received a life sentence, the sentencing 

judge treated his conviction as one for Murder First Degree rather than one for 

Murder Second Degree – to which he pled guilty.  He claims that the life sentence 

imposed in his case implicates 11 Del. C. § 4209.  Lacombe is mistaken.   

Section 4209 provides the statutory sentencing scheme for Murder First 

Degree – not Murder Second Degree or any other form of homicide.
15

  Lacombe 

                                                           
12

 See Bednash, 2012 WL 2343593, at *2 (defendant’s 22-year sentence for Manslaughter for 

killing two people in a DUI-related accident not disproportionate when maximum penalty was 25 

years). 

 
13

 Weber v. State, 655 A.2d 1219, 1221 (Del. 1995). 

 
14

 Id. (citing Mayes v. State, 604 A2d. 839, 842 (Del. 1992)). 

 
15

 Section 4209 provides, in part: 
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pled guilty to Murder Second Degree.
16

  He understood the penalty range, 

including the potential maximum sentence.
17

  Lacombe also understood that the 

sentencing judge would not have to follow the State’s recommendation.
18

  As 

Lacombe acknowledges in his brief, the sentence he received is within the statutory 

maximum and is otherwise legal.  Simply put, section 4209 has no applicability to 

Lacombe’s sentence for Murder Second Degree. Lacombe’s claim that section 

4209 is implicated is unsupported by fact or law and must fail.    

 In addition to the above, Lacombe also appears to argue that a “life” 

sentence in this case means 45 years under this Court’s holdings in Crosby v. 

State
19

 and Evans v. State.
20

  Lacombe’s reliance on Crosby and Evans is 

                                                                                                                                                                                           

§ 4209. Punishment, procedure for determining punishment, review of 

punishment and method of punishment for first-degree murder committed 

by adult offenders 
 

(a) Punishment for first-degree murder. - Any person who is convicted of first-

degree murder for an offense that was committed after the person had reached the 

person's eighteenth birthday shall be punished by death or by imprisonment for 

the remainder of the person's natural life without benefit of probation or parole or 

any other reduction, said penalty to be determined in accordance with this section. 

 
16

 11 Del. C. § 635.   

 
17

 Lacombe signed Truth In Sentencing Guilty Plea form acknowledging that he knew the 

penalty range was a minimum of fifteen years and a maximum of “life.”Exhibit D.  See 11 Del. 

C. §§ 635, 4205(b)(1).  

 
18

 See Wynn v. State, 23 A.3d 145, 151 (Del. 2011) (affirming defendant’s sentence which 

exceeded prosecutor’s recommendation affirmed where sentence did not exceed statutory limits 

and defendant was aware of maximum potential sentence).  

 
19

 824 A.2d 894. 
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misplaced.  In Crosby, this Court held that a “life sentence” under the Truth-in-

Sentencing (“TIS”) statute meant a term of 45 years for a defendant sentenced to 

“life” under 11 Del. C. § 4214(a) for a non-violent felony.   In Evans this Court 

held that a defendant sentenced to “natural life” under the pre-TIS statutory 

sentencing scheme was “not eligible for conditional release and must remain 

incarcerated until his death, unless he is granted parole.”
21

  Neither case is 

applicable to Lacombe’s claim.  Lacombe was sentenced for a violent felony under 

the TIS statute and the habitual offender statute did not apply to his case.  Again, 

Lacombe was sentenced within the statutory limits of 11 Del. C. § 635,  which 

provides for a maximum sentence of life imprisonment.
22

 

Because Lacombe was sentenced within the statutory maximum limit of the 

Murder Second Degree statute, this Court’s inquiry is limited to whether the 

sentencing judge abused her discretion when she sentenced Lacombe.
23

  She did 

                                                                                                                                                                                           

 
20

 872 A.2d 539 (Del. 2005). 

 
21

 Evans, 872 A.2d at 558 (citing Jackson v. Multi-Purpose Criminal Justice Facility, 700 A.2d 

1203 (Del. 1997)). 

 
22

 11 Del. C. §§ 635, 4205(b)(1). 

 
23

 See Collins v. State, 2012 WL 3984545, at *3 (Del. Sept. 11, 2012) (Superior Court’s 

imposition of a thirty-five year sentence for Murder Second Degree was within the range and 

does not reflect evidence of a closed mind); Carter v. State, 2010 WL 3860665, at *2 (Del. Oct. 

1, 2010) (thirty year sentence for Murder Second Degree was within statutory range reflected 

sentencing judge’s consideration of  “the presentence report, the medical examiner’s report, 

[defendant’s] participation in the underlying crimes, and his prior violent conduct.”); Bailey v. 

http://web2.westlaw.com/find/default.wl?mt=222&db=0007691&tc=-1&rp=%2ffind%2fdefault.wl&findtype=Y&ordoc=8952824&serialnum=2023226147&vr=2.0&fn=_top&sv=Split&tf=-1&pbc=A7EA5B95&rs=WLW14.01
http://web2.westlaw.com/find/default.wl?mt=222&db=162&tc=-1&rp=%2ffind%2fdefault.wl&findtype=Y&ordoc=1991034374&serialnum=1983120923&vr=2.0&fn=_top&sv=Split&tf=-1&referencepositiontype=S&pbc=128240E2&referenceposition=535&rs=WLW14.01
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not.  In Wynn v. State, this Court noted that its appellate jurisdiction to review a 

criminal sentence “is limited to where a defendant has alleged a basis for: 

‘unconstitutionality; factual predicates which are either false, impermissible, or 

lack minimum indicia of reliability; judicial vindictiveness, bias or sentencing with 

a closed mind;’ and any other illegality.’”
24

  There is no evidence in the record, nor 

has Lacombe argued, that the sentencing judge was vindictive, exhibited any bias, 

or sentenced him with a closed mind.  The Superior Court pointed to his 

involvement in the planning and commission of the robbery that lead to the death 

of two people.  Prior to sentencing Lacombe, the sentencing judge stated that he 

was “a significant factor in the planning and determination of the events that 

transpired [and] led to the circumstances as they ended.”
25

  The sentencing judge 

found that Lacombe’s culpability was “fairly equal in different respects to that of 

[his] brother,” who was the shooter and received a life sentence, and she sentenced 

Lacombe accordingly.
26

  It is clear from the record that the sentencing judge had an 

                                                                                                                                                                                           

State, 459 A.2d 531, 535 (Del. 1983) (imposition of maximum sentence was not an abuse of 

discretion). 

 
24

 Wynn v. State, 23 A.3d at 148 (quoting Siple v. State, 701 A.2d 79, 83 (Del. 1997)). 

 
25

 A-26.   

 
26

 A-27.   
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appropriate basis upon which she relied when sentencing Lacombe.  As such, the 

sentencing judge did not abuse her discretion.    
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CONCLUSION 

 

 For the foregoing reasons the judgment of the Superior Court should be 

affirmed. 

 

 

/s/ Andrew J. Vella                            -       

ANDREW J. VELLA (ID No. 3549)  

                                  Deputy Attorney General  

              Department of Justice  

                                  Carvel State Office Building  

                                  820 N. French Street, 7
th

 Floor  

                                  Wilmington, DE 19801  

                                  (302) 577-8500  

 

 

 

DATE: February 11, 2014 



ÏN THE SUPERTOR COURT OF THE STATE OF DELAWÀRE
rN À}ID FOR NEW CASTLE COT'NTY

STÀTE OF DEI,AWÀRE

vs.

ELI,.TÀH PRESSIJEY

A1ías: No Aliases

DOB: 03/23/1-987
SBI: 00552159

CÀSE NTIMBER:
Lt]-2018558

- For 2 year(s)
**APPROVED ORDER**

CRIMINAIJ ACTION NTIMBER:
PN12-01_-L286
MÀNSLAUGHTER (F)
LIO:MURDER 1-ST
PN12-01-L288
IÍ.ANSLAUGHTER (F)
LIO:MURDER 1ST
rN12-01-01_85
coNsP 2ND (F)

COMMITMENT
Nolle Prosequi on alI remaining charges in this case

SENTENCE ORDER

NOW THIS 18TH DAY OF SEPTEMBER, 20L3, IT IS THE ORDER OF
THE COURT THAT:

The defendant is adjudged guilty of t.he of fense(s) charged.
The defendant is to pay the costs of prosecution and all
statutory surcharges.

ÀS TO PN12-01-L286- z TIS
}Í,ANSLÀUGHTER

Effectíve December 28, 20Ll the defendant is sentenced
as follows:

- The defendant is placed in the custody of the Department
of Correct,ion for 25 year(s) at supervision l_evel 5

- Suspended after 10 year(s) at supervision l_eve1 5

- For 2 year(s) 6 mont.h(s) supervj_sion level_ 4 DOC
DISCRETION

- Suspended after 6 month(s) at supervision level_ 4 DOC
DISCRETION

supervision level- 3
1 January 29, 2OI4 11:01

Ex. A



STATE OF DELAWARE
vs.

ELI.JAH PRESSIJEY
DoB:03/23/Le87
SBI : 005521-59

Hold at supervision leve1 5

- Until space is available at
DTSCRETTON

supervision level 4 DOC

AS TO PN12-01-1288- : TIS
I'IANSIJAUGHTER

- The defendant is placed in the custody of the Department
of Correction for 25 year(s) at supervision ]evel 5

- Suspended after 5 year(s) at supervision l_evel- 5

- For 2 year(s) supervision l_eveI 3

Probation is concurrent to criminal- action number
rN12-01_-1286

AS TO rN12-01-0185- : TIS
coNsP 2t[D

- The defendant is placed in the custody of the Departmentof Correction for 2 year(s) at supervisj_on ]eve1 5

- Suspended for 2 year(s) at supervj_sion level 2

Probation is consecutive to criminal acti-on number
ïN1,2 - 01- t288

**APPROVED ORDER** 2 Janwary 29, 2OI4 11:01



SPECIÀL CONDITIONS BY ORDER

STATE OF DELAWARE
vs.

ELT.'ÀH PRESSI¡EY
DOB: 03/23/L987
SBI: 00552159

CASE NUMBER:
LtL2 01_8558

Have no contact with victm's families

Have no contact wit.h codefendants

Pursuant to 29 Del-.C. 4713 (b) (2) , the defendant having been
convicted of a Titl-e 11 felony, it j-s a condition of the
defendant's probation that the defendant shaI1 provide a
DNA sample at, the time of the first meeting with the
defendant's probation officer. See statute.

The defendant shall pay any monetary assessments ordered
during the period of probat.ion pursuant to a schedule of
payments which the probation officer will establish.

Defendant. shal1 receive mental health evaluati-on and
with all recommendations for counseling and treatment
deemed appropriate.

comply

Defendant shall be
recommendation for

eval-uated for substance abuse and foll_ow
treatment, counseling and screening.

.]UDGE M. JÀT{E BRÄDY

**APPROVED ORDER** 3 January 29 , 20L4 11: 01-



FINA.}ICTAI, ST]MI4ÀRY

STATE OF DELAWARE
vs.

EIJIüAH PRESSLEY
DoB: 03/23/L987
SBI: 00552L59

CASE NUMBER:
LtL20r_8558

SENTENCE CONTINUED:

TOTAL DRUG DIVERSION FEE ORDERED

TOTAL CIVTL PENALTY ORDERED

TOTAL DRUG REHAB. TREAT. ED. ORDERED

TOTAL EXTRADTTION ORDERED

TOTAL FINE AMOUNT ORDERED

FORENSIC FINE ORDERED

RESTTTUTTON ORDERED

SHERfFF, NCCO ORDERED

SHERTFF, KENT ORDERED

SHERfFF, SUSSEX ORDERED

PUBLÏC DEF, FEE ORDERED

PROSECUTTON FEE ORDERED

VTCTTM'S COM ORDERED

VIDEOPHONE FEE ORDERED

DEL.JIS FEE ORDERED

SECURITY FEE ORDERED

TRANSPORTATION SURCHARGE ORDERED

FUND TO COMBAT VIOLENT CRTMES FEE

SENTOR TRUST FUND FEE

100.00

3.00

3.00

30.00

45.00

TOTAL 181.00

**APPROVED ORDER** 4 ,January 29 , 201-4 1l-: 0l-



IN THE SUPERIOR
IN A}ID

COURT OF THE STATE OF DET,AWARE
FOR NEW CASTLE COT'NTY

STATE OF DELAWARE

vs.

CHRISTIE EMMONS

A1Ías: No À1íasee

DoB: 09/23/L990
SBI: 006L0224

CASE NUMBER:
Lttz 0 19 03 1

CRIMTNAL ACTION NTIMBER:
N12-01_-0269r

ATT ROBBERY 1-ST (F)
PNL2-01-0270r
ÀTT ROBBERY 2ND(F)
LIO:ATT ROBBERY 1ST

NL2 - 0t- 027 3r.
coNsP 2r[D (F)

Nolle Prosequi on all remaining charges in this case

NOW THIS 18TH DÀY
THE COURT THAT:

SENTENCE ORDER

OF SEPTEMBER, 2013, IT TS THE ORDER OF

The defendant is adjudged guilty of the offense (s) charged
Costs are hereby suspended. Defendant is to pay all
stat.utory surcharges .

AS TO N12-0L-0269-I : TIS
ATT ROBBERY 1ST

Effective December 29, 20Ll the defendant is sentenced
aa follows:

- The defendant is placed in the custody of the Department
of Correction for 25 year(s) at supervision leveI 5

- Suspended after 5 year(s) at, supervision l-evel 5

- For 2 year(s) 6 month(s) supervision level- 4 DOC
DISCRETTON

- Suspended after 6 month(s) at supervision leve1 4 DOC
DISCRETTON

- For 2 year(s) supervision l-evel- 3

- Hold at supervisj-on level 5
* *APPROVED ORDER* t' 1 January 29 , 2014 11 : 01

Ex. B



STÀTE OF DETJAWARE
vs.

CHRISTIE EMMONS
DOB: 09/23/1-990
SBI: 006L0224

- Until- space is available at supervision leve1 4 DOC
DISCRETION

ÀS TO PN12-01-'0270-r.: TIS
ATT ROBBERY 2ND

- The defendant is placed in the custody of the Department
of Correction for 5 year(s) at supervision leveI 5

- Suspended after 1 year(s) at supervision level 5

For 2 year(s) supervisj-on 1evel 3

Probation is concurrent to críminal action number
N12 - 0I- 0269r

AS TO NL2-0L-0273-L : TIS
CONSP 2ND

- The defendant is placed in the cust,ody of the Department
of Correctj-on for 2 year(s) at supervision level 5

Suspended for 2 year(s) at supervision level 2

Probation is consecutive to criminal action number
PNI-2 - 0l_ - 027 0

* *APPROVED ORDER't * 2 January 29 , 201-4 1l-: 01



SPECIAÍ, CONDITTONS BY ORDER

STÀTE OF DELAWARE
vs.

CHRISTIE EMMONS
DoB: 09/23/L990
SBI: 006L0224

CASE NUMBER:
tLL20 19 03 1

Have no contact with vi,ctim's families

Have no contact wlth codefendants

Pursuant to 29 DeI.C. 4113(b) (2) , t.he defendant having been
convj-cted of a Title 11 felony, it 1s a condition of the
defendant.'s probation that the defendant sha1l provide a
DNA sample at the time of the first meeting with the
defendant's probation officer. See statute.

The defendant shal1 pay any monetary assessments ordered
during the period of probation pursuant to a schedul-e of
payments which the probation officer will establish.

Defendant shall receive mental health evaluation and comply
with al-l recommendations for counseling and treatment
deemed appropriate.

Defendant shall be
recommendation for

evaluaLed for substance abuse and fol-l-ow
treatment, counseling and screening.

.IUDGE M. JAM BR.A.DY

**APPROVED ORDER** 3 Janwary 29 , 201-4 l-1: 0l-



FTNA¡{CIAL SI'MMARY

STÀTE OF DEI,AVÙÀRE
vs.

CHRISTIE EMMONS
DoB: 09/23/L990
SBI: 00610224

CASE NTIMBER:
LLL20 19 03 1

SENTENCE CONTTNUED

TOTAL DRUG DTVERSION FEE ORDERED

TOTAL CIVIL PENALTY ORDERED

TOTAL DRUG REHAB. TREAT, ED. ORDERED

TOTAL EXTRADITION ORDERED

TOTAL FINE AMOUNT ORDERED

FORENSTC FINE ORDERED

RESTITUTION ORDERED

SHERIFF, NCCO ORDERED

SHERIFF, KENT ORDERED

SHERTFF, SUSSEX ORDERED

PUBLTC DEF, FEE ORDERED

PROSECUTTON FEE ORDERED

VTCTIMIS COM ORDERED

VÏDEOPHONE FEE ORDERED

DEL.]IS FEE ORDERED

SECURITY FEE ORDERED

TRÄNSPORTATION SURCHARGE ORDERED

FUND TO COMBAT VTOLENT CRTMES FEE

SENIOR TRUST FUND FEE

3.00

3.00

30.00

45.00

TOTAL 81.00

**APPROVED ORDER** 4 rfanuary 29, 201,4 l-1:0L



IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STÀTE OF DEIJÀWARE
TN AIiID FOR NEW CÀSTLE COI'NTY

STATE OF DEI,ÀWÀRE

vs.

PÀUL K T.ÀCOMBE

A1ias: No Aliases

DoB:02/L5/L99t
SBr: 00605942

CASE NUMBER:
LLtz 0 18 54 6

CRIMTNAL ACTION NUMBER:
rN12-01-0369
MURDER 1.ST (F)
rN12-0L-0375
CONSP 2ND (F)

COMMITMENT
GUILTY BUT MENTÀLLY TLL
No1le Prosequi on aII remaining charges in this case

SENTENCE ORDER

NOW THIS 17TH DAY OF SEPTEMBER, 2013, TT IS THE ORDER OF
THE COURT THAT:

The defendant is adjudged guilty of the offense (s) charged
Costs are hereby suspended.. Defendant. is to pay all
st.atutory surcharges.

AS TO IN12-01--0369- : TIS
MURDER 1ST

EffectÍve December 28, 20ll the defendant is sentenced
aa follows:

- The defendant is placed in the cust.ody of the Department
of Correction for the balance of his/her natural life at
supervision leveI 5

AS TO rN12-0r.-0375-
CONSP 2}TD

TIS

- The defendant is placed in the custody of the Department
of Correction for Z year(s) at supervision l-evel- 5

- Suspended for 2 year(s) at supervision level 4 DOC
DTSCRETTON

- Suspended after 6 month(s) at supervision ]evel 4 DOC
DISCRETION

**APPROVED ORDER** 1 January 29, 20L4 11:01

Ex. C



STATE OF DEI,AWARE
vs.

PÀUL K I,ACOMBE
DoB¡ 02/L5/L99L
SBI: 00605942

For 1-8 month(s) supervision 1eveI 3

- HoId at supervision level 5

- Until space is available at supervi-sion leveL 4 DOC
DISCRETION

**APPROVED ORDER** 2 ,January 29, 2014 1l-:01-



SPECIAIJ CO¡üDITIONS BY ORDER

STÀTE OF DEIJÀWARE
vs.

PÀUL K IJACOMBE
DoB: 02/1.5/tggt
SBI: 00605942

CASE NTIMBER:
]-t]-20 1854 6

Have no contact with victim's families

Have no contact wit.h codefendants

Pursuant to 29 Del.C. 4713 (b) (2), the defendant having been
convicted of a Title l-1 felony, it is a condition of the
defendant's probation that the defendant shal-I provide a
DNA sample at the time of the first meeting with the
defendant's probation officer. See statute.

The defendant shal-1 pay any monetary assessment,s ordered
during the period of probation pursuant to a schedule of
payments which the probation officer will establish.

Defendant shal-l receive mental health evaluation and comply
with all recommendations for counseling and treatment
deemed appropriate.

Take al-1 medications as prescribed

Be evaluated for substance abuse and fo11ow any
recommendations for counseling, testing or treatment deemed
appropriate.

Defendant sha11 successfully complete anger management,
counseling, treatment program.

JT'DGE M. üAIiTE BRÀÐY

**APPROVED ORDER** 3 January 29 , 201-4 l-l-: 01



FTNANCIAIJ SI'MDÍÀRY

STATE OF DEIJÀWARE
vs.

PAUL K LÀCOMBE
DOB: 02/t5/t99t
SBI: 00605942

CÀSE NIIMBER:
LLr2018s4 6

SENTENCE CONTINUED:

TOTAL DRUG DIVERSTON FEE ORDERED

TOTAL CTVIL PENALTY ORDERED

TOTAL DRUG REHAB. TREAT. ED. ORDERED

TOTAL EXTRADITION ORDERED

TOTAL FINE AMOUNT ORDERED

FORENSTC FTNE ORDERED

RESTTTUTION ORDERED

SHERTFF, NCCO ORDERED

SHERTFF, KENT ORDERED

SHERTFF, SUSSEX ORDERED

PUBLIC DEF, FEE ORDERED

PROSECUTTON FEE ORDERED

VICTIMIS COM ORDERED

V]DEOPHONE FEE ORDERED

DEL,JIS FEE ORDERED

SECURITY FEE ORDERED

TRANSPORTATÏON SURCHARGE ORDERED

FUND TO COMBAT VTOLENT CRIMES FEE

SENIOR TRUST FUND FEE

2 .00

2 .00

20.00

30.00

TOTAL 54.00

**APPROVED ORDER** 4 January 29 , 201-4 l-1: 01



TR IN-SBNTENCING GUILTY PLEA M
IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATD OF DELAWARË

IN AND FOR NEW CASTLE COUNI'Y

STATE OII DELAWARE

tlry fe
)
)
)

ID:

CRA

Dct'n(iânf

<>l J?

Date of 8 Last gladc in school conrp Ç. l.È
Flave you cvet'been a patient in a lncntal hospital'.) Yes ¿nÑo
Are you undcr tlte influcncc of alcohol or drugs at this tínrc? Ycs -.-l(6
Have you fiecly arrd voluntarily decided to plead guilty to thc chargcs listed irr youl wlitten plea agrcenrent',) ,¿fís No
Have you been proniised anything tlrat is not stated in your writtcn plca agrecnrent'? Yes .r4\o
Has your lawyer', thc Statc. or anyonc thrcatcncd or tbrccd you to cntcr this plca'l Ycs ¡.-ño
l)o you undcrst¿¡nd that bccar¡sc you arc plcading guilty you rvill not have a trial, and you therel'ore waive (give up) your constitutional rights
( I ) to have a Iawyer represent you at triâl
(2) to be presumed inlroccnt until the Statc can prove each and every part ofthc charge(s) against you beyond a rcasonable doubr;
(3) to a spccdy and public tlial by jury;
(4) kt lrear and qucstion thc rvitncsscs against you;
(ó) to present evidc'ncc in your delènse;
(1) lo tcslify or not tcstily yourselt-; and,
(8) to appeal, ilconvicfcd. to thc Dclarvarc Suplcmc Court with ¿rssistance ol'a lawycr'l

Is thcle a ¡nini¡num nrandafory penalty?
ls there a ntandatory revocaiion of driver's license or privileges as a rest¡lt ol-your plea?
lf so, whal is the length of revocation? ___-.¡lears
Has anyone promised you wh¿ìt your sentencc will be'?

Wcrc you on probation or parole at thc tirrc of this oft'cnsc'l (A guilty plca may constitutc a violation.)
Do you understand that a guilty plca to a felony rvitl cause you to lose your right to vote, to be

a jrtror, to hold public ollice, to own or possess a dcadly weâpon, and other civil rights'l
Is this an olfense which rcsults in thc loss of thc right to orvn or possess a deadly rvenpon'?
r\re you satisfled with your lawyer's rcprcscntation of you, and that your lawycr has fully advised

you of your rights?
Ifthis is an of'fense which requircs registration as a sex offcndcr. has your larvyer cliscussed

thosc requircnrcnts with you?

Have you read and undcrstood all the intbrmation in this form?
Are all answel's

w

,-1", No

Nt¡

No

TOTAL CIONSEC]UTIVE MAXIMUM PENALTY 2t [,
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C ornscl

þ't
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3
3
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MINIMUM
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L - 1v4. Lif
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:IJ

l.:ì

\t-1-
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ôf

Amount of Fine
(range if

anolicable)

('opie's: Stt¡rcrior ( ourl. ,^ttorncy (ìclrcral. A[orncv fì¡r I)clènthnt. I)clL.ntlant

Print N¡me'

g
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