IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF DELAWARE

IN THE MATTER OF THE 8

PETITION OF THOMAS E. § No. 513, 2014
NOBLE FOR A WRIT OF 8

MANDAMUS. 8§

Submitted: October 8, 2014
Decided: November 6, 2014

BeforeHOLLAND, RIDGELY andVALIHURA, Justices.
ORDER

This 6" day of November 2014, upon consideration of théipe for
a writ of mandamus filed by Thomas E. Noble andahswer and motion to
dismiss filed by the State of Delaware, it appéathie Court that:

(1) In January 2014, the petitioner, Thomas E. Hphias indicted
on twenty-five counts of Dealing in Child Pornogngg In February 2014,
Noble was granted leave to procged sein the Superior Court and standby
counsel was appointed to assist fim.

(2) In May 2014, the Superior Court held a heaonga number of
motions filed by Noblé. At the conclusion of the hearing, the Superior
Court continued the final case review and triat thare scheduled for June

2 and June 10, 2014, respectively. Thereaftehugust 2014, the Superior

! Docket at 33tate v. Noble, Del. Super., Cr. ID No. 1311014361 (Jan. 6, 2014)
21d. Docket at 10 (Feb. 24, 2014).
%1d. Docket at 35 (May 19, 2014).



Court ordered that Noble undergo a psychiatric gysychological
evaluationi: The evaluation is pending.

(3) Unhappy with the Superior Court, Noble hasdfikhe within
mandamus petition asking this Court to stay theeBap Court proceedings,
grant all of his unopposed motions, reduce his, lraplace his standby
counsel, vacate the orders issued by the judggressito the case, and
appoint a different judge. Noble has not satistrezicriteria for the issuance
of a writ of mandamus.

(4) A writ of mandamus is an extraordinary remesued by this
Court to compel a trial court to perform a doeityRelief is granted only when
the petitioner demonstrates that the trial coustdvditrarily failed or refused
to perform a duty, and that the petitioner has theoremedy. This Court
will not issue a writ of mandamus to dictate thentool of a trial court
docket or to require a trial court to decide a erath a particular way.
Also, a petition for a writ of mandamus may notused as a substitute for

an appeal.

*1d. Docket at 49 (Aug. 5, 2014).
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(5) In his mandamus petition, Noble has not demated that he
has a clear right to the relief he seeksg,, a stay of the Superior Court
proceedings, a reduction of bail, a dismissal efitidictment, a change of
venue, different standby counsel, and a differedg¢ assigned to his case,
or that the Superior Court has arbitrarily failedrefused to perform a duty
owed to him. Also, Noble has not demonstratedhieats without a remedy.
“The right to appeal a criminal conviction is gealr considered a complete
and adequate remedy to review all of the questprasented in a criminal
proceeding?

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Swte
motion to dismiss is GRANTED. The petition for aitwof mandamus is
DISMISSED.

BY THE COURT:

/s/ Henry duPont Ridgely
Justice
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