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Before STEELE, Chief Justice, HOLLAND and BERGER, Justices.
ORDER

This 4™ day of February 2008, upon consideration of the parties’
briefs, supplemental memoranda, and the Superior Court record® in this
appeal from the denial of the appellant’s motion for correction of sentence, it
appears to the Court that:

(1) In 1981 and 1982, the appellant, Daniel M. Woods, was
convicted of criminal offenses and was sentenced. \Woods remained
incarcerated between 1981 and 1989, at which time he was released on

parole.

! The Court reviewed the available Superior Court record in State v. Woods, Del. Super.,
Cr. ID No. 81002879DI and the record in the related Superior Court case Woods v.
Williams, Del. Super., C.A. No. 05M-08-042.



(2) In 1990, the Board of Parole (“the Board”) revoked Woods’
parole and good time credits and ordered that he serve the balance of his
sentence. Woods remained incarcerated until September 2002 when he was
again released on parole. In 2004, the Board again revoked Woods’ parole
and good time credits and ordered that he serve the balance of his sentence.

(3) In August 2005, Woods filed a petition for a writ of mandamus
in the Superior Court.> Woods claimed, first, that the Board was without
jurisdiction to revoke his good time credits. Second, Woods claimed that the
Department of Correction had improperly aggregated his sentences for the
purpose of calculating his good time credits.

(4) By order dated December 20, 2006, the Superior Court denied
Woods’ mandamus petition. As part of that decision, the Superior Court
concluded that the Department of Correction had the authority to aggregate
Woods’ sentences for the purpose of determining his good time credits.
Woods filed an appeal.®> By order dated March 15, 2007, this Court affirmed
the Superior Court’s December 20, 2006 decision.”

(5 In June 2006, Woods filed a “motion for correction and credit

of an illegal sentence.” In August 2006, Woods filed a “motion for

2 Woods v. Williams, Del. Super., C.A. No. 05M-08-042.
¥ Woods v. Williams, Del. Supr., No. 2, 2007.
* Woods v. Williams, 2007 WL 773383 (Del. Supr.).



correction of sentence.” In both motions, Woods repeated the claim that the
Department of Correction had improperly aggregated his sentences to
calculate his good time credits.’

(6) By order dated September 20, 2006, the Superior Court denied
the “motion for correction of sentence” as untimely under Superior Court
Criminal Rule 35(a) and (b).® This appeal followed. In its December 20,
2006 decision, the Superior Court declined to address the “motion for
correction and credit of an illegal sentence” on the basis that the issues
presented in that motion were decided on September 20, 2006.

(7) On March 19, 2007, the State filed a letter suggesting that the
Court’s March 15, 2007 decision affirming the denial of Woods’ mandamus
petition resolved the issues presented in this appeal from the denial of
Woods’ “motion for correction of sentence.” The Court has carefully
reviewed the parties’ briefs, supplemental memoranda, and the relevant

Superior Court record and agrees that the issues raised in this appeal were

> Woods’ June 2006 “motion for correction and credit of an illegal sentence” was referred
to the Superior Court judge who was assigned the mandamus petition. Woods’ August
2006 “motion for correction of sentence” was referred to a different Superior Court
judge.

® See Del. Super. Ct. Crim. R. 35(a), (b) (providing that, under normal circumstances, a
motion for correction of a sentence imposed in an illegal manner must be filed within
ninety days of the sentencing order).



considered and decided by the Court in its March 15, 2007 decision
affirming the denial of Woods’ mandamus petition.’
NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that the judgment of the
Superior Court is AFFIRMED.
BY THE COURT:

/s/ Randy J. Holland
Justice

" See Black v. State, 2005 WL 1950203 (Del. Supr.) (citing Brittingham v. State, 705
A.2d 577, 579 (Del. 1998)) (discussing the “law of the case” doctrine).



