IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF DELAWARE

CASSANDRA GANNON! §
8 No. 208, 2013
Petitioner Below- 8§
Appellant, 8§
§ Court Below-Family Court
V. 8 of the State of Delaware
§ in and for New Castle County
JARED GANNON, 8 File No. CN11-02274
§ Petition No. 11-13322
Respondent Below- 8
Appellee. 8

Subtedt: November 19, 2013
Decided: December 5, 2013

BeforeHOLLAND, BERGER andJACOBS, Justices
ORDER
This 5th day of December 2013, upon considerabithe briefs of
the parties and the record below, it appears t&thet that:
(1) The petitioner-appellant, Cassandra Gannonag%@ndra”),
filed an appeal from the Family Court’s rulingstbe issue of alimony in its
March 20, 2013 ordér. We find no merit to the appeal. Accordingly, we

affirm.

! The Courtsua sponte assigned pseudonyms to the parties by Order dipeitl 23,
2013. Supr. Ct. R. 7(d).

2 Although Cassandra’s notice of appeal purportedpipeal from several other orders of
the Family Court, her November 19, 2013 respongbisoCourt’s notice to show cause
limits her appeal to the Family Court’s March 2013 order.



(2) The record before us reflects that Cassandnd #he
respondent-appellee, Jared Gannon (“Jared”), wareied in January 2004
and divorced by order of the Family Court dated¢y A1, 2011. The Family
Court retained jurisdiction over, among other tisintpe ancillary matter of
alimony. On June 26, 2012, there was a hearinghén Family Court
regarding Cassandra’s request for alimony. On Deee 7, 2012, the
Family Court issued its final order in that matter.

(3) Both parties filed motions for reargument. Qanuary 30,
2013, the Family Court issued its order on the amsti Cassandra’s motion
was denied as untimely. Jared’s motion was graotethe ground that an
error had been made in calculating his child supplligation. Based upon
the Family Court’s recalculations, Jared was nogéonobligated to pay
alimony to Cassandra.

(4) On February 21, 2013, the Family Court helthemring on
custody and visitation regarding the parties’ migbild. The transcript
reflects that, at the beginning of the hearing,ifiseie of the Family Court’s
previous ruling on alimony was re-opened by theg@udor the limited
purpose of addressing Cassandra’s December 21,r261i@n to correct her
previous motion for reargument. Cassandra st&aidshe believed Jared’s

401K account was undervalued, that she had prdyimeglected to bring



her childcare expenses to the court’s attention twadl the parties’ rent
should be adjusted. Jared objected to the Couwssideration of
Cassandra’s claims.

(5) On March 20, 2013, the Family Court issued asler
memorializing the rulings on custody and visitatibiat were made at the
hearing. In the order, the Family Court also deri@assandra’s request for
reargument regarding the value of Jared’s 401K wadgoreiterated its
previous denial of her request for alimony andpitsvious ruling that her
motion for reargument of its December 7, 2012 ondas untimely and
denied her motion to “correct” her motion for raamgent.

(6) In her appeal, Cassandra claims that the Fa@durt erred
and/or abused its discretion when it denied hewesgfor alimony.

(7)  When reviewing a Family Court’'s order, ournstard and
scope of review involves a review of the facts #mel law, as well as the
inferences and deductions made by the Family Coillid.the extent that the
issues on appeal implicate rulings of law, we canduade novo review! To
the extent that the issues on appeal implicategsliof fact, we conduct a

limited review of the factual findings of the Fayn(Court to assure that they

% Powell v. Dept. of Services for Children, Youth & their Families, 963 A.2d 724, 730
(Del. 2008).
*1d. at 730-31.



are sufficiently supported by the record and arectearly wrong®. We will
not disturb inferences and deductions that are @igg by the record and
are the product of an orderly and logical deducfivecess. If the Family
Court has correctly applied the law, our reviewlimited to abuse of
discretion’

(8) The Family Court Civil Procedure Rules provilat a motion
for reargument must be filed within ten days after filing of the Family
Court’s opinion or decisioh. Moreover, this Court has ruled that the Family
Court has no jurisdiction to consider an untimelgtion for reargumert.
Because, as the record reflects, Cassandra’s mfdioreargument of the
Family Court's December 7, 2012 order regardingnahy was not filed
until December 21, 2012, it clearly was untimelydahe Family Court
correctly so ruled® Moreover, the Family Court correctly reiteratdu t
basis for that ruling in its March 20, 2013 order.

(9) To the extent that Cassandra claims that #milly Court either
erred or abused its discretion in its March 20,326dder when it refused to

allow her to “correct” her untimely motion for rgament by presenting

°1d. at 731.

®1d.

1d.

8 Fam. Ct. Civ. Proc. R. 59(e).

® Owensv. Owens, 2011 WL 181410 (Del. 2011).

9 The record reflects that the order was both sigmetidocketed on December 7, 2012.



additional facts and argument not previously raiseel find no basis in the
record for any such claim. Therefore, in the absef any error or abuse of
discretion on the part of the Family Court, we dade that the Family
Court’s judgment should be affirmed.
NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that the judgmenttbé
Family Court is AFFIRMED.
BY THE COURT:

/s/ Randy J. Holland
Justice




