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MESSAGE FROM THE

STATE COURT ADMINISTRATOR

The 2018 Annual Report of the
Delaware Judiciary

I am pleased to present the 2018 Annual Report of the Delaware Judicial Branch. Our theme this year is
“Engaging our Community” to highlight the Delaware Judiciary’s work to establish consistent and effective
problem-solving approaches to criminal cases, including the development of a Community Court in the City of
Wilmington. That work is detailed in the Introduction that follows this short message. In addition, you will
find information in this Report on the work of all of our Courts, highlights from the past year by our Presiding
Judges, important information about our Branch, including financial and caseload statistics, and recognition
our Judicial Branch employees received in 2018.

As for the Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC), we remain focused on our mission of providing admin-
istrative support for the Delaware Judiciary in general and for a number of court initiatives in particular, like
the Community Court. In August 2018, the AOC organized a Community Resource Center Fair on the plaza of
the Leonard L. Williams Justice Center to introduce Wilmington residents to the “Community Court” concept
and to preview the Community Resource Center that is slated to open in the courthouse law library in 2019.
The Community Court initiative received a significant boost with the announcement that the AOC was award-
ed a Center for Court Innovation grant in partnership with a Bureau of Justice Assistance Grant to help support
the ongoing planning and implementation of the Community Court. In addition to providing grant funding, the
Center for Court Innovation will assist in planning and implementation as part of the award. The AOC has also
started work on transforming courthouse law libraries into self-help centers — a key recommendation of our
Access to Justice Commission. The first phase of the project is focused on the Justice Center and will eventu-
ally include law libraries in the other two counties. The AOC also continued to assist the Judicial Branch with
a number of initiatives designed to make the criminal justice system more equitable and improve public safety.
These programs are all in addition to the AOC’s role in supporting the Court’s traditional — and central —
role of serving the community as a place to fairly, equitably, and expeditiously resolve disputes, protect public
safety, and uphold the law.

I hope you find this Report useful in understanding our Court System and our ongoing initiatives and I encour-
age you to visit our website at http://courts.delaware.gov/ for the latest information about the Delaware
Courts.

Sincerely,

@M

Amy Arnott Quinlan, Esq.
State Court Administrator
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INTRODUCTION

Engaging with our Community

Community Court initiative launches in Wilmington

n life we make mistakes, sometimes very serious
ones. And that is when having the chance to
redeem yourself is most important. None of us are
perfect enough that we have not needed a second
or third chance, or perhaps even more than that. Any
genuine concept of justice embraces this reality.

Although defendants who commit criminal acts must be

held accountable for their
actions, that does not mean
we should throw them in
metal boxes and forget about E
them.  Not only is that
morally  wrong, it is
counterproductive to society.

And similar realities extend to the civil litigants before
our courts. Child custody and neglect cases often stem
from underlying problems like poverty, substance abuse,
and mental illness. An inability to address growing
debts can lead to homelessness and make it difficult for
a parent to support her child.

1 [l To better tackle these
TN stubborn  problems,  our
Judiciary knows that it is
ritical to reach out and draw
con the talents, compassion,
and resources of our entire
community.  This coming

A much better approach year the Judiciary will
recognizes that  justice broaden and deepen our
includes the chance for traditional cooperation with,
redemption, especially for and  respect for, our
people who commit low-level community and government
offenses. Likewise, it is just & partners. In 2019, the
not smart to ignore the reality Delaware Courts will work to
that incarcerating non-violent Visitors check in for the Community Resource Center transform the largest
offenders among  violent Fair at the Leonard L. Williams Justice Center on August o thouse in our state into a

. 24, 2018. . « . »
convicts causes the non- genuine “Community Court,

violent offenders to harden in

order to survive, increasing the chance that, once they
are back outside, their criminal behavior record will
worsen.

To address these realities, our State, and our Judiciary in
particular, has sought to help defendants address the
underlying problems that contribute to their criminal
behavior. When a defendant has a serious opioid
addiction, he is going to do whatever he can to feed his
habit. If a defendant has a mental disorder that is left
untreated, failing to address that problem can lead to
behavior that hurts others. And perhaps most important
of all, when someone can’t feed his family because he
can’t obtain a decent job in the legitimate economy, he
might seek money through the drug trade, not because
he wants to be a drug dealer, but because he can’t earn a
decent living otherwise.

one where there is only a right
door, and never a wrong door, for criminal defendants
and civil litigants in need of help to become more
productive and law-abiding citizens.

This ambitious effort brings together two strands of our
Judiciary’s work: 1) our long-standing efforts to create
problem-solving approaches to criminal cases that
address the underlying causes of criminal behavior; and
ii) our overall commitment to making sure that all
Delawareans have fair access to justice.

The Judiciary’s work with problem-solving courts began
in the late 1990s when the Superior Court created a Drug
Court. Over the years, other targeted, treatment-focused
specialized courts followed, including for defendants
with mental health issues and for military veterans.
Many of these problem-solving courts were founded
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INTRODUCTION

because of a particular judge’s commitment. The
problem then arose that if that judge retired, the problem-
solving court might cease operations for a time or begin
operating in a wholly new way because the court’s
process was often tailored to that judge’s style. This lack
of uniform standards in addressing similar cases and
problems led to inconsistencies in approach across
county lines and across courts. In 2014, the Criminal
Justice Council of the Judiciary (CJCJ) was formed, in
part, to review the operations of all of the Judiciary’s
problem-solving courts, to ensure that the problem-
solving courts were working efficiently, consistently, and
thus effectively. After more than a year of study, the
CICJ made a series of
recommendations with a
goal of creating a consistent,
effective, and unified
statewide Treatment Court
System. The
recommendations included
unifying the separate Drug
Courts in the Court of
Common Pleas and the
Superior Court in New
Castle County into a single ;&
Drug Court for New Castle
County with: 1) cross-
jurisdictional authority; 1ii)
more streamlined schedules
to help treatment providers
and other criminal justice
system partners; and iii)
uniform, high-quality standards. This same approach
needs to go statewide, and then be applied to the mental
health courts as well, so that litigants have access to a
single, high-quality, uniform approach to problem-
solving adjudication in all key areas, and so that the
system works efficiently for treatment providers and key
partners like the Department of Correction.

To this same end, the CJCJ has established best practice
standards for all problem-solving courts, based on the
latest research and the best practices used by other,
similar treatment courts nationwide. The recommended
Best Practice Standards (the “Standards”) are posted
online at https://courts.delaware.gov/aoc/
publications.aspx. The Standards were developed by a
working group consisting of a broad cross-section of the
criminal justice community including the Judiciary, the

Chief Justice Leo E. Strine, Jr. addressing a meeting of the the
Wilmington Rotary Club on May 3, 2018.

Department of Justice, the Office of Defense Services,
the Bureau of Community Corrections, the Division of
Substance Abuse and Mental Health, the Treatment
Access  Service Center, the U.S. Veterans
Administration, and treatment providers from all three
counties, helped by consultants from the National Center
for State Courts. Treatment courts cannot work fairly
and efficiently if there is not agreement among the
courts, and their key partners, on the courts’ goals, the
incentives for participants, and the rewards and
consequences that should follow certain behavior.
Treating like cases in a like manner is critical to doing
non-arbitrary justice and so is providing offenders with a

fair and sensible set of
incentives and
responsibilities. To do real

justice, consistent standards
must govern the incentives
and consequences litigants
face. And all those in
authority over the defendant
— the probation officer, the
judge, the treatment
professional —  must be
working off the same rules,
and must adhere to the
agreed upon  approach.
Regardless of the specific
judge, the specific county, or
specific probation and
parole officer, litigants should
receive adherence to the same
fair and predictable standards.

The next step is to take the more general guidance of the
Standards and to do the even harder work of actually
putting together the manual of rules and procedures, the
“playbook” for the court and all its constituents. As with
the Standards, the playbook will be developed in concert
with all the key players. The playbook will take the best
practices from a general level down to the critical level
of specific application to litigants by addressing issues
like: What should the consequence be for a first-time
curfew violation? To what extent should defendants in
certain problem-solving courts be tested for substance
abuse, and how does this vary on the basis of which of
the problem-solving courts is involved?

Continued on next page
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INTRODUCTION

For example, testing for alcohol or marijuana use is
essential to a substance abuse court, but may not be as
essential in a reentry court setting, where other conditions
might be more relevant to both the participant’s progress
and the safety of the public. Agreeing on the expectations
for litigants, and the consequences that should flow from
non-compliance, is critical to giving defendants a fair
chance through a non-arbitrary process. As important, the
playbook must address the positive rewards that can be
granted to defendants when they
make progress, and ensure that the
professionals,  like  probation
officers and treatment staff who
work the closest with defendants,
are the ones who play the primary
role in allocating these rewards.
For problem-solving courts to
work, the people who spend the
most time working with defendants
must have carrots, and not just
sticks.

The ultimate goal of this effort is to
make sure all litigants who might
benefit from a community-based
sentence addressing the problems
contributing to their
behavior get access to help. We
want a “NO WRONG DOOR”
approach, which recognizes that Sepremper 2018.
many offenders have co-occurring

conditions, and that each offender is a unique human
being with diverse challenges. To that end, we need to
review the sources of referral to our problem-solving
courts to make sure that we are doing the best we can to
identify defendants who need our help. By way of
example, many defendants arrested for theft or
prostitution may primarily need substance abuse
treatment, because they engage in that activity to pay for
their drug habit. Meanwhile, many poor defendants
caught up in the drug trade may not be addicts, but have
educational and skill gaps that make them unable to earn
an honest living. Therefore, our referral procedures need
to be reviewed and brought up-to-date so that we can
better identify what problems individual offenders have
and refer them to the proper programming.

For many defendants, the biggest underlying problem is
poverty and the inability to provide for themselves in the

criminal Superior Court Judge William C. Carpenter
Jr. speaking about measures to improve
Delaware’s Problem-Solving Courts at the
Delaware State Bar Association in

legitimate economy. But right now, there is a gap in the
system. We do not have a “J — O — B” court that
focuses on this critical and pervasive issue, and that links
offenders to a logical sequence of job readiness training,
followed by specific vocational training, and then
employment. We must do better in this area, and have
reached out to the Executive Branch, the Department of
Labor, and the private sector for help. We hope to get
private sector businesses to work with us to be “Take-a-
Chance” employers, and to give
offenders an opportunity to become self-
sufficient paycheck earners.

The vital next step in these efforts is the
creation, in New Castle County, of a
“Community Court” in the Leonard L.
Williams  Justice  Center. The
Community Court will not operate as
something new in addition to our
existing efforts at problem-solving.
Rather, the Community Court will be
the framework within which all of our
efforts at problem-solving courts are
organized. The goal is to streamline and
rationalize court calendars so that
treatment providers and probation
officers spend less time in the
courthouse and more time working with
their clients. The goal is to make sure
defendants from various courts who
have common problems and needs can
be better identified, so that more efficient methods of
program delivery can be developed.

—~—

With the move of the Justice of the Peace Court into the
Justice Center, all the courts in New Castle County will be
in the same building, linked directly to all key bus routes.
Professionals from the Department of Justice, Office of
Defense Services, police agencies, Department of
Correction, Department of Labor, Youth Rehabilitative
Services, and treatment agencies will not have to go to
more than one facility. And with the integration of the
problem-solving courts on a non-court specific basis, the
professionals will be able to focus their time even more
within the courthouse itself.

Much like our Division of Motor Vehicles does to better
serve the public, the vision is for Community Court to

Continued on next page
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INTRODUCTION

offer evening hours once a week. And the hope is for
each week to have a focus on a quadrant of Wilmington,
such as West Wilmington Wednesday, allowing city
officials, community organizations, and residents from
that area of the city to use the courthouse for community
meetings, to address cases from that area, and to solve
their community issues together. Importantly, we also
want to stop making kids in Truancy Court — who by
definition are out of school too much — miss classes to
come to court during school hours. Likewise, we want to
help offenders keep their jobs and having evening hours
should further this goal. We hope to offer the courthouse
itself as the place where defendants can do some of their
initial programming (e.g., an initial course in preparation
for more intensive job readiness training) by coming to
the Justice Center once a week to attend evening
sessions.

Consistent with this effort, we will simultaneously work
on using the Justice Center to provide programs to help
people with questions about key issues like consumer
credit, landlord-tenant disputes, the need for
guardianships or other related issues for vulnerable or
aging family members, and Family Court problems like
child custody and child support. Access to justice does
not divide into two stark categories of civil and criminal.
For many people, the failure to address a key civil legal
problem can be the catalyst for criminal behavior. By
opening up the Justice Center through Community Court,
and doing our best to help all litigants get effective access
to justice, we will strengthen our efforts to address the
root causes of crime. And, by helping offenders improve

LEGISLATION

their prospects, we make it much more likely that they
will be able to provide for their children.

A good example of how Community Court will address
these related concerns is the Community Resource Center
(CRC) set to open in the Justice Center in 2019. The
CRC can link litigants, regardless of court, to essential
services through our state agencies and community
partners including: Brandywine Counseling and
Community Services; Pace; In Her Shoes, Inc.; the Food
Bank of Delaware; Housing Alliance of Delaware;
Catholic Charities; Child, Inc.; Goodwill; Ministry of
Caring; Project New Start; Academy of Peace; Girls,
Inc.; Stop the Violence Coalition; Sunday Breakfast
Mission; United Way of Delaware; Wilmington HOPE
Commission; Wilmington Job Corps; Delaware Guidance
Services for Children & Youth, Inc.; and the Delaware
Community Reinvestment Action Council, Inc.

The breadth of the agencies listed highlights the diverse
problems the Community Court seeks to address.
Although the challenge is daunting, by drawing on our
collective strength as a community and working together
in good faith, we can give criminal defendants and all
litigants a solid chance to improve their lives. If we can
do so, we will improve public safety and the quality of
life in our most populous county. And then we hope to
build on the lessons learned, and extend the same
concepts to Kent County and Sussex County, so that we
will be able to say that we have done the best we can to
make sure that in the deepest sense, we have provided

access to justice for all Delawareans. 4

The Judiciary’s legislative team brings together representatives of the Courts and
the Administrative Office of the Courts to enhance the effectiveness of the Judicial
Branch’s relationship with the General Assembly by serving as the main Judicial
Branch contact for legislative matters and by monitoring and analyzing legislation
for impact on the Judiciary. The following legislation proposed by the Judicial
Branch was passed during FY 2018 by the 149" session of the General Assembly:

BILL NUMBER

DESCRIPTION

SB 232

This Act expands the total number of judges on the Court of Chancery to 7
by adding two new Vice Chancellors.

2018 Annual Report of the Delaware Judiciary




THE YEAR IN PICTURES

TOP LEFT: Chief Justice Leo E. Strine, Jr. announces a new recruitment
and retention program to court staff at the Leonard L. Williams Justice Center
on December 11, 2018.

TOP RIGHT: Family Court Judge Barbara D. Crowell looks out at
Pleasantville Elementary School students as part of a school safety patrol
“swearing in” on October 12, 2018.

LEFT: Capitol Police Sgt. David Kerr displays dangerous items that have
been seized at the Leonard L. Williams Justice Center as part of a tour for
Summer Youth Volunteers in August 2018.

BOTTOM LEFT: Student competitors in the 2018 High School Mock
Trial Competition watch as Daniel Attaway tosses a coin to determine the
order of the final round. Organizers Jason C. Jowers and Christopher Griffiths
look on.

BOTTOM RIGHT: Court of Common Pleas Chief Judge Alex J. Smalls
administers the oath of office to Superior Court Judge Sheldon K. Rennie on
April 27, 2018 as Judge Rennie’s wife looks on.

6 2018 Annual Report of the Delaware Judiciary



FISCAL OVERVIEW
GENERAL FUNDS - State Judicial Agencies and Bodies
FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019
Enacted Budget Enacted Budget Enacted Budget

Supreme Court $ 3,388,100 $ 3,437,400 $ 3,434,700
Court of Chancery 3,214,600 3,265,700 3,948,100
Superior Court 25,348,700 25,752,000 25,728,800
Family Court 20,688,600 20,263,700 20,719,400
Court of Common Pleas 10,278,100 10,446,000 10,433,500
Justice of the Peace Court 18,732,100 19,024,200 19,063,700
Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) 3,753,500 3,794,100 3,789,700
AOC Custodial Pass-Through Funds* 3,013,200 2,111,800 2,113,100
Office of State Court Collections
Enforcement (OSCCE) 584,400 598,500 597,600
Information Technology 3,828,400 3,853,300 3,850,800
Law Libraries 476,200 458,400 458,000
Office of the Public Guardian 668,700 680,800 679,800
Child Placement Review Board 669,200 - -
Office of the Child Advocate 1,214,600 2,019,500 2,016,200
Child Death Review Commission 438,600 445,500 444,900
Delaware Nursing Home Residents Quality
Assurance Commission 84,000 85,500 85,500
TOTAL $ 96,381,000 $ 96,236,400 $ 97,363,300
* These programs are included in AOC funding but are shown separately because they are pass-through funds. They include the CASA and Superior Court Ap-
pointed Attorney Programs, Interpreters, Victim Offender Mediation Program, Elder Law Program, and other funds. Family Court Civil Attorneys were counted in
this number until FY 2019 at which time the appropriation was transferred to Family Court. FY 2018 “Pass Through” totals were adjusted from the FY 2017
Annual Report but the correction does not change the total reported appropriation.
Source: Administrative Office of the Courts
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FISCAL OVERVIEW

COURT GENERATED REVENUE* - FISCAL YEAR 2018

SUBMITTED TO THE STATE GENERAL FUND
Fees & Costs Fines Interest Miscellaneous Total

Supreme Court $ 103,018 $ - $ - $ - $ 103,018
Court of Chancery 657,616 - - - 657,616
Superior Court 3,505,076 243,416 3,642 98,078 3,850,195
Family Court 242,062 23,228 - 31,218 296,509
Court of Common Pleas 2,286,992 395,819 - 70,015 2,752,755
Justice of the Peace Court 2,123,872 1,971,584 - 132,452 4,227,908
Office of State Court

Collections DOC Fees** 751,434 - - - 751,434
State Total $ 9,670,000 $ 2,634,047 $ 3,624 $ 331,763 $ 12,639,435

SUBMITTED TO COUNTIES AND MUNICIPALITIES
Fees & Costs Fines Interest Miscellaneous Total

Superior Court $ 106,958 $ 39,115  $ - 3 - $ 146,073
Court of Common Pleas - 320,577 - - 320,577
Justice of the Peace Court i 2,721,534 - - 2,721,534
Office _of State Court i 2,508 i i 2,508
Collections
Counties and Municipalities ¢ 106,958 $ 3,083,734 $ -8 - $ 3,190,692
Total

GRAND TOTAL $ 9,776,958 $ 5,717,781 $ 3,624 $ 331,763 $§ 15,830,127

* Figures represent only revenue actually received, not the total amount of fines and costs assessed. Figures include funds generated for the FY 2018 Fee Increase
Spending Plan.
** OSCCE collected supervision fees on behalf of the Department of Correction (DOC).

Source: Administrative Office of the Courts
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FISCAL OVERVIEW

COURT GENERATED REVENUE - FISCAL YEAR 2018

RESTITUTION - FISCAL YEAR 2018

Assessed Collected Disbursed
Superior Court § 5595184 § 2,100,173 $ 2,126,759
Family Court 106,107 182,407 178,907
Court of Common Pleas 861,567 864,552 851,999
Justice of the Peace Court 14,407 6,174 21,916
Office of State Court Collections
Enforcement*(OSCCE) i 34,278 26,110
RESTITUTION TOTAL $ 6,577,265 $ 3,187,584 $ 3,205,691

D CO 0 0)2 R A PORTA 0 R )
Assessed Collected

Superior Court $ 174,367 $ 133,975
Family Court 3,463 4,213
Court of Common Pleas 452,554 359,897
Justice of the Peace Court 2,586,009 2,332,188
OSCCE - 22
TRANSPORTATION TRUST
FUND TOTAL $ 3,216,393 $ 2,830,295

COLLECTIONS ASSISTANCE BY THE OFFICE OF STATE COURT COLLECTIONS ENFORCEMENT

ON BEHALF OF COURTS AND AGENCIES**

Total
Superior Court $ 2,701,308
Family Court 296,706
Court of Common Pleas 464,840
Justice of the Peace Court 126,059
OSCCE Receivables 39,886
Department of Correction 751,434
Court of Chancery 4,830
Child Support 269,911
OSCCE ASSISTANCE TOTAL $ 4,654,974

* Figures represent all efforts made by the OSCCE on behalf of the Delaware Judicial Branch.

** Figures, in large part, overlap with amounts collected by the various courts and agencies and should not be considered addi-
tional.

Source: Administrative Office of the Courts
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FISCAL OVERVIEW

GENERAL FUND APPROPRIATIONS - FISCAL YEAR 2018

Public Education $ 1,418,473,800 34.5 %
Health and Social Services 1,178,420,700 28.7 %
Department of Correction 308,147,600 7.5%
Higher Education 237,069,500 58%
Children, Youth and Their Families 162,251,800 4.0 %
Safety and Homeland Security 135,189,800 339
Judicial Branch 96,236,400 2.34 %
All Other 571,145,800 13.91 %
TOTAL $ 4,106,935,400 100%

JUDICIAL APPROPRIATIONS - FISCAL YEAR 2018

Supreme Court, $3,437,400 Administrative Office of the
4% _Courts (AOC), $3,794,100,

Other *, $3,231,300, 3% a3

_AOC Pass-Through Funds **,
$2,111,800, 2%

_Information Technology,

53,853,300, 4%

Justice of the Peace Court, _
$19,024,200, 20%

Office of State Court

_Collections Enforcement,
$558,500, 1%

_Court of Chancery,
$3,265,700, 3%

_Superior Court, $25,752,000

27%
Family Court, 520,263,700, _ .

21%

Court of Common Pleas, _Law Libraries, $453,400, 0%

$10,446,000 , 11%

* Other: Office of the Public Guardian; Office of the Child Advocate; Child Death Review Commission; and Delaware Nursing Home Residents Quality

Assurance Commission.

** AOC Pass-Through Funds consist of CASA Attorneys, Family Court Civil Attorneys, Court Appointed Attorneys/Involuntary Commitment, Interpreters,
Victim Offender Mediation Program, Elder Law Program and DCAP Maint. Agreements (in IT).

Source: Administrative Office of the Courts
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FISCAL OVERVIEW

The Judiciary's FY 2018 appropriation is
2.34% of the State General Fund Budget.

2.34%

97.66%

m Judicial Branch = Non-Judicial State Budget

The FY 2018 Judicial Branch budget breakdown:
91% Personnel, 2% Pass-Throughs to Other Entities,
and 7% Other.

7%

2%\

91%

B Total Personnel ® Pass-Throughs m Other
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INTRODUCTION TO THE

DELAWARE COURT SYSTEM

The Delaware Judicial Branch consists of the Supreme
Court, the Court of Chancery, the Superior Court, the
Family Court, the Court of Common Pleas, the Justice of
the Peace Court, the Administrative Office of the Courts,
and related judicial agencies.

In terms of interrelationships among the courts, the Dela-
ware court system is similar to a pyramid. The Justice of
the Peace Court represents the base of the pyramid and
the Supreme Court the apex of the pyramid. As a litigant
goes upward through the court system pyramid, the legal
issues generally become more complex and thus more
costly to litigate. For this reason, cases decided as close
as possible to the entry level of the court system general-
ly result in cost savings in resources used to handle the
matters and in speedier resolution of the issues at hand.

The Justice of the Peace Court, the initial entry level into
the court system for most citizens, has jurisdiction over
civil cases in which the disputed amount does not exceed
$15,000. In criminal cases, the Justice of the Peace Court
hears certain misdemeanors and most motor vehicle cas-
es (excluding felonies), and the Justices of the Peace may
act as committing magistrates for all crimes. Appeals
from the Justice of the Peace Court may be taken to the
Court of Common Pleas.

The Court of Common Pleas has jurisdiction in civil cas-
es where the amount in controversy, exclusive of interest,
does not exceed $50,000. In criminal cases, the Court of
Common Pleas has jurisdiction over all misdemeanors
except certain drug-related offenses. It also handles mo-
tor vehicle offenses (excluding felonies). In addition, the
Court is responsible for preliminary hearings in felony
cases. Appeals may be taken to the Superior Court.

The Family Court has exclusive jurisdiction over virtual-
ly all family and juvenile matters. All civil appeals, in-
cluding those relating to juvenile delinquency, go direct-
ly to the Supreme Court while criminal cases are ap-
pealed to the Superior Court.

The Superior Court, Delaware’s court of general jurisdic-
tion, has original jurisdiction over criminal and civil cas-
es except equity cases. The Court has exclusive jurisdic-

tion over felonies and almost all drug offenses. In civil
matters, the Court’s authority to award damages is not
subject to a monetary maximum. The Superior Court also
serves as an intermediate appellate court by hearing ap-
peals on the record from the Court of Common Pleas, the
Family Court (in criminal cases), and various state agen-
cies, boards and commissions. Appeals from the Superior
Court may be taken on the record to the Supreme Court.

The Court of Chancery has jurisdiction to hear all mat-
ters relating to equity. The litigation in this tribunal deals
largely with corporate issues, trusts, estates, other fiduci-
ary matters, disputes involving the purchase of land, and
questions of title to real estate as well as commercial and
contractual matters. The Court of Chancery has a nation-
al reputation in the business community and is responsi-
ble for developing case law in Delaware on corporate
matters. Appeals from the Court of Chancery may be
taken on the record to the Supreme Court.

The Supreme Court receives direct appeals from the
Court of Chancery, the Superior Court, and the Family
Court. As administrative head of the courts, the Chief
Justice of the Supreme Court, in consultation with the
other justices, sets administrative policy for the court
system.

The Administrative Office of the Courts, including the
Judicial Information Center and the Office of State Court
Collections Enforcement, provides services to the Dela-
ware Judiciary that are consistent with the statewide poli-
cies and goals for judicial administration and support
operations established by the Supreme Court.

Other state agencies associated with the Delaware Judi-
cial Branch include: Law Libraries, Office of the Public
Guardian, Office of the Child Advocate, Child Death
Review Commission, and the Delaware Nursing Home

Residents Quality Assurance Commission. 4

2018 Annual Report of the Delaware Judiciary




THE DELAWARE COURT SYSTEM

Supreme Court

Court of last resort.

Final appellate jurisdiction for criminal cases in which the sentence exceeds certain minimums, and in
civil cases as to final judgments, certain orders of the Court of Chancery, the Superior Court, and the
Family Court and court designated boards.

Issuer of certain writs.

Jurisdiction over questions of law certified to the Supreme Court by other Delaware Courts, U.S.
Supreme Court, a U.S. Court of Appeals, a U.S. District Court, a U.S. Bankruptcy Court, U.S.
Securities & Exchange Commission, or the highest appellate court of any state.

Court of Chancery

Equity court.
Hear/determine all matters and causes in equity (typically corporate, trust, fiduciary matters, land sale,
real estate, and commercial/contractual matters).

Superior Court

Law court.

Original statewide jurisdiction over criminal and civil cases (except equity cases).

Exclusive jurisdiction over felonies and drug offenses (except marijuana possession and most felonies/
drug offenses involving minors).

Involuntary commitments to Delaware Psychiatric Center.

Intermediate appellate court from the Court of Common Pleas, Family Court (adult criminal), and
various state agencies, boards, and commissions.

Family Court

Extensive legal and equitable jurisdiction over all domestic relations matters, including divorce,
custody, guardianships, adoptions, visitation, child and spousal support, and property division.
Jurisdiction over intrafamily misdemeanors, misdemeanor crimes against children, and civil domestic
violence protective orders.

Jurisdiction over all juvenile offenses except certain serious offenses.

Court of Common Pleas

Statewide jurisdiction in civil actions that do not exceed $50,000.

All criminal misdemeanors (except certain drug-related offenses) and motor vehicle offenses (except
felonies).

Responsible for preliminary hearings.

Appeals from the Justice of the Peace Court, Alderman’s Courts, and the Division of Motor Vehicles.

Justice of the Peace Court

Statewide jurisdiction over civil cases that do not exceed $15,000.

Jurisdiction over certain misdemeanors and most motor vehicle cases (except felonies).
May act as committing magistrate for all crimes.

Jurisdiction over landlord/tenant (possession) disputes.
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SUPREME COURT

e

The Supreme Court made strides this past
year to try to improve both the quality of
practice and work life balance for legal pro-

fessionals in the State. In response to a
thoughtful report submitted to the Delaware
Judiciary by distinguished trial lawyers from
the Delaware Bar, the Court issued an Order
that should improve in a measured, but
meaningful, way the work life balance of
Delaware lawyers. The order encourages all
judges to be mindful of the impact that their
scheduling decisions can have on the physi-
cal and emotional well-being of attorneys,

CHIEF JUSTICE

LEO E. STRINE, JR.

law firm support staff, and the clients they
serve.

The Order directed those Courts to consider
several best practices and policies related to
court processes, filing deadlines, and sched-
uling that affect the lives of Delaware’s busy
legal professionals. The Order discouraged
the imposition of filing due dates on Mon-
days or the day after a holiday in non-
expedited matters, to give lawyers some
breathing room on weekends and around hol-
idays. The Judiciary was also urged to re-

frain from the issuance of non

NUMBER OF SUPREME COURT FILINGS BY

TYPE FY 2018

Boards®

14
Original —— @
Applications \
20

Civil Appeals
272

the Board on Profeszional R
** Includes four certifications and one other.

ibility and the Board of Bar Examiners.

-expedited opinions after 4:00
p.m. as a general matter and
after noon on Fridays so that
lawyers don’t have to spend
precious off hours talking to
clients about non-urgent deci-
sions. The Judiciary was also
asked to be considerate in
scheduling oral arguments and
o trials in August (except in ex-
Appeals pedited matters or where there

a is an important reason for pro-
ceeding at that time) so that
family vacations are not dis-
turbed during the key school

break of the year. The State
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Other

Advisory Opinions
Boards*

Original Applications

Certifications

Civil Appeals

Criminal Appeals ‘ :

SUPREME COURT FY2018 AVERAGE NUMBER OF DAYS
FROM FILING TO DISPOSITION
BY CASE TYPE

256.3

186.4

0 50 100

*Includes the Board on Professional Responsibility and the Board of Bar Examiners.

150 200 250 300

Trial Courts are to report on their consideration of and
progress on these issues by March 15, 2019.

The Court’s order also directed the moving of the fil-
ing deadline for State Trial Courts from 11:59 p.m. to
5:00 p.m. in non-expedited cases, to ease the burden of
the late filing deadline on Delaware attorneys and their
support staff. The goal is to move away from the
practice of working right up to the old 11:59 p.m. elec-
tronic filing deadline, a deadline that was not an in-
tended one in the first place, but a happenstance of
technology. The Order excepts expedited cases (even
though parties in expedited cases almost always agree
to exchange papers during the business day) and com-
plaints to avoid statute of limitation issues.

Lawyers often work at home, after having dinner with
the family, exercising, or taking kids to activities.
When a brief is to be filed, however, a conscientious
lawyer has to be in the office to touch and feel the
product to be sent to the judge, and so does support
staff. There is no rational reason to have this happen
after hours in non-expedited filings. By aligning the
filing deadline for non-expedited filings to the tradi-
tional workday, and the availability of staff, we hope
to promote a better quality of life for everyone in our
State’s leading industry, allowing them more time to
enjoy their families and focus on other important per-
sonal pursuits.

Improving public access to and understanding of the
Supreme Court’s appeal process has also been a priori-
ty for the Court. This past summer, a Supreme Court
working group released a revised and updated self-
help guide for citizens who represent themselves in
matters before the Court without the benefit of an at-
torney. This “Citizen’s Guide” is designed as a step-
by-step guide for self-represented, or “Pro Se,” liti-
gants who wish to file an appeal to the Supreme Court.
It explains the filing process using plain, non-legal,
language wherever possible and includes all the forms
necessary in an appeal, as well as links to additional
helpful resources.

Consistent with its ongoing efforts to ensure that the
public has good information about the work of the
Court on the Judiciary and respects the integrity of its
rulings, the Court made several amendments to that
body’s rules this year. Chief among them was an
amendment to COJ Rule 5.1(b) which now requires
the unanimous approval of the Chief Justice and two
other Justices of the Supreme Court before a petition-
er’s complaint against a judicial officer can be dis-
missed without further proceedings. Before this
amendment, Delaware was the only state that vested
the ability to dismiss a judicial disciplinary claim with
a sole judicial officer. The new approach will ensure
that before any complaint is dismissed or allowed to

Continued on next page
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NUMBER OF SUPREME COURT FILINGS BY
COURT OF ORIGINATION FY 2018

Non-Court Court of
Originated Chancery

36 - 55

Family Court
80

Superior Court
475

deciding cases within 90 days of the date of submis-
sion. The Court also met its performance measure for
the disposition of 99% of all cases within 290 days of
the filing of a notice of appeal, and disposed of 100%
of all cases within a one-year timeframe.

This fall, the Supreme Court bade a fond farewell to
Gayle P. Lafferty, Esquire, who served the Court with
great distinction and dedication for more than twenty-
five years. As the Court’s Chief Staff Attorney, Gayle
supervised the small team of staff attorneys that assist
the Court with its daily legal duties. Her institutional

proceed, it is subjected to scrutiny by a panel of three
Justices so that there is a deliberative process as in oth-
er cases. Justices can help each other come to a sound
decision, and complainants are assured they have had a
review akin to other cases. For these same reasons, the
rule provides that if any member of the panel believes a
deeper review is needed, the complaint will be referred
for a preliminary investigation in accordance with the
rules.

The Court’s traditional commitment to the timely dis-
position of the cases before it continued in Fiscal Year
2018. The Court received 646 new appeals and dis-
posed of a total of 583 cases by opinion, order, or dis-
missal. Appeals were decided on average of 30 days
from the date of submission to the date of final deci-
sion. In 99% of the appeals decided in FY 2018, the
Court met the standard for the Delaware Judiciary for

knowledge and encyclopedic memory made Gayle the
“go to” person for questions about the Court. Her ex-
pertise in criminal law, professional ethics and appel-
late practice also made her a natural leader on a myriad
of committees and working groups that addressed a
wide range of legal issues over the course of her tenure
with the Court. The Court wishes Gayle all the best as
she transitions from State service.

We are fortunate that another accomplished Court em-
ployee, Katherine J. Neikirk, Esquire, accepted the
Court’s appointment, and will serve as our new Chief
Staff Attorney. In addition, another respected attorney,
Christine T. DiGuglielmo, Esquire, has been hired to
fill the vacancy created by Katherine’s well-deserved
promotion. ¢

SUPREME COURT FILINGS & DISPOSITIONS BY FISCAL YEAR
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Supreme Court Justices
Standing left to right:

i

Justice Collins J. Seitz, Jr.
Justice Karen L. Valihura
Chief Justice Leo E. Strine, Jr.
Justice James T. Vaughn, Jr.
Justice Gary F. Traynor

2018 Annual Report of the Delaware Judiciary



SUPREME COURT

IN MEMORIAM
The HONORABLE ANDREW G. T. MOORE I1

Justice Andrew G. T. Moore II, 83, served on the Delaware
Supreme Court from 1982 until 1994. Justice Moore was an
iconic figure in American corporate law. At a critical time when
Delaware law needed to innovate to address the takeover boom
of the 1980s, Justice Moore crafted opinions that secured
Delaware’s role as the forum where all parties knew they would
get a fair hearing and a sensible result at the speed demanded by
the business world. To this day, his decisions in Unocal Corp. v.
~ Mesa Petroleum Co. and Aronson v. Lewis are required reading

~ in any corporate law class in the United States. And his
commitment to improving our judiciary in areas like family and
criminal law continues to pay off in ways that still benefit
Delawareans.

Justice Moore was born in New Orleans and graduated from
Tulane University with degrees of Bachelor of Business Administration and Juris Doctor. The
future Justice then served as a law clerk to then-Delaware Supreme Court Chief Justice Charles L.
Terry, Jr. and practiced law in Wilmington for 18 years, primarily in corporate litigation before he
was appointed as a Justice in May 1982 by Gov. Pierre S. du Pont I'V.

During his tenure on the court, in addition to the many rulings he wrote that attracted national
interest, Justice Moore was instrumental in helping the Lawyer’s Guidance Committee of the
Delaware State Bar Association provide meaningful assistance to the lawyers in need of its aid.
Justice Moore was also among those that helped create a program called Delaware IOLTA
(Interest on Lawyer’s Trust Accounts) that has provided millions of dollars in aid to poor people
who needed legal assistance.

After leaving the bench, Justice Moore joined the investment banking firm of Dresdner, Kleinwort,
Wasserstein, Inc. as a Senior Managing Director and Senior Advisor. From 2010 until 2017,
Justice Moore was a Director in the Wilmington office of the Law Firm Gibbons P.C. Justice
Moore is survived by his wife Betsy, his daughter Marianne Moore Viceconte, her husband Chris
Viceconte, two grandchildren, a number of nieces and nephews and a sister Hetsy Pickard (Kevin).
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COURT OF CHANCERY

Fiscal Year 2018 was a historic year for
the Court of Chancery with the enactment
of legislation to expand the court for the
first time since 1989, from five to seven
members. This legislation was the end re-
sult of an extensive study of the court’s
workload trends that was undertaken in
2017. As described in last year’s annual

CHANCELLOR

ANDRE G. BOUCHARD

report, that study showed that the primary
population the court serves (Delaware
business entities) increased by approxi-
mately 500% during the 25-year period
from 1992 to 2016, and that the court’s
workload had increased significantly as
measured by numerous metrics. The study
also explained how the court’s case mix

Court of Chancery Filings by Type FY 2018

Trusts
200 (5%)
Other Civil Actions
13 (-1%) 1077 (27%)

Adult
Guardianships

1946 (49%) Minor

Guardianships
777 (19%)

had changed over time to include an in-
creasing number of complex commercial
cases on top of its traditional docket of
corporate governance cases.

In September 2018, Governor Carney
nominated Morgan T. Zurn and Katha-
leen St. J. McCormick to serve as our
two newest Vice Chancellors. They both
were confirmed by the Delaware State
Senate in October 2018, and have since
taken the oath of office. Their addition
to the Court of Chancery doubles, from
two to four, the number of women who
have served on the court in its 226-year
history.

*In the above chart, the blue section represents Civil Actions and the
orange sections represent Civil Miscellaneous.

Continued on next page
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COURT OF CHANCERY

Court of Chancery 10-Year Civil Caseload Trend
1,600
1,400
1,200
1,000
800
600
400
200
0 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
BFilings 861 931 1.045 1,113 1,064 1,199 1432 1,336 1,004 959
B Dispositions 852 809 1.062 1,288 1,069 1,128 1,294 1,262 1,211 973
Fiscal Year

Vice Chancellor Zurn formerly served as a Master in
Chancery, where she was responsible for adjudicat-
ing cases with a focus on guardianship applications,
property disputes and trust and estate matters. She
previously worked as a Deputy Attorney General in
the Delaware Department of Justice and as a patent
litigator in private practice.

Before joining the bench, Vice Chancellor McCor-
mick was a partner at Young Conaway Stargatt &
Taylor LLP, where her practice focused on corpo-
rate, commercial and alternative entity litigation.
She previously worked with the Community Legal
Aid Society, Inc., handling public interest matters
statewide.

We are thrilled to welcome Vice Chancellors Zurn
and McCormick to our ranks and are deeply grateful
to Governor Carney, Chief Justice Strine, and the

members of the General Assembly for their support
in adding these new positions to the Court of Chan-
cery. As a result of Master Zurn’s elevation, the
court is conducting a search for a new Master.

The vast majority of the time and attention of the
court’s judicial officers is devoted to handling civil
actions, which principally consist of corporate and
commercial cases that are individually assigned.
The data table (above) depicts the number of civil
action filings and dispositions over the past ten
years. The court also has a docket of civil miscella-
neous matters, which primarily consists of guardian-
ship proceedings for adults and the property of
adults and minors as well as trust and estate pro-
ceedings. The pie chart (on preceding page) depicts
the number of active civil actions and civil miscella-
neous matters as of the end of FY 2018. ¢

Continued on next page
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Court of Chancery
Standing left to right:
Vice Chancellor Tamika Montgomery-Reeves
Vice Chancellor Joseph R. Slights III
Sitting left to right:
Vice Chancellor J. Travis Laster
Chancellor Andre G. Bouchard
Vice Chancellor Sam Glasscock III

Not pictured:
Vice Chancellor Morgan T. Zurn
Vice Chancellor Kathaleen St. J. McCormick
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SUPERIOR COURT

The mission of the Superior Court is to
serve the public by providing fair, prompt
and well-reasoned decisions in all matters
coming before the Court. Our core values
remain Unity, Neutrality, Integrity, Timeli-
ness, Equality, and Dedication.

As Delaware’s trial court of general juris-
diction, each year the Superior Court han-
dles thousands of civil and criminal cases.
Similar to preceding years, FY18 was a
busy year for the Superior Court. The

PRESIDENT JUDGE
JAN R. JURDEN

Court had 13,076 civil filings and 5,056
criminal filings. Thirty-nine First Degree
Murder cases were filed in FY18, and
many complex multi-defendant, multi-
count, gang participation and criminal
racketeering cases were filed as well. Be-
cause of the number of defendants and at-
torneys involved in such cases, they often
present significant logistical, staffing and
scheduling challenges.

Superior Court experienced an increase in

NUMBER OF SUPERIOR COURT FILINGS
BY TYPE, FY 2018

Criminal
5,056
28%

13,076
72%

criminal trials during FY18. Trial by
jury continues to be the bedrock of
our criminal and civil justice sys-
tems. Every week, hundreds of ju-
rors are summoned for service in the
Superior Court and the Court of
Common Pleas in all three counties.
In an effort to use technology to in-
crease efficiency and make the pro-
cess easier for prospective jurors, the
Court has enhanced its Jury Manage-
ment system. We now offer an
online Juror Qualification Question-
naire and jurors have the ability to
request excusals and postponements
online. Because such requests are
made in real time, jury staff are able

Continued on next page
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SUPERIOR COURT

to review and grant or deny requests quickly. We
continue to explore ways to minimize juror incon-
venience and make the process more efficient and
less stressful.

The Superior Court’s highly successful Complex
Commercial Litigation Division (CCLD), now in its
eighth year, saw a 3% increase in filings in FY18.
These cases include commercial claims with an
amount in controversy of $1 million or more. Par-
ties filing CCLD cases can expect trial date priority
and, if requested, expedited scheduling. The CCLD

Court (MHC), Veterans’ Treatment Court (VTC)
and Reentry Court.

The Superior Court continues in its efforts to im-
prove the administration of civil and criminal jus-
tice in order to better serve the public. Our efforts
include: training and education on evidence-based
best practices; greater and smarter use of technolo-
gy; and collaboration with the Bar, courts, agencies
and stakeholders on innovative ideas to ensure
equal justice for all, reduce recidivism, and improve
public safety. By way of example, our staff attends

Access to Justice Commit-

NUMBER OF SUPERIOR COURT CIVIL FILINGS

BY TYPE FY 2018

|
Miscellaneous

Involuntary Commitments 438
Appeals | 138

Mechanic's Liens & Mortgages

Complaints

'

. 2,866

tee meetings; is assisting
with the conversion of the
law libraries to self-help
centers; is coordinating
with the Administrative
Office of the Court to en-
sure clear and understanda-
ble signs in the courthouses
and that Court forms are
translated into Spanish; and
is adopting and implement-
ing national best practices
and bench books for our
Problem Solving Courts.

4,944

4,650

0 2,000

4,000

6,000 In an effort to enhance em-

judges are Judge Mary M. Johnston, Judge Eric M.
Davis, Judge Paul R. Wallace and Judge Abigail M.
LeGrow.

The Court’s large Asbestos docket is managed by
Judge Ferris W. Wharton and Judge Jeffrey J Clark,
with the able assistance of Special Master Matthew
F. Boyer, Esquire. During FY18, there were 132
filings, 708 dispositions and 11,429 cases pending.

The Superior Court has a number of problem solv-
ing courts that strive to improve outcomes for the
participating individuals, reduce recidivism and im-
prove public safety. These include Mental Health

ployee security, Court staff
attended The Civilian Response to Active Shooter
Events training, which provides strategies and
guidance for surviving an active shooter event.

In FY18, the Superior Court held its fifth annual
summer program for high school students. This
week-long program affords students an opportunity
to observe civil and criminal trials, motions, pleas
and sentencings, and to shadow judicial officers.
This program not only provides a unique opportuni-
ty for interested high school students to learn more
about our courts and how they operate, but also
about potential careers in the civil and criminal jus-
tice system.

Continued on next page
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With the support of the Chief Justice and the assis-
tance of the Administrative Office of the Courts and
the Judicial Information Center, the Superior Court
continues to explore the use of technology to im-
prove efficiency in all departments, and to ensure
that our jury courtrooms are equipped with state-of-
the-art technology that meets the needs of our Bar
and litigants. This remains a top priority.

We continue to review our criminal and civil court
forms and processes in an effort to reduce redundan-
cy, expedite processing, and standardize our process-
es. We are also developing training manuals to re-
duce learning curves for new employees. For exam-
ple, the criminal division is developing a training
guide outlining step-by-step procedures for all pro-
cesses utilized in criminal cases. This training guide
will enable new case managers to learn their duties
and responsibilities more quickly and will educate
them as to the purpose and importance of the proce-
dures in the everyday functioning of the Court. This
work will also be instrumental in ensuring a smooth
transition to e-filing in criminal cases which we hope
to implement in late 2019.

Each year the Superior Court issues thousands of
orders and opinions, which are published on the
Court’s website:http://courts.delaware.gov/opinions/.
We continually update our website in our concerted
effort to keep the Bar and public informed, and to
make the court system easier to navigate.

The Superior Court is fortunate to have extremely
hardworking, dedicated and loyal staff who work
tirelessly to maintain the level of superb service that
litigants deserve and have come to expect. The
Court is proud of our employees and the significant
contributions they make.

Court Security Officer (CSO) Erika Bradley was se-
lected as Superior Court’s Employee of the Year and
the Judiciary’s Employee of the Year. CSO Bradley
was presented with the Delaware Award for Excel-
lence and Commitment in State Service by Governor
John Carney on May 7, 2018.

In December 2017, Sharon Agnew, who served as
the Prothonotary in New Castle County for over 40
years, was awarded the prestigious Government Ser-
vice Award by the Delaware State Bar Association.

This award is presented in recognition

NUMBER OF SUPERIOR COURT CRIMINAL FILINGS BY

TYPE FY 2018

Other®
74
2%

Rule 9 Warrant
474
9%

Information

1,626 \

32%

*Includes appeals, transfers, reinstatements, and severances.

Indictment
2,882
57%

of dedicated and distinguished contribu-
tions to the Administration of Justice.

In December 2017, the Honorable M.
Jane Brady retired after 12 years on the
bench as a Superior Court Judge. On
March 30, 2018, Resident Judge T. Hen-
ley Graves retired after serving 29 years
as a Superior Court Judge, including a
stint as acting President Judge and 18
years as Resident Judge of Sussex
County.

Lisa Robinson, our Deputy Court Ad-
ministrator (DCA) in Kent County, re-
tired in February 2018 after 27 years of
service with the Superior Court. Ms.
Robinson served the Court in many

Continued on next page
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roles over the course of her career,
including Senior Court Clerk, Civ- NUMBER OF SUPERIOR COURT CRIMINAL

il Supervisor, Chief Deputy Pro- DISPOSITIONS BY METHOD FY 2018

thonotary, Prothonotary and Dep-
uty Court Administrator. Melanie
Ewing-Lahutsky is now the DCA Trial
in Kent County. She previously
served as the Chief Investigative
Services Officer in Kent County.
Ms. Ewing-Lahutsky has 24 years
experience with the Court. Remand/Hansfer

Guilty Plea® 3,443

Nolle Prosequi

On April 27, 2018, the Superior Dismissal
Court welcomed Judge Sheldon
K. Rennie. Prior to joining the FOP**/Drug Court
Superior Court bench, Judge Ren-

nie served as a Judge on the Court Foraoication - - - -
of Common Pleas.

0 1,000 2,000 3,000 4,000
Notwithstanding heavy caseloads *Includes Probation Before Judgment.
and staff turnover, our Court con- **First Offender Program.

tinues to work hard to provide ex-
emplary service to the people we
are honored to serve. ¢

SUPERIOR COURT CIVIL & CRIMINAL FILINGS & DISPOSITIONS BY FISCAL YEAR

25,000

20,000

15,000

10,000

5,000

2016 2017 2018

M Filings 23,035 23,124 23,265 20,616 20,397 19,504 18,540 18,292 20,315 18,132
B Dispositions 22,602 21,435 23,752 22,544 19,527 18,663 18,354 18,108 18,447 19,405
M VOP Filings 6,255 5,523 5,271 5,384 5,520 5,378 5,465 5,358 4,638 4,307

Continued on next page
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SUPERIOR COURT JUDGES

Front Row (L-R): Resident Judge Richard F. Stokes, Judge William C. Carpenter, Jr., President Judge Jan
R. Jurden, Resident Judge Richard R. Cooch, Resident Judge William L. Witham, Jr.

Middle Row (L-R): Judge Eric M. Davis, Judge Diane Clarke Streett, Judge Mary Miller Johnston, Judge E.
Scott Bradley, Judge Calvin L. Scott, Jr., Judge John A. Parkins, Jr., Judge Charles E. Butler

Back Row (L-R): Judge Noel E. Primos, Judge Jeffrey J Clark, Judge Andrea L. Rocanelli, Judge Paul R.
Wallace, Judge Vivian L. Medinilla, Judge Ferris W. Wharton, Judge Abigail M. LeGrow, Judge Sheldon K.
Rennie.

The Honorable Craig A. Karsnitz was sworn in as a Judge of the Superior Court on October 3, 2018. Prior
to his appointment, Judge Karsnitz was a partner at the law firm of Young Conaway Stargatt & Taylor LLP.
Judge Karsnitz fills a vacancy created by the retirement of the Honorable T. Henley Graves.
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SUPERIOR COURT COMMISSIONERS

Standing (left to right):

Commissioner Lynne M. Parker

Commissioner Andrea Maybee Freud
Commissioner Bradley V. Manning (currently a
Judge on the Court of Common Pleas)
Commissioner Alicia B. Howard
Commissioner Katharine L. Mayer
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IN MEMORIAM
The HONORABLE NORMAN A. BARRON

The Honorable Norman A. Barron, 75, served on the Delaware
Superior Court from 1989 until 2001. He also served as the first
Chief Magistrate of the Delaware Justice of the Peace Court from
1980 to 1988.

Judge Barron was born and raised in South Orange, New Jersey
and graduated from Hamilton College in 1964. After college, he
served in the United States Navy and was honorably discharged in
1968 as a full Lieutenant.

Judge Barron received his law degree from Emory University and
worked as a Delaware Deputy Attorney General and Chief Deputy
Attorney General before being appointed Chief Magistrate by
Governor Pierre S. du Pont. Judge Barron then briefly served as an Assistant Public Defender before
being appointed to the Superior Court by Governor Mike Castle. He presided over many high profile
cases and earned the reputation as a law-and-order judge. In 2000, he received the Chief Justice’s
Annual Award for Outstanding Judicial Service.

“Judge Barron was a brilliant jurist with a great command of the law, civil and criminal. He
was particularly interested in and adept at handling capital and other complex criminal
matters. Judge Barron also had a realistic view of how to mesh that knowledge with common sense ...
He taught me how to effectively try a criminal case and hopefully to do justice. He also taught me how
to apply the law and at the same time retain a sense of humanity. He was my friend and confidant. 1
miss his intellect, wit, charm and sense of humor. The world is a better place because of his service to
others.”

— Retired Judge Charles H. Toliver, IV

“Judge Barron will long be remembered for his great sense of humor and his dedication to
duty. He was my ‘mentor’ when I joined the Court in 1992 (just as he had been, as a Deputy Attorney
General, when I joined the Attorney General’s Office eighteen years earlier).”

— Resident Judge Richard R. Cooch
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Family Court strives to provide equal
access to justice to the families and chil-
dren under our jurisdiction in a manner that
is fair and efficient and that maintains the
public’s trust in an independent and ac-

countable judiciary.

In Fiscal Year 2018, Family
Court had 47,469 filings, a
marginal decrease of 2.8%
statewide from the previous
year. The court’s civil filings
decreased by approximately
1,700 since last year. Family
Court experienced the most
significant increase in adult
criminal filings with over 430
more cases filed this fiscal
year. Child Support filings
decreased by 9.2% statewide,
about 2,100 cases, accounting
for the most significant
impact given that this case
type encompasses close to
half of all Family Court
filings.

CHIEF JUDGE
MICHAEL K. NEWELL

FAMILY COURT

We continued to implement recommenda-
tions from the Family Court Enhancement
Project (FCEP) Report previously issued in
December 2016. The Project is sponsored
by the Department of Justice’s Office on

NUMBER OF FAMILY COURT FILINGS

BY TYPE FY 2018
Protection from Custody &
Abuse Visitation
4,310 3,829

Child Support
20,781

Other*
6,304

Divorces &
Annulments
3,263
Juvenile
Delinquency
4,278
*Includes dependency/neglect, civil contempts, civil dissolution, guardianship, spousal
support, expungements, adoption, termination of parental rights, imperiling family
relationships, minor to marry & miscellaneous.

Adult Criminal
4,704

Continued on next page
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FAMILY COURT

FAMILY COURT CIVIL & CRIMINAL FILINGS & DISPOSITIONS BY

60,000
56,000
52,000
48,000 =
- l I i
40,000
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
’ | Filings 55,797 52,580 52,189 51,568 50,364 44,243 46,681 49,093 48,834 47,469
' Dispositions| 53,772 52,353 52,661 52,213 50,191 45,516 45,884 48,067 50,869 51,400

Violence Against Women, in collaboration with the
National Council of Juvenile and Family Court
Judges, the Battered Women’s Justice Project, the
Center for Court Innovation, and the National
Institute of Justice with a focus on domestic vio-
lence and custody. This year, the court completed a
Protection from Abuse (PFA) Instruction Packet, as
well as a Child Custody Instruction Packet as part of
the initiative, and both were translated into Spanish
and Creole. With the help of the Delaware Law
School Information Technology Team, the court
developed informational videos that are presented to
litigants during PFA calendars to provide litigants
with procedural information on their day in court.
Further, the court implemented procedures that
assist in information sharing between case types,
particularly with coordination of PFA and custody
cases.

In addition to changes as a result of FCEP, several
process improvements were implemented this fiscal
year. Significant changes to Family Court Civil
Procedure Rule 16 took effect which standardize
our pre-trial civil case management practices, and

better inform litigants on the mediation and court
hearing process. We implemented judicial assign-
ment upon filing, and Rule 16 changes alleviated
the case dismissal requirement when a parent educa-
tion course is not completed in a custody case.

In September, Family Court developed an eCourt-
room in New Castle County to provide both pro se
litigants and attorneys with user-friendly technology
for presenting evidence in court. This project came
about as a joint effort among the Family Court,
Richard K. Herrmann Technology American Inn of
Court, and the Melson-Arsht American Inn of
Court. The system has allowed the court to expand
upon its ability to provide access to justice for self-
represented litigants. We plan to expand this tech-
nology to Kent and Sussex County Family Courts in
the upcoming year.

As a branch, we continue to work on the project to
construct new Family Court buildings in Kent and
Sussex Counties. In partnership with the Office of
Management and Budget, the court is acquiring land

Continued on next page
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for the proposed locations of the new courthouses.
These projects are critical in providing Family Court
and the people we serve with safe, secure, and
dignified facilities.

The Honorable Joelle P. Hitch was reappointed as a
Family Court Judge in January of this year. In
addition, reappointed as Commissioners were the
Honorable David W. Jones, the Honorable Sonja T.
Wilson, and the Honorable Para K. Wolcott.

Family Court welcomed two new Commissioners
this fiscal year. The Honorable Samantha J. Lukoff
took the oath of office in January 2018, serving in
New Castle County. Commissioner Lukoff replaced
the Honorable John Carrow, who retired in Septem-

ber after 30 years on the bench in Family Court. The
Honorable Emily A. Farley joined Family Court as a
Commissioner in Kent County in June 2018.

The Family Court is proud of its role in developing
programs to help improve justice for the litigants
who need the services of our court. The success of
these programs is due to the combined efforts and
dedication of the men and women of Family Court.
It is critically important that we continue our efforts
to improve the efficiency and quality of justice that
our litigants deserve. ¢

NUMBER OF FAMILY COURT FILINGS

BY COUNTY FY 2018
//
e | il
25,682
New Castle
e /// //’
0 10,000 20,000 30,000

Continued on next page
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FAMILY COURT JUDGES

Bottom Row (from left to right): Judge Paula T. Ryan, Judge Felice G. Kerr, Judge Mardi F. Pyott, Judge
Jennifer B. Ranji, Judge Louann Vari, Judge Mary S. Much.

Middle Row (from left to right): Judge Kenneth M. Millman, Judge Natalie J. Haskins, Judge Arlene Minus
Coppadge, Judge Mark D. Buckworth, Judge Barbara D. Crowell, Judge Janell S. Ostroski.

Top Row (from left to right): Judge Robert B. Coonin, Judge Peter B. Jones, Chief Judge Michael K. Newell,
Judge James G. McGiffin, Jr., Judge Joelle P. Hitch.

Continued on next page
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FAMILY COURT COMMISSIONERS

Bottom Row (from left to right): Commissioner Samantha J. Lukoff, Commissioner Theresa A. Sedivec,
Commissioner Emily A. Farley, Commissioner Loretta M. Young, Commissioner Jennifer L. Mayo.

Middle Rows Combined (from left to right): Commissioner Danielle S. Blount, Commissioner Gretchen C.
Gilchrist, Commissioner Kim DeBonte, Commissioner Sonja T. Wilson, Commissioner Susan P. Tussey, Commis-

sioner Paraskevi K. Wolcott.

Top Row (from left to right): Commissioner James J. Maxwell, Commissioner Craig R. Fitzgerald, Chief
Judge Michael K. Newell, Commissioner Andrew K. Southmayd, Commissioner M. DeSales Haley.

Not Pictured: Commissioner David W. Jones.
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COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

CHIEF JUDGE
ALEX J. SMALLS

Fiscal Year 2018 continued the recent trend
of being a busy and challenging year for the
Court of Common Pleas. This is a result of
the number of cases transferred to, and filed
with, the Court of Common Pleas. During the
past fiscal year, criminal caseloads experi-
enced a small decline from the high levels of
the previous three fiscal years. In contrast, the
civil caseload continued its trend of substan-
tially increasing over the last fiscal year. Both

Judge to serve his third consecutive term on
the Court of Common Pleas. On March 29,
2018, the Honorable Sheldon K. Rennie was
appointed to the Superior Court, leaving a
vacancy in the Court of Common Pleas to be
filled in early FY 2019.

There is a high turnover in the court staff
which requires continued recruitment and
training.

the civil and criminal
caseloads have grown
more complex as a result
of a change in the type of
matters handled by the

court. Additionally, the
Sussex

number of cases proceed- e

. . . 31,248
ing to trial continues to

increase, placing an ever
growing demand on the
Court and its judicial
partners’ resources.

Changes in the Court
Kent

On February 2, 2018 The 27,228
Honorable Alex J. Smalls
was reappointed as Chief

COURT OF COMMON PLEAS CIVIL & CRIMINAL
FILINGS BY COUNTY FY 2018

New Castle
51,979
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Civil Initiatives

The Court of Common Pleas received 9,819 new civil
complaints in addition to 3,972 civil judgments, name
changes, and appeals resulting in a 30.4% increase in
overall civil caseload from last year.

In 2012, the court adopted Administrative Directive 2012
-2 setting forth procedural guidelines in consumer debt
collection cases, with the goal of ensuring fairness to all
litigants and improving efficiency in the administration
of justice. There were 8,475 consumer debt cases filed
with the court in FY18. This represents a 55.9% increase
from FY17.

In FY17, consumer debt cases represented 79.1% of civil
complaint filings. In FY18, consumer debt cases became
a greater portion of the court’s caseload, expanding to
86.3% of all civil complainant filings.

Criminal Initiatives

The criminal misdemeanor filings in the Court of Com-
mon Pleas in FY18 were 92,008, and there were 7,798
preliminary hearings scheduled. These figures represent a
1.7% decrease in criminal misdemeanor filings and a 2%
decrease in total criminal caseload compared to FY17.

As stated above, while the criminal caseload has de-
clined, the type of cases has changed such that they are
more complex. In FY18, there were 37,194 traffic charg-
es filed in the Court of Common Pleas. This is an 8.7%
decrease from the 40,719 filed in FY'17. Notwithstanding,
the overall misdemeanor filing total decreased by only
1.7% during the same period. In recent years, the court’s
overall caseload levels have experienced minor changes,
but the composition of the cases has changed significant-

ly.

Traffic cases now make up a smaller share of the total
caseload in each county and the growth rate of drug and
alcohol cases has consistently outpaced other criminal
filings. In Sussex County, the portion of the court’s case-
load consisting of misdemeanor drug cases has doubled,
from 5% of the county’s total caseload to 11%, between
FY12 and FY18.

DUI cases are among the most time-consuming events
handled by the court. In FY18, the part of the court’s
criminal caseload consisting of DUI cases continued to
grow. From FY13 to FY18, the number of DUI cases
transferred to the court increased by 53.9% statewide. All
three counties have experienced the case type change
which required additional time to adjudicate. While
statewide DUI transfers increased by 53.9%, the number

COURT OF COMMON PLEAS CIVIL & CRIMINAL FILINGS,
DISPOSITIONS & PRELIMINARY HEARINGS BY FISCAL YEAR

140,000
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M Filings 126,691 | 131,073 | 117,252 | 109,836 | 121,752 | 118864 | 113,471 | 113,547 | 104205 | 105,796
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of DUI transfers in Sussex County nearly doubled - rising
98.2% during the same period. This significant increase is
being evaluated and addressed as we move forward.

The new jurisdictional and programmatic changes have
adversely affected the courts ability to handle these mat-
ters. These cases require more courtroom time, have a
higher than average number of court events, and often re-
quire multiple court staff to process the case from filing to
disposition.

The Department of Justice continues to aggressively re-
view felony cases at preliminary hearings and, as appro-
priate, resolve those in the Court of Common Pleas. This
effort has a positive effect on the entire criminal justice
system because it eliminates the need for these cases to be
handled twice in the Court of Common Pleas and once in
the Superior Court, which occurs when felony charges are
reduced to misdemeanors and returned to the court after
being bound over following preliminary hearings.

Mediation Program

The Court of Common Pleas Mediation Program serves as
a valuable resource for criminal disputants, civil litigants,
and the community at large. The program provides an Al-
ternative Dispute Resolution (“ADR”) option within the
court and serves a significant number of clients throughout
the state. This ADR option is particularly valuable to indi-
gent populations who otherwise cannot afford the cost of
private ADR services. In addition, the program serves as
an ADR educational resource for attorneys studying for
the Delaware Bar exam or Mediation Certification, and
assists local police agencies to resolve neighborhood dis-
putes.

In FY18 there were 854 referrals to mediation; however
since 2001, there has been over 18,575 cases referred for
mediation. Mediation provides an alternative to criminal
prosecution, assists the court in the management of its
busy calendars, and leaves participants with an increased
sense of satisfaction with the justice system. In FY 18, the
court’s mediation program had a success/satisfaction rate
0f 93%.

The court has also expanded the Community Mediation
Program, to receive referrals from the New Castle County
Police Community Section and Municipalities. This pro-

gram focuses on mediation assistance with minor neigh-
borhood disputes, rather than referring matters for crimi-
nal or civil litigation. The expansion has created a positive
relationship with the community at large.

Treatment Courts
A) Consolidation

In FY 2015, the Chief Justice appointed a committee of
treatment court judges to work with evaluators from
American University to study the effectiveness of the Ju-
diciary’s treatment courts. The study made several recom-
mendations for improvements to the courts, most notably
the consolidation of Drug Diversion Court in the Court of
Common Pleas, and the Mental Health Court in the Supe-
rior Court. The goal is to achieve more efficient use of
available resources. The consolidation of Drug Court and
Mental Health Court was completed in October of 2015,
with the final revision to permit diversion of felony of-
fenses taking place in January of 2017. Legislation also
passed to make small quantities of marijuana for personal
use a Civil Violation, thus allowing the court and treat-
ment resources to focus on more serious drug offenses.

B) Drug Diversion

The Court continued to operate its highly successful court-
supervised comprehensive Drug Diversion Program for
non-violent offenders. This program is under the direction
of Judge Robert H. Surles in New Castle County, Judge
Charles W. Welch, III in Kent County and Judge Kenneth
S. Clark, Jr. in Sussex County. The Drug Diversion Pro-
gram represents a collaborative effort between the Court
of Common Pleas, the Department of Justice, the Office of
Defense Services, the private bar, treatment providers, and
the Treatment Research Institute (TRI) of the University
of Pennsylvania. (The TRI program is limited to New Cas-
tle County.) Collaboration with TRI provides observation,
research, and data analysis, which has assisted in launch-
ing scores of other drug diversion programs throughout
the United States and internationally. The Court of Com-
mon Pleas Drug Diversion Program has served more than
8,849 participants since its inception in 1998. This volun-
tary program includes regular appearances before a judge,
participation in substance abuse education, drug testing,
and treatment.
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To enhance its ability to identify eligible participants, the
New Castle County Drug Diversion Program introduced
in July 1, 2010 the “RANT Assessment” instrument.
“RANT” is the acronym for Risk And Needs Assessment
Triage. Based upon the results, a defendant is placed into
one of four treatment quadrants: low risks/low needs;
low risks/high needs; high risks/low needs; and high
risks/high needs. Identifying these risks/needs gives the
court a basis to individualize the treatment needs of the
client, enhance successful program completion, and re-
duce recidivism.

C) Mental Health Court

The Court of Common Pleas, under the direction of

DUI Court was expanded to Kent County Court of Com-
mon Pleas under the direction of Judge Charles Welch III
and Commissioner Donald R. Bucklin. In FY'18, 18 indi-
viduals entered the program. To be eligible for the DUI
Treatment Program, it must be a first offense with a high
BAC level or a second DUI offense; the DUI must not
have resulted in severe bodily injury or death; the indi-
vidual must be evaluated through the DUI-RANT As-
sessment and must be within the High Risk/High Needs
quadrant; and the individual must plead guilty to the of-
fense.

The program authorized under 21 Del. C. § 4177 (d) (2)
is designed to enhance community safety through the
promotion of lifestyle change with specialized treatment.

Judge Carl Dan- The treatment
berg, evaluates cas- COURT OF COMMON PLEAS PRELIMINARY HEARINGS program  re-
es in the Court of BY COUNTY FY 2018 quires all par-
Common Pleas for ticipants to be
eligibility to enter evaluated by
Superior ~ Court’s a000 Brandywine

Mental Health| = | Counseling &
Court program. The ; Community

evaluation process 3,000 T 2114 Services  and
involves  ordering 2500 1,794 === complete  the
and analyzing men- 2.000 + treatment. Spe-
tal health evalua- cifically, indi-
tions, determining 500 1. viduals partici-
competency, and 1,000 pate in the
referring  eligible o6 ¥ .- v Prime  Solu-
cases to Superior A e tions Program,
Court’s Mental i it adi Sissex a motlvgtlonal
Health Court. In intervention

FY18, the court approach  to

transferred over 95 cases for entry to Superior Court.
D) DUI Court

The Court of Common Pleas continues to operate the
DUI Treatment Court Program in New Castle County,
under the direction of Chief Judge Smalls, and previous-
ly, with Judge Rennie. The court accepted its first partici-
pants on December 19, 2014. In FY18, there were 62
active participants in the program, which is approximate-
ly double last year’s number. To date, 142 individuals
have entered the program, 109 individuals have success-
fully completed the program, and 11 individuals have
been terminated from the program. On February 2, 2018,

address alcohol or drug problems which encourage par-
ticipants to change their behavior. Participants also are
required to complete 240 hours of community service.

E) Community Court

The Court of Common Pleas is collaborating along with
other courts, justice partners, state service agencies and
community groups to establish a Community Court for
the City of Wilmington. A Steering Committee was es-
tablished with representatives from the other courts, jus-
tice partners, social service providers and community
group members. The purpose of the committee is to
“provide oversight to the planning process, guide the

Continued on next page
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direction of the Community Court through the resolution
of pertinent issues, and to assist in the development of
necessary partnerships and other entities.” The goal of
Community Court is to build a stronger/improved rela-
tionship between the criminal justice system and the
members of the community by engaging the community
members and focusing on criminal justice issues they
identify.

A Community Resource Center is the first step in the pro-
cess and is critical to achieve the Court’s goals. The re-

pending case totals. Following this review, the court im-
plemented a new procedure for docketing Rule 41(¢) no-
tices on pending cases. The court also created a new re-
porting format that eliminates the duplication of Rule 41
(e) notices for cases that have multiple attorneys. This
streamlines the Rule 41(e) process each month thus elim-
inating the need for court staff to issue redundant notices
or reviewing each report to determine if it is a duplicate.

In early 2018, students from the University of Delaware’s
Alfred Lerner College of Business and Economics part-

source  center
will bring a
number of ser-
vice providers
together in one
location.  Jus-
tice  involved
individuals will
have immediate
site access to
make connec-
tions with a
variety of ser-

Civil Judgments, Name
Changes & Appeals

Civil Complaints

COURT OF COMMON PLEAS NUMBER OF
FILINGS BY TYPE FY 2018

‘ 3,969
' 9,819

nered with the court
to improve the ar-
raignment process in
New Castle County.
The students con-
ducted research
through  courtroom
observation, surveys,
interviews, and re-
viewed available da-
ta. They created op-
erational definitions
that standardized the

vice providers Criminal document  prepara-
to address 7 . s tion steps, and imple-
needed issues ; ; mented  guidelines
such as: educa- 4 000 SLLLE which would enable
tion, mental the Court to move to

health, substance abuse, housing, and food. Another pri-
mary focus of the resource center will be connecting of-
fenders with employment opportunities. Additionally,
the resource center will be open to anyone in the commu-
nity who needs to be connected to the necessary services.
This is an innovative way to restore the relationship be-
tween the justice system and the community, and to im-
prove access to justice and the public’s trust and confi-
dence in the legal system.

Process Improvement Initiatives

In September 2017, the court began a review of its civil
docket reporting software and its filing compliance prac-
tices. During this assessment, a database error caused by
file corruption during a 2008 software transfer was dis-
covered. Discovering and correcting this error has pre-
vented over 1,000 cases from wrongly being included in

real time data entry. The revision made the scheduling
process more efficient by reducing the time required to
complete the event.

The students then tested these operational definitions and
standardized preparation by implementing the process
within the courtrooms. Their analysis discovered that the
new uniform process with two clerks in the courtroom
reduced the average total wait time for defendants by
eight minutes and fifty-three seconds. This process im-
provement initiative also enabled court clerks to improve
real time scheduling and docketing of court events, thus
reducing the number of overscheduled court events.

In February 2018, the Clerk’s Office in New Castle
County instituted a restructuring project, to achieve six
goals, which are:

1. Provide excellent service to our internal and external
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customers,;

2. Create consistency with the Judges, tasks and process-
es;

3. Provide cross training where experts would share their
knowledge with coworkers;

4. Enter information in the case management systems
accurately and at a faster speed;

5. Assist in creating a formal training system; and

6. Accountability for both successes and deficiencies.

Thus far, the court has completed the restructuring project
in the criminal case management process. The case man-
agers work directly with the assigned Judge and the case
processor provides support to the team.

We have found that this revised process in New Castle

County has provided the following enhancements:

e Experts in specific court proceedings were able to
share their knowledge with their co-workers through
formal training sessions.

e Each member of a team has a comprehensive under-
standing and hands-on experience in all the court pro-
ceedings.

e Individuals know what their daily court schedule is —
this reduced the need to assign court calendars.

e Reduction in shifting staff to cover calendars.

e Increased communication between assigned team
members and other teams.

In Sussex County, the court completed a project to reor-
ganize the digital calendar archives on the shared network.
This task was part of a larger process improvement initia-
tive to standardize calendar archiving and labeling practic-
es across all three counties. These changes significantly
improve the speed and accuracy of court staff who need to
quickly search the archived records. In addition, the stand-
ardization of archive formats improves the ability of court
staff to share information across counties.

Technology Innovation

In March 2017, the court launched its new Interactive
Voice Response System (IVR) to provide self-service op-
tions to customers 24 hours per day. This system provides
automated information to the caller without requiring a
staff person. The IVR has also significantly improved

productivity and reduced costs to the court by freeing up
staff time and providing a reduction in “soft costs” lost
time. During FY18, the IVR system received an average
of 144 calls per day, which included calls on weekends
and holidays. Additionally, we found there was a reduced
number of callers who hung up after being placed on hold
by nearly two-thirds.

Enforcement of Court Orders

In FY18, the Court of Common Pleas collected approxi-
mately $5,945,295 in fines, costs, and assessments. A sig-
nificant portion of the Court’s collections represents resti-
tution payments to victims of crime.

The court has a memorandum of understanding with the
Office of State Court Collections Enforcement (OSCCE)
to assist in funds collection. OSCCE collected $14,883
through 297 kiosk transactions in FY'18. These community
-based service kiosks reduce the need for the public to
travel to the courthouse to pay court costs and fines, sav-
ing time for both the public and court staff.

Conclusion

Notwithstanding the challenges of managing a large and
increasingly complex caseload, Judges and staff remain
committed to “the mission of the Court of Common Pleas
to provide a neutral forum for the people and institutions
of Delaware in the resolution of everyday problems, dis-
putes, and more complex legal matters in a fair, profes-

sional, efficient and practical manner.”

Continued on next page
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COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
COMMISSIONERS

Standing left to right:
Commissioner Mary McDonough
Commissioner Donald Bucklin

COURT OF COMMON PLEAS JUDGES

Front row (standing left to
right):

Judge John K. Welch
Chief Judge Alex J. Smalls
Judge Rosemary Betts
Beauregard

Judge Kenneth S. Clark, Jr.

Second row (standing left to
right):

Judge Sheldon K. Rennie (now a
Superior Court Judge)

Judge Robert H. Surles

Judge Charles W. Welch, 11T
Judge Anne Hartnett Reigle
Judge Carl C. Danberg
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Resourcefulness is the ability to use the re-
sources available in a clever manner to
overcome difficulties. We often think of this
in relation to sayings such as, “Do more
with less” or “Make the most out of what
you have.” Being resourceful is less about
having all the resources you need than it is
about effectively and appropriately using
the resources you have.

Innovation is the process of making changes
in something established by introducing
new methods, ideas or products. Some
might consider innovation more in terms of

CHIEF MAGISTRATE

ALAN G. DAVIS

technology giants and the latest-greatest
gadgets that make our lives simpler and
more efficient. But innovation is also about
improving processes.

While these concepts may seem to be slight-
ly in tension with one another, I have al-
ways thought of the Justice of the Peace
Court as a resourcefully innovative organi-
zation. Our limited access to cutting-edge
technology would seem to restrict opportu-
nities for innovation, but countless times
over the years we have found creative ways
to combine changing processes and practic-

TOTAL JUSTICE OF THE PEACE CIVIL CASES FILED
BY COURT FY 2018

Court 17
7,566

Court 16/ S

8,201

es with the available technol-
ogy to develop something
new for the betterment of our
e criminal and pivil justice sys-
2,073 tems. Sometimes those im-
provements are focused on
discrete and unique circum-
stances, but just as often they
result in  ground-breaking
modifications to the way that
We — Or our partners or users
— do business.

Court 13

15,886 With well over 300,000 cases

moving through the Justice of
the Peace Court system, our

Continued on next page
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collective mindset is one of having to efficiently
and fairly handle the matters before us. Without
improvements to how our work is carried out, we
would never be able to do so. With a “can do” atti-
tude, a willingness to never fall into the trap of
“doing things the way we’ve always done them”
and a fantastic set of criminal and civil justice part-
ners who have been agreeable to our suggestions,
the Justice of the Peace Court has accomplished
remarkable systemic improvements over the years.

center for most of our court locations. In that func-
tion, they are the first point of contact for most
phone calls to the Court, and are able to answer in
excess of 75% of those inquiries, without having to
transfer the call to a specific court location. This
has tremendously reduced the impact of “basic in-
formation calls” on our clerical staff in the served
court locations so that they can focus on the core
work of case processing.

The Justice of the Peace Court readily adopted the

Beginning  with
our first automa-
tion project in the
1980s, we have
led the Delaware
Judiciary in the
movement toward

CAPIASES CLEARED BY JUSTICE OF THE PEACE
COURT FOR OTHER COURTS FY 2018

civil e-filing pro-
cesses that came
with a new case
management Sys-
tem a decade ago.
As the judiciary
moves to a new,
unified  e-filing
system, we expect

Family Court

2650

-

elimination of Court of
paper and pro- Common Pleas
12,560

cesses that slow
down the system

Superior Court

to adapt to the nu-
anced changes a

until it threatens 2,390 new system will
to stall. While bring. The Court
somewhat  anti- looks forward to
quated by today’s the ability to
standards, our transfer cases

adoption of videophone technology to quickly han-
dle warrant applications and presentment of arrest-
ed individuals led to the establishment of a
statewide videophone court that annually saves the
State of Delaware millions of dollars in transporta-
tion costs and reduces the risk to public and officer
safety presented by moving arrestees physically
through our court locations.

The creation of the Voluntary Assessment Center
eliminated the forthwith presentment of traffic vio-
lators and replaced a cumbersome non-centralized
mail-in process. Even further, the adoption of elec-
tronic tickets and online payments for those tickets
has additionally modified the work of the Volun-
tary Assessment Center such that we have been
able to designate those same personnel as a call

more seamlessly to our sister courts, as a case
moves out of the Justice of the Peace Court system
and into the Court of Common Pleas and Family
Court for further proceedings.

We have also been innovative in our approach to
cases that stay within the jurisdiction of the Justice
of the Peace Court. The implementation of calls of
the calendar for traffic cases has brought relief to
the public in the form of being able to meaningfully
dispose of a case at arraignment through a plea bar-
gaining process with the arresting agency. In some
Justice of the Peace Court locations, that has virtu-
ally eliminated traffic trials, as some agencies have
plea rates in the realm of 90% or greater. This is
obviously also a benefit to the police agencies,
since their road officers have significantly fewer
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trial dates scheduled, allowing those officers to at-
tend to other matters.

In the past fiscal year, we have continued our ef-
forts to improve processes and leverage the technol-
ogy available to us for the benefit of the criminal
and civil justice systems. On the criminal side, as a
predicate to our project directed at reducing our 24-
hour footprint in the future, we began piloting the
use of electronic signatures on warrant applications.
This step alone will eliminate some timing issues,
wasted paper resources, and equipment replacement
needs that occur with the need to fax paperwork
back and forth as an adjunct to video proceedings.
As a further step we have also tested the use of
Skype to eliminate the need for an officer to go to a
standard videophone location to swear to the war-
rant.

Both tests have gone exceedingly well, and we have
begun rolling the process out to additional police
agencies for further testing with an eye toward full
implementation of the electronic signatures by early
2019. That will be followed closely by the expand-
ed use of the Skype access. We believe this change
marks an improvement on par with, if not exceed-
ing, the impact of the original implementation of

the videophone system. Eventually, and with a few
other improvements to the system, an officer will be
able to investigate a crime, write and swear to a
warrant and — if the defendant is in custody — con-
duct the initial presentment all without leaving the
location of the event. If the defendant is to be re-
leased, he or she can be released right on the spot. If
the defendant is to be detained, the officer may nev-
er have to go to a court or police station. While that
is down the road a bit, it is a very exciting prospect
for the future.

On the civil side, we have also embarked on an
electronic procedure that will eliminate a serious
choke point in the completion of some civil service
of process. Previously, long arm service of process
on out-of-state defendants had to be accomplished
through a complicated, multi-layered practice that
was burdensome to the court’s filers as well as
court personnel. It involved multiple checks being
issued, the physical transportation of paperwork
between civil court locations, several duplicative
steps for court clerks and the need for a Constable
to hand deliver materials on a regular basis to the
Secretary of State’s office. With an electronic filing
solution worked out with the Secretary of State’s
office, the court will be able to directly file these

NUMBER OF JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT FILINGS* BY TYPE
FY 2018
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*Criminal filings are by defendant.
**\/oluntary Assessment Center.
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JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT

documents and ease the burden of filers as well by
eliminating some additional check writing and pa-
perwork. We estimate that this step will save hun-
dreds of hours of clerical and constable time each
year.

This Court is not one to rest on its laurels. While
these are excellent improvements for the system, we
have many more in the works. We will continue to

use the tools, time and talents available to us to make
the criminal and civil systems work more smoothly
for staff, judges, our justice partners and our court
users. ¢

JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT CRIMINAL & TRAFFIC CHARGES BY COURT FY 2018
140,000
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Court1* | Court2 | Court3 | Court4 | Court6 | Court7 | Court8 | Court9 | Court10 | Court1l | Court14 | Court20 TRS VAC**
B Charges 36,720 26,268 14,299 9,636 30,905 4,830 6,447 17,524 | 62,702 7,282 10,043 173 122,778
*JP Court 1 closed November 2016. **\oluntary Assessment Center.
JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT CRIMINAL & TRAFFIC CASES BY DEFENDANT BY COURT FY 2018
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*JP Court 1 closed November 2016. *Voluntary Assessment
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JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT

Justice of the Peace Court Civil & Criminal/Traffic Filings and

Dispositions by Fiscal Year*
330.000
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JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT

NEW CASTLE COUNTY JUDGES

Sitting, front row (left to right):
Susan Ufberg, Katharine Ross, Deputy Chief Magistrate Sean McCormick, Kerry Taylor, Nina Bawa,
Amanda Moyer.

Standing, middle row (left to right):
Peter Burcat, Senior Judge William Moser, Susan Cline, Senior Judge Marilyn Letts, Roberto Lopez,
Shameka Booker, Beatrice Freel, Cheryl McCabe-Stroman.

Standing, back row (left to right):
Christopher Portante, Gerald Ross, John Potts, Alexander Peterson, III, Thomas Brown, William Young,
James R. Hanby, Sr.

Not pictured:
Bracy Dixon, Jr., Emily Ferrell, Carmen Jordan-Cox, Thomas Kenney, Vincent Kowal, Shelley Losito, Mary
Ellen Naugle, Marie Page, Maria Perez-Chambers, David Skelley.
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JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT

KENT COUNTY JUDGES

Sitting, front row (left to right):
Nicole Alston-Jackson, Deputy Chief Magistrate Cathleen Hutchison, Jamie Hicks.

Standing, back row (left to right):
Dwight Dillard, D. Ken Cox, W.G. Edmanson II, Michael Sherlock, Kevin Wilson, James Murray.

Not pictured:
Pamela Darling, Alexander Montano, Dana Tracy.

Continued on next page
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JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT

SUSSEX COUNTY JUDGES

Sitting, front row (left to right):
Leah Chandler, Jana Mollohan, Stephani Adams, Mirta Collazo.

Standing, middle row (left to right):
James Horn, Michelle Jewell, Deputy Chief Magistrate Sheila Blakely, Deborah Keenan.

Standing, back row (left to right):
Richard Comly, John Hudson, W. Patrick Wood, Scott Willey, Christopher Bradley, Larry Sipple,
John McKenzie.

Not pictured:
John Adams, William Boddy, III, Jennifer Sammons.
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JUDICIAL BRANCH EMPLOYEES RECOGNIZED

Erika Bradley, a Security Officer for Superior Court, was named as
the 2017 Judicial Branch Employee of the Year. In addition, Erika was
also recognized as one of five recipients of the Governor’s Award for Ex-
cellence and Commitment in State Service for 2018, marking the first
time in recent memory that a Judicial Branch employee has been recog-
nized with the Governor’s Award for Excellence and Commitment in
State Service. Erika, who has worked for Superior Court for 18 years, was
cited for her professional yet friendly manner with jurors and litigants
alike. Last year, following a long and difficult trial, the first thing jurors
told the trial judge at a post-trial meeting was how much they appreciated
Erika and her pleasant and professional demeanor. On another occasion,
jurors presented Erika with a signed card. “Erika served with a great deal
of professionalism and at the same time she treated us with kindness and respect,” wrote the jurors. “We
would like to commend her.”

“Erika has consistently demonstrated the utmost professionalism and dedication,” said Superior Court
President Judge Jan R. Jurden, who attended the May 7, 2018 breakfast where Ms. Bradley was honored.
“Not only does Erika provide safety and security in the courtroom for members of the public, litigants, staff
and judges, the court frequently receives feedback from jurors about Erika’s excellent customer service and
helpfulness. She is richly deserving of this recognition and honor.”

Other employees nominated for the Branch Employee of the Year award and who were honored as Em-
ployee of the Year for their respective courts include:

Barbara Carroll, Judicial Case Processor III, Family Court. Barbara, who first worked for the Court
of Common Pleas before joining Family Court, was cited for her exceptional customer service, dedication,
innovation on the job, and willingness to help whether it is a co-worker or member of the public. “Barbara
epitomizes a team player on the Family Court Team,” said Fran Spinelli, her supervisor. “Barbara is always
willing to assist both staff and litigants. She exhibits a can-do attitude and willingness to do what it takes to
get the job done.”

Rachel DeColli, Management Analyst II/Information Security Officer, Court of Common Pleas. Dur-
ing a particularly challenging year for the Court of Common Pleas, Rachel DeColli demonstrated a work eth-
ic and willingness to take the initiative to handle large projects confronting the Court including the conver-
sion of the Court’s new e-filing system and addressing an issue with court notices. Rachel took the lead and
worked tirelessly to address the situations and coordinate efforts to execute timely responses.

Kevin Jackson, Constable, Justice of the Peace Court. An invaluable asset to Justice of the Peace
Court, Kevin not only maintains the regular job duties of a constable at a high level of proficiency, he has
stepped up to become the leading firearms instructor. Recently, he assumed greater responsibility in the train-
ing and certifying of new hires and has reworked parts of the training program, giving new life to the instruc-
tion process.

Ashley Tucker, Staff Attorney, Administrative Office of the Courts. Ashley is known in the Adminis-
trative Office as a hard-working, honest and wise person who demonstrates a common-sense and down-to-
earth attitude that makes her a great co-worker and attorney. In particular, Ashley was cited for her work over
the past year organizing and carrying out a new set of agreements for the court interpreter program. ¢
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Many thanks to the Presiding Judges, Court Administrators and
others in the Courts, and the Administrative Office of the
Courts for their efforts in preparing this Annual Report.

http://courts.delaware.gov (Delaware Judiciary)

http://courts.delaware.gov/AOC/AnnualReports/FY18
2018 Annual Report, Statistical Report of the Delaware Judiciary and
additional Delaware Courts background information
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SUPREME COURT

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2017-2018 - Filings

2017 2018 Change % Change
Criminal Appeals 283 338 55 19.4%
Civil Appeals 215 272 57 26.5%
Certifications 2 0 -2 -100%
Original Applications 19 20 1 5.3%
Bd. on Prof. Resp. 11 14 3 27.3%
Bd. of Bar Exam 0 0 0 0%
Advisory Opinions 1 0 -1 -100%
Other 2 2 0 0.0%
Total 533 646 113 21.2%

2017 2018 Change % Change
Criminal Appeals 334 313 -21 -6.3%
Civil Appeals 236 231 -5 -2.1%
Certifications 2 1 -1 -50%
Original Applications 20 20 0 0.0%
Bd. on Prof. Resp. 9 16 7 78%
Bd. of Bar Exam 0 0 0 0%
Advisory Opinions 0 0 0 0%
Other 3 2 -1 -33%
Total 604 583 -21 -3.5%

Bd. on Prof. Resp. = Board on Professional Responsibility.
Bd. of Bar Exam. = Board of Bar Examiners.

Source: Court Administrator and Clerk of the Supreme Court; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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SUPREME COURT

Caseload Breakdowns - Fiscal Year 2018 - Filings

Court of Chancery | Superior Court Family Court g(r)ig-iﬁztirc: Total
Criminal Appeals 0 0% 338 100% 0 0% 0 0% 338 100%
Civil Appeals 55 20.2% 137 50.4% 80 29.4% 0 0% 272 100%
Other* 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 36 100% 36 100%
Total 55 8.5% 475  73.5% 80 12.4% 36 5.6% 646  100%

Caseload Breakdowns - Fiscal Year 2018- Dispositions

Court of Chancery | Superior Court Family Court g(r)ig-igztl;rc: Total
Criminal Appeals 0 0% 313 100% 0 0% 0 0% 313 100%
Civil Appeals 57  24.7% 111 48.1% 63 27.3% 0 0% 231 100%
Other* 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 39 100% 39 100%
Total 57 9.8% 424 72.7% 63 10.8% 39 6.7% 583  100%

*Includes Original Applications; Certifications; Advisory Opinions; Appeals from the Board on
Professional Responsibility and the Board of Bar Examiners; and Other Filing & Disposition Types.

Source: Court Administrator and Clerk of the Supreme Court; Administrative Office of the Courts.




SUPREME COURT

Types of Dispositions - Fiscal Year 2018

. Affirmed Voluntary

Al Part/Reversed Part Reveleee el Dismissal
Criminal Appeals 212 67.7% 1 0.3% 4 1.3% 9 2.9% 17 5.4%
g'tx!rAppea's & 133 49.3% 6 22% 14 52% 0 0.0% 28 10.4%
Total 345 59.2% 7 1.2% 18 3.1% 9 1.5% 45 7.7%

Court Dismissal HED L _Appeal Other* Total
Denied

Criminal Appeals 70 22.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 313 100%
8't‘é'e'rAppea'S & 58 21.5% 16 5.9% 15  5.6% 270 100%
Total 128 22.0% 16 2.7% 15 2.6% 583 100%

Methods of Dispositions - Fiscal Year 2018

Assigned Opinion Per C_:u_rlam Written Order
Opinion
Criminal Appeals 10 3.2% 0 0% 287  91.7%
Civil Appeals 25 10.8% 0 0% 182  78.8%
Certifications 1 100% 0 0% 0 0%
Original Applications 0 0% 0 0% 19 95%
Bd. on Prof. Resp. 0 0% 2 13% 12 75.0%
Bd. of Bar Exam. 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Advisory Opinions 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Other 0 0% 0 0% 2 100%
Total 36 6.2% 2 0% 502 86.1%
Vglur?taw Other Total
Dismissal
Criminal Appeals 16 5.1% 0 0% 313 100%
Civil Appeals 24 10.4% 0 0% 231 100%
Certifications 0 0.0% 0 0% 1 100%
Original Applications 1 5.0% 0 0% 20 100%
Bd. on Prof. Resp. 2 12.5% 0 0% 16 100%
Bd. of Bar Exam. 0 0% 0 0% 0 -
Advisory Opinions 0 0% 0 0% 0 -
Other 0 0% 0 0% 2 100%
Total 43 7.4% 0 0% 583  100%

Bd. on Prof. Resp. = Board on Professional Responsibility.
Bd. of Bar Exam. = Board of Bar Examiners.

Source: Court Administrator and Clerk of the Supreme Court; Administrative Office of the Courts.



SUPREME COURT

Performance Summary - Fiscal Year 2018 - Average Elapsed Time to Disposition

Number of Average Time From Filing to Average Time From

Dispositions Disposition Submission to Disposition*
Criminal Appeals 313 186.4 days 32.0 days
Civil Appeals 231 256.3 days 95.3 days
Certifications 1 0.0 days 0.0 days
Original Applications 20 50.4 days 24.2 days
BPR 16 46.1 days 16.4 days
BBE 0 - days - days
Advisory Opinions 0 - days - days
Other 2 43.0 days 32.5 days
Total 583 191.7 days 43.2 days

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2017-2018 - Average Time from Filing to Disposition
2017 2018 Change % Change

Criminal Appeals 177.2  days 186.4  days 9.2 days 5.2%
Civil Appeals 203.0 days 256.3 days 53.3 days 26.2%
Certifications 187.5 days 0.0 days -187.5 days -100.0%
Original Applications 61.3 days 50.4 days -10.9 days -17.7%
BPR 27.4  days 46.1 days 18.7  days 68.1%
BBE - days - days - days -
Advisory Opinions - days - days - days -
Other 26.0 days 43.0 days 17.0 days 65.4%
Total 167.4 days 191.7 days 24.3 days 14.5%

*Average time from date submitted for judicial decision to actual date of disposition. The time for
a case that is submitted and disposed in the same day is zero. Not all Supreme Court cases
require a judicial decision.

BPR = Board on Professional Responsibility.
BBE = Board of Bar Examiners.

Source: Court Administrator and Clerk of the Supreme Court; Administrative Office of the Courts.



SUPREME COURT

Performance Breakdowns - Fiscal Year 2018 - Elapsed Time by Disposition Type

Number of Average Time From Filing to Average Time From

Dispositions Disposition Submission to Disposition*
Affirmed 345 234.4 days 39.8 days
Affirmed Part/Reversed Part 7 408.9 days 45.9 days
Reversed 18 305.7 days 62.0 days
Remanded 9 99.2 days 19.7 days
Voluntary Dismissal 45 247.2 days 153.8 days
Court Dismissal 128 74.0 days 19.7 days
Leave to Appeal Denied 16 21.1 days 14.5 days
Other 15 49.4 days 18.7 days
Total 583 191.7 days 43.2 days

Performance Breakdowns - Fiscal Year 2018- Elapsed Time by Disposition Method

Number of Average Time From Filing to Average Time From

Dispositions Disposition Submission to Disposition*
Assigned Opinion 36 359.5 days 59.7 days
Per Curiam Opinion 2 - days - days
Written Order 502 175.0 days 32.2 days
Voluntary Dismissal 43 250.5 days 157.4 days
Other 0 - days - days
Total 583 191.7 days 43.2 days

*Average time from date submitted for judicial decision to actual date of disposition. The time for
a case that is submitted and disposed in the same day is zero. Not all Supreme Court cases
require a judicial decision.

Source: Court Administrator and Clerk of the Supreme Court; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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COURT OF CHANCERY

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2017-2018 - Civil Filings

2017 2018 Change % Change
State 1,004 959 -45 -4.5%

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2017-2018 - Civil Dispositions

2017 2018 Change % Change
State 1,211 973 -238 -19.7%

Source: Registers in Chancery; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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COURT OF CHANCERY

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2017-2018 - Estates Filings
2017 2018 Change % Change

State 2,859 2,913 54 1.9%

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2017-2018 - Estates Dispositions
2017 2018 Change % Change

State 3,633 2,663 -970 -26.7%

Source: Register of Wills; Administrative Office of the Courts.

12




4,000

3,500

3,000

2,500

2,000

1,500

1,000

500

Court of Chancery 10-Year Estates Caseload Trend

2009

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

2017

2018

mFilings

2,531

2,492 2,424 2,469 2,476 2,605 2,769 2,649

2,859

2,913

m Dispositions

2,225

2,051 2,258 2,312 2,582 2,765 2,870 3,180

3,633

2,663

Fiscal Year

13




COURT OF CHANCERY
Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2017-2018 - Miscellaneous Matters

Filings
2017 2018 Change % Change
State 286 259 -27 -9.4%

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2017-2018 - Miscellaneous Matters

Dispositions
2017 2018 Change % Change
State 740 433 -307 -41.5%

Source: Registers of Wills; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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COURT OF CHANCERY

Caseload Breakdown - Fiscal Year 2018 - Miscellaneous Matters Filings

Guarqlans o Guardlg I {2 Trusts Other Matters Total
Minors Infirm
State 34 13.1% 219 84.6% 0 0.0% 6 2.3% 259 100%

Caseload Breakdown - Fiscal Year 2018 - Miscellaneous Matters Dispositions

Guarc_llans toi Guardl_a I {2l Trusts Other Matters Total
Minors Infirm
State 203  46.9% 200 46.2% 26 6.0% 4 0.9% 433 100%

Source: Registers in Chancery; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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COURT OF CHANCERY

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2017-2018 - Total Case Filings*

2017 2018 Change % Change
State 4,149 4,131 -18 -0.4%

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2017-2018 - Total Case Dispositions*

2017 2018 Change % Change
State 5,584 4,069 -1,515 -27.1%

*Total includes Civil, Miscellaneous, and Estates.

Source: Registers in Chancery; Registers of Wills; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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SUPERIOR COURT

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2017-2018 - Civil Case Filings

2017 2018 Change % Change
New Castle County 11,555 9,964 -1,591 -16.0%
Kent County 1,338 1,635 297 18.2%
Sussex County 1,501 1,477 -24 -1.6%
State 14,394 13,076 -1318 -10.1%

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2017-2018 - Civil Case Dispositions

2017 2018 Change % Change
New Castle County 9,905 11,150 1,245 11.2%
Kent County 1,488 1,395 -93 -6.7%
Sussex County 1,541 1,481 -60 -4.1%
State 12,934 14,026 1,092 7.8%

Source: Prothonotary's Offices, Superior Court; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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SUPERIOR COURT

Caseload Breakdowns - Fiscal Year 2018 - Civil Case Filings

Mechanic's Liens

Complaints and Mortgages Appeals
New Castle County 3,807 38.2%| 1,669 16.8% 75 0.8%
Kent County 542  33.1% 591 36.1% 35 2.1%
Sussex County 341 23.1% 606 41.0% 28 1.9%
State 4,690 35.9%| 2,866 21.9% 138 1.1%

Invol_untary Miscellaneous Total

Commitments

New Castle County 352 3.5%| 4,061 40.8%| 9,964 100%
Kent County 82 5.0% 385 23.5%| 1,635 100%
Sussex County 4  0.3% 498 33.7%| 1,477 100%
State 438  3.3%| 4,944 37.8%| 13,076 100%

Caseload Breakdowns - Fiscal Year 2018- Civil Case Dispositions
Mechanic's Liens

Complaints and Mortgages Appeals
New Castle County 4,218 100.0% - 0% - 0%
Kent County 387 100.0% - 0% - 0%
Sussex County 344 99.4% - 0% - 0%
State 4,949 100.0% - 0% - 0%

nggwlilirr:{;zs Miscellaneous Total

New Castle County - 0% - 0% 4,218 100%
Kent County - 0% - 0% 387 100%
Sussex County 2 0.6% - 0% 346 100%
State 2 0.0% - 0% 4951 100%

Source: Prothonotary's Offices, Superior Court; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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22




SUPERIOR COURT

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2017-2018 - Criminal Case Filings

2017 2018 Change % Change
New Castle County 2,851 2,658 -193 -7.3%
Kent County 1,201 1,023 -178 -17.4%
Sussex County 1,869 1,375 -494 -35.9%
State 5,921 5,056 -865 -17.1%

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2017-2018 - Criminal Case Dispositions

2017 2018 Change % Change
New Castle County 2,566 2,665 99 3.7%
Kent County 1,126 1,095 -31 -2.8%
Sussex County 1,821 1,619 -202 -12.5%
State 5,513 5,379 -134 -2.5%

Source: Court Administrator and Case Scheduling Office, Superior Court;

Administrative Office of the Courts.
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VOP = Violation of Probation.
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SUPERIOR COURT

Caseload Breakdowns- Fiscal Year 2018 - Criminal Filings

Indictment Rule 9 Warrant Information Other* Total

New Castle County| 1,734 65.2% 282 10.6% 583 21.9% 59 2.2%| 2,658
Kent County 764  T74.7% 16 1.6% 240 23.5% 3  0.3%| 1,023
Sussex County 384  27.9% 176 12.8% 803 58.4% 12 0.9%| 1,375
State 2,882 57.0% 474 9.4%| 1,626 32.2% 74  15%| 5,056

Caseload Breakdowns- Fiscal Year 2018 - Criminal Dispositions

Trial Guilty Plea** Nolle Prosequi | Remand/Transfer |Order/Reserved Decision
New Castle County 157 5.9%| 2,015 76.1% 449  16.9% 20 0.8% 0 0%
Kent County 32 13.1% 17 7.0% 152 62.3% 4  16% 0 0%
Sussex County 17 11%| 1411 87.2% 159 9.8% 1 0.1% 0 N/A
State 206 4.6%)| 3,443 76.3% 760  16.8% 25 0.6% = 0%
Dismissal FOP/Drug Court Consolidation Total

New Castle County 8 0.3% - 0% - 0%| 2,649  100%
Kent County 23 9.4% 15 6.1% 1 0.4% 244 100%
Sussex County 16 1.0% 15 0.9% - 0%| 1,619 100%
State 47 1.0% 30 0.7% 1 0.0%| 4,512 100%

*Includes appeals, transfers, reinstatements, and severances.
**Includes Probation Before Judgment.
FOP = First Offender Program.

Source: Court Administrator and Case Scheduling Office, Superior Court;
Administrative Office of the Courts.
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SUPERIOR COURT

Types of Dispositions - Fiscal Year 2018 - Criminal Trials - Part One

Jury Trial Non-Jury Trial Total
New Castle County 143  86.7% 22 13.3% 165 100%
Kent County 21 65.6% 11 34.4% 32 100%
Sussex County 15 88% 2 34.4% 17 100%
State 179 83.6% 35 16.4% 214  100%

. . No Final

Guilty Not Guilty* Disposition** Total
New Castle County | 119  72.1% 35 21.2% 11 6.7% 165 100%
Kent County 22 68.8% 7 21.9% 3 9.4% 32 100%
Sussex County 12 70.6% 1 5.9% 4 23.5% 17 100%
State 153 715% | 43 20.1% 18 8.4% 214  100%

*Includes Acquittals, Dismissals at Trial, and Nolle Prosequis at Trial.
**Includes Hung Juries, Mistrials, and Reserved Decisions.

Source: Court Administrator and Case Scheduling Office, Superior Court;
Administrative Office of the Courts.
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SUPERIOR COURT
Types of Dispositions - Fiscal Year 2018 - Criminal Trials - Part Two

Pled Nol Pros/

. Guilty Not . . L Hung
Guilty . Guilty at | Dismissed | Mistrial Total
LIO L Trial at Trial Jury
New Castle County | 91 7 30 1 3 4 7 143
Kent County 11 3 3 1 0 1 2 21
Sussex County 10 0 0 0 1 1 3 15
State 112 10 33 2 4 6 12 179

Pled Nol Pros/

Guilty Gfligy Gﬁ?liy Guilty at | Dismissed | Mistrial RDZS:;;\ilsg Total*
Trial at Trial
New Castle County | 19 1 2 0 0 0 0 22
Kent County 6 0 4 1 0 0 0 11
Sussex County 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
State 27 1 6 1 0 0 0 35

. Pled Nol Pros/
Guilty Cullizy Npt Guilty at | Dismissed | Mistrial Hung Resgryed Total
LIO Guilty Trial at Trial Jury | Decision

New Castle County | 110 8 32 1 3 4 7 0 165
Kent County 17 3 7 2 0 1 2 0 32
Sussex County 12 0 0 0 1 1 3 0 17
State 139 11 39 3 4 6 12 0 214

Types of Dispositions Fiscal Year 2018 - Criminal Nolle Prosequis

Nolle Prosequis By Nolle Prosequis By

Special Condition Merit NPL Total
New Castle County 208  46.3% 179 39.9% 62 13.8% 449 100%
Kent County 120 78.9% 32 21.1% 0 0% 152 100%
Sussex County 22 13.8% 137 86.2% 0 0% 159 100%
State 350 46.1% 348 45.8% 62 8.2% 760 100%

LIO = Lesser Included Offense.
Nol Pros = Nolle Prosequi.

Source: Court Administrator and Case Scheduling Office, Superior Court;
Administrative Office of the Courts.



SUPERIOR COURT

Types of Dispositions Fiscal Year 2018 - Criminal Felony Guilty Pleas

Pled. C?unty Pled Guilty Lesser Total
Original
New Castle County 1,272  85.9% 209 14.1% 1,481 100%
Kent County 524  85.6% 88 14.4% 612 100%
Sussex County 858 87.6% 121 12.4% 979 100%
State 2,654 86.4% 418 13.6% 3,072  100%

Types of Dispositions Fiscal Year 2018- Criminal Misdemeanor Guilty Pleas

Plg;ii;rl]léllty Pled Guilty Lesser* Total
New Castle County 288  53.9% 246 46.1% 534 100%
Kent County 113 47.3% 126 52.7% 239 100%
Sussex County 278  64.4% 154 35.6% 432 100%
State 679 56.3% 526 43.7% 1,205 100%

Types of Dispositions Fiscal Year 2018 - Criminal Total Guilty Pleas

Pled_ Quﬂty Pled Guilty Lesser* Total
Original
New Castle County 1,560  77.4% 455 22.6% 2,015 100%
Kent County 637 74.9% 214 25.1% 851 100%
Sussex County 1,136 80.5% 275 19.5% 1,411 100%
State 3,333  77.9% 944 22.1% 4,277  100%

*Includes Probation Before Judgment.

Source: Court Administrator and Case Scheduling Office, Superior Court;
Administrative Office of the Courts.
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SUPERIOR COURT

Performance Summary Fiscal Year 2018 - Criminal Cases - Elapsed Time

Total Number of Average Time from

Average Time

Cases Disposed ArresF FO e I ndic_trpent
Disposition to Disposition
New Castle County 2,665 180.0 days 108.3 days
Kent County 1,095 182.8 days 113.6 days
Sussex County 1,619 135.5 days 127.8 days
State 5,379 167.2 days 115.3 days

Performance Summary Fiscal Year 2018 - Criminal Cases - Compliance with

Speedy Trial Standards

Total Number of Disposed of within | Disposed of \A{ithin 180 | Disposed of within
Cases Disposed 1.20 Days of Days of Indictment '365 Days of
Indictment (90%) (98%) Indictment (100%)
New Castle County 2,665 1,594 59.8% 2,253 84.5%| 2,602 97.6%
Kent County 1,095 600 54.8% 846 77.3%| 1,055 96.3%
Sussex County 1,619 919 56.8% 1,173 72.5%| 1,357 83.8%
State 5,379 3,113 57.9% 4,272 79.4%| 5,014 93.2%

Criminal Cases Performance Explanatory Notes - Fiscal Year 2018

1. The performance summary charts measure the average time from the date of
arrest to the date of disposition as well as the average time from the date of

indictment/information to the date of disposition.

2. In measuring the elapsed time for defendants for the purpose of determining
the rate of compliance with the speedy trial standards, the following are

excluded by the Court:

a) For all capiases, the time between the date that the capias is issued and

the date that it is executed.

b) For all Rule 9 summonses and Rule 9 warrants, the time between the

arrest and the indictment/information, if any.

c) For all mental examinations, the time between the date that the
examination is ordered and the date of the receipt of the results.
d) For all defendants deemed to be incompetent, the period in which the

defendant is considered incompetent.

Source: Court Administrator and Case Scheduling Office, Superior Court;

Administrative Office of the Courts.
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SUPERIOR COURT
Performance Comparison - Fiscal Years 2017-2018 - Criminal Cases - Average

Time from Arrest to Disposition

2017 2018 Change 0
(in days) (in days) (in days) o CIEgE
New Castle County 182.4 180.0 -2.4 -1.3%
Kent County 201.8 182.8 -19.1 -10.4%
Sussex County 168.4 135.5 -32.9 -24.3%
State 181.7 167.2 -14.6 -8.7%

Performance Comparison - Fiscal Years 2017-2018 - Criminal Cases - Average

Time from Indictment to Disposition

2017 2018 Change 0
(in days) (in days) (in days) o CIIEgE
New Castle County 110.7 108.3 -2.4 -2.2%
Kent County 130.3 113.6 -16.7 -14.7%
Sussex County 121.6 127.8 6.2 4.9%
State 118.31 115.3 -3.1 -2.6%

Source: Court Administrator and Case Scheduling Office, Superior Court;
Administrative Office of the Courts.
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SUPERIOR COURT

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2017-2018 - Total Case Filings

2017 2018 Change % Change
New Castle County 14,406 12,622 -1,784 -14.1%
Kent County 2,539 2,658 119 4.5%
Sussex County 3,370 2,852 -518 -18.2%
State 20,315 18,132 -2183 -12.0%

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2017-2018 - Total Case Dispositions

2017 2018 Change % Change
New Castle County 12,471 13,815 1,344 9.7%
Kent County 2,614 2,490 -124 -5.0%
Sussex County 3,362 3,100 -262 -8.5%
State 18,447 19,405 958 4.9%

Source: Court Administrator, Prothonotary's Offices, and Case Scheduling Office,
Superior Court; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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Superior Court Total 10-Year Caseload Trend

0
2013 2014
mFilings 23,035 23,124 23,265 20,616 20,397 19,504 18,540 18,292 20,315 18,132
mDispositions | 22,602 21,435 23,752 22,544 19,527 18,663 18,354 18,109 18,447 19,405
oVOP Filings| 6,255 5,523 5,271 5,384 5,520 5,378 5,465 5,358 4,639 4,307
Fiscal Year
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FAMILY COURT

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2017-2018 - Adult Criminal Case Filings

2017 2018 Change % Change
New Castle County 2,642 2,879 237 9.0%
Kent County 856 927 71 8.3%
Sussex County 775 898 123 15.9%
State 4,273 4,704 431 10.1%

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2017-2018 - Adult Criminal Case Dispositions

2017 2018 Change % Change
New Castle County 2,046 2,654 608 29.7%
Kent County 777 899 122 15.7%
Sussex County 705 847 142 20.1%
State 3,528 4,400 872 24.7%

Source: Court Administrator, Family Court; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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FAMILY COURT

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2017-2018 - Civil Case Filings

2017 2018 Change % Change
New Castle County 22,496 20,361 -2,135 -9.5%
Kent County 7,941 8,262 321 4.0%
Sussex County 9,779 9,864 85 0.9%
State 40,216 38,487 -1,729 -4.3%

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2017-2018- Civil Case Dispositions

2017 2018 Change % Change
New Castle County 23,842 23,171 -671 -2.8%
Kent County 8,591 8,837 246 2.9%
Sussex County 10,379 10,325 -54 -0.5%
State 42,812 42,333 -479 -1.1%

Source: Court Administrator, Family Court; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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FAMILY COURT

Caseload Breakdown - Fiscal Year 2018 - Civil Case Filings

Child Support/New Non;
support

Child Support/
Modifications

Child Support/
Arrearages

Child Support/Verified
Notice of Income

Attachment
New Castle County 3,502 17.2% 1,199 5.9% 1,924 9.4% 4 0.0%
Kent County 1,392 16.8% 495 6.0% 733 8.9% 0 0.0%
Sussex County 1,754 17.8% 508 5.2% 1,935 19.6% 1 0.0%
State 6,648 17.3% 2,202 5.7% 4,592 11.9% 5 0.0%

Child Support/
Determination of

Child Support/Revocation

Child Support/
Registration of Foreign

Child Support/Notice of
Admin. Adjustment

Parentage Order
New Castle County 229 1.1% 612 3.0% 179 0.9% 3,005 14.8%
Kent County 75 0.9% 249 3.0% 65 0.8% 943 11.4%
Sussex County 63 0.6% 155 1.6% 74 0.8% 1,640 16.6%
State 367 1.0% 1,016 2.6% 318 0.8% 5,588 14.5%
Cllil I G LS Custody Dependency/Neglect Visitation
Support
New Castle County 18 0.1% 1,908 9.4% 173 0.8% 246 1.2%
Kent County 12 0.1% 759 9.2% 101 1.2% 130 1.6%
Sussex County 15 0.2% 686 7.0% 92 0.9% 100 1.0%
State 45 0.1% 3,353 8.7% 366 1.0% 476 1.2%

Termination of Parental

Civil Dissolution

Guardianship

Spousal Support

Rights
New Castle County 159 0.8% 0 0.0% 1,026 5.0% 61 0.3%
Kent County 64 0.8% 0 0.0% 514 6.2% 20 0.2%
Sussex County 51 0.5% 0 0.0% 478 4.8% 9 0.1%
State 274 0.7% 0 0.0% 2,018 5.2% 90 0.2%

Expungements (Juv. &

Imperiling Family

Protection from Abuse

Divorce/Annulment

Adult) Relationships
New Castle County 883 4.3% 21 0.1% 2,503 12.3% 1,799 8.8%
Kent County 419 5.1% 4 0.0% 1,095 13.3% 741 9.0%
Sussex County 589 6.0% 2 0.0% 712 7.2% 723 7.3%
State 1891 4.9% 27 0.1% 4,310 11.2% 3,263 8.5%
Rules to Show
Cause/Other Civil Minor to Marry Miscellaneous Civil Adoption
Contempt

New Castle County 502 2.5% 2 0.0% 288 1.4% 118 0.6%
Kent County 219 2.7% 0 0.0% 179 2.2% 53 0.6%
Sussex County 105 1.1% 1 0.0% 108 1.1% 63 0.6%
State 826 2.1% 3 0.0% 575 1.5% 234 0.6%

Total
New Castle County 20,361 100%
Kent County 8,262 100%
Sussex County 9,864 100%
State 38,487 100%

Source: Court Administrator, Family Court; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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FAMILY COURT

Child Support/New Non;
support

Child Support/
Modifications

Child Support/
Arrearages

Caseload Breakdown - Fiscal Year 2018 - Civil Case Dispositions

Child Support/Verified
Notice of Income

Attachment
New Castle County 4,512 19.5% 1,515 6.5% 2,426 10.5% 6 0.0%
Kent County 1,714 19.4% 579 6.6% 675 7.6% 0 0.0%
Sussex County 1,781 17.2% 490 4.7% 2,192 21.2% 1 0.0%
State 8,007 18.9% 2,584 6.1% 5,293 12.5% 7 0.0%

Child Support/
Determination of

Child Support/Revocation

Child Support/
Registration of Foreign

Child Support/Notice of
Admin. Adjustment

Parentage Order
New Castle County 321 1.4% 607 2.6% 187 0.8% 3,005 13.0%
Kent County 83 0.9% 255 2.9% 71 0.8% 944 10.7%
Sussex County 70 0.7% 162 1.6% 69 0.7% 1,635 15.8%
State 474 1.1% 1,024 2.4% 327 0.8% 5,584 13.2%
Cllll IS Custody Dependency/Neglect Visitation
Support
New Castle County 17 0.1% 2,393 10.3% 216 0.9% 328 1.4%
Kent County 7 0.1% 885 10.0% 102 1.2% 146 1.7%
Sussex County 14 0.1% 757 7.3% 101 1.0% 112 1.1%
State 38 0.1% 4,035 9.5% 419 1.0% 586 1.4%

Termination of Parental

Civil Dissolution

Guardianship

Spousal Support

Rights
New Castle County 146 0.6% 0 0.0% 1,156 5.0% 69 0.3%
Kent County 54 0.6% 0 0.0% 599 6.8% 25 0.3%
Sussex County 51 0.5% 0 0.0% 535 5.2% 9 0.1%
State 251 0.6% 0 0.0% 2,290 5.4% 103 0.2%

Expungements (Juv. &

Imperiling Family

Protection from Abuse

Divorce/Annulment

Adult) Relationships
New Castle County 784 3.4% 24 0.1% 2,515 10.9% 2,060 8.9%
Kent County 436 4.9% 6 0.1% 1,085 12.3% 747 8.5%
Sussex County 559 5.4% 3 0.0% 724 7.0% 794 7.7%
State 1779 4.2% 88 0.1% 4,324 10.2% 3,601 8.5%

Rules to Show
Cause/Other Civil Minor to Marry Miscellaneous Civil Adoption
Contempt

New Castle County 567 2.4% 2 0.0% 228 1.0% 87 0.4%
Kent County 216 2.4% 0 0.0% 169 1.9% 39 0.4%
Sussex County 107 1.0% 1 0.0% 122 1.2% 36 0.3%
State 890 2.1% 3 0.0% 519 1.2% 162 0.4%

Total
New Castle County 23,171 100%
Kent County 8,837 100%
Sussex County 10,325 100%
State 42,333 100%

Source: Court Administrator, Family Court; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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FAMILY COURT

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2017-2018 - Juvenile Delinquency Case Filings

2017 2018 Change % Change
New Castle County 2,556 2,442 -114 -4.5%
Kent County 968 934 -34 -3.5%
Sussex County 821 902 81 9.9%
State 4,345 4,278 -67 -1.5%

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2017-2018 - Juvenile Delinquency Case

Dispositions
2017 2018 Change % Change
New Castle County 2,521 2,565 44 1.7%
Kent County 1,197 1,139 -58 -4.8%
Sussex County 811 963 152 18.7%
State 4,529 4,667 138 3.0%

Source: Court Administrator, Family Court; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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FAMILY COURT

Felony Misdemeanor Traffic
New Castle County 550  22.5% 1,436  58.8% 175 7.2%
Kent County 186 19.9% 578  61.9% 75 8.0%
Sussex County 169  18.7% 556  61.6% 129  14.3%
State 905 21.2% 2,570 60.1% 379 8.9%
VOP Total
New Castle County 281 11.5% 2,442 100%
Kent County 95 10.2% 934 100%
Sussex County 48 5.3% 902 100%
State 424 9.9% 4,278  100%
aseload Breakdo ead 013 e De - aSe
DISPO 0
Felony Misdemeanor Traffic
New Castle County 432 16.8% 1,667  65.0% 210 8.2%
Kent County 173 15.2% 802 70.4% 87 7.6%
Sussex County 135 14.0% 622 64.6% 151  15.7%
State 740 15.9% 3,091 66.2% 448 9.6%
VOP Total
New Castle County 256  10.0% 2,565 100%
Kent County 77 6.8% 1,139 100%
Sussex County 55 5.7% 963 100%
State 388 8.3% 4,667 100%

VOP = Violations of Probation.

Source: Court Administrator, Family Court; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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FAMILY COURT

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2017-2018 - Mediation Hearings Scheduled

2017 2018 Change % Change
New Castle County 6,137 7,725 1,588 25.9%
Kent County 2,576 2,510 -66 -2.6%
Sussex County 3,070 2,762 -308 -10.0%
State 11,783 12,997 1,214 10.3%

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2017-2018 - Mediation Dispositions

2017 2018 Change % Change
New Castle County 3,665 4,204 539 14.7%
Kent County 1,508 1,417 -91 -6.0%
Sussex County 1,793 1,552 -241 -13.4%
State 6,966 7,173 207 3.0%

Note: Mediation is the process prior to adjudication in which a trained mediator attempts to
assist the parties in reaching an agreement. If the parties are unable to reach an agreement, the
matter is scheduled to be heard before a Commissioner or Judge.

Source: Court Administrator, Family Court; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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FAMILY COURT

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2017-2018 - Total Case Filings

2017 2018 Change % Change
New Castle County 27,694 25,682 -2,012 -71.3%
Kent County 9,765 10,123 358 3.7%
Sussex County 11,375 11,664 289 2.5%
State 48,834 47,469 -1,365 -2.8%

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2017-2018- Total Case Dispositions

2017 2018 Change % Change
New Castle County 28,409 28,390 -19 -0.1%
Kent County 10,565 10,875 310 2.9%
Sussex County 11,895 12,135 240 2.0%
State 50,869 51,400 531 1.0%

Notes:

*A civil filing is defined as one petition or one single civil incident filed with the Family Court. In a divorce
matter, although the petition may contain multiple ancillary matters to the divorce, it is counted as only one
filing.

*A criminal or delinquency filing is defined as one incident filed against one individual or defendant. A
single criminal or juvenile delinquency filing may be comprised of a single or of multiple charges relating to
a single incident.

*Mediation is the process prior to adjudication in which a trained mediator attempts to assist the parties in
reaching an agreement. If the parties are unable to reach an agreement, the matter is scheduled to be heard
before a Commissioner or Judge.

*Custody, support, visitation, paternity, guardianship, imperiling family relations, and rule to show cause
filings are scheduled for mediation unless bypass mediation rules apply as indicated in 13 Del. C. § 711A
and 13 Del. C. § 728A; Family Court Procedures OCI-914 and OCI-902.

*Automatic Expungements/Pardons resulting in Automatic Juvenile Expungements are counted as filings in
this report due to the amount of staff effort to process them. Although there is not a disposition from a
Hearing Officer for Automatic Expungements, the directive letter from SBI is acted upon by our staff.
Therefore, the resolution of these types of filings are added to the same month they are received in the
Disposition sections of this report.

*Due to the Immediate Expungements introduced in FY2017, Criminal Filings / Dispositions stats were
taken from reports ran the following month. While this method will not catch all filing and dispositions that
may have been expunged, this is the method that will allow us to capture the most. The volume of
Immediate Expungements will affect all data regarding juvenile criminal charges. Any decreases from prior
FYs should not be assumed to be actual decreases as we don't have a definitive way to measure the impact
of all the charges immediately expunged.

Source: Court Administrator, Family Court; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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Family Court 10-Year Total Caseload Trend
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2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

mFilings 55,797 52,580 52,189 51,568 50,364 44,243 46,681 49,093 48,834 47,469

mDispositions| 53,772 52,353 52,661 52,213 50,191 45,516 45,884 48,067 50,869 51,400

Fiscal Year

Note: The number of filings for Fiscal Year 2009 was amended.
Source: Court Administrator, Family Court; Administrative Office of the Courts.

Notes:
*A civil filing is defined as one petition or one single civil incident filed with the Family Court. In a divorce
matter, although the petition may contain multiple ancillary matters to the divorce, it is counted as only one
filing.

*A criminal or delinquency filing is defined as one incident filed against one individual or defendant. A
single criminal or juvenile delinquency filing may be comprised of a single or of multiple charges relating to
a single incident.

*Automatic Expungements/Pardons resulting in Automatic Juvenile Expungements are counted as filings in
this report due to the amount of staff effort to process them. Although there is not a disposition from a
Hearing Officer for Automatic Expungements, the directive letter from SBI is acted upon by our staff.
Therefore, the resolution of these types of filings are added to the same month they are received in the
Disposition sections of this report.

*Due to the Immediate Expungements introduced in FY2017, Criminal Filings / Dispositions stats were
taken from reports ran the following month. While this method will not catch all filing and dispositions that
may have been expunged, this is the method that will allow us to capture the most. The volume of
Immediate Expungements will affect all data regarding juvenile criminal charges. Any decreases from prior
FYs should not be assumed to be actual decreases as we don't have a definitive way to measure the impact
of all the charges immediately expunged.
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COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

Caseload Summary - Fiscal Years 2017-2018 - Civil Case Filings

2017 2018 Change % Change
New Castle County 5,984 7,910 1,926 32.2%
Kent County 2,271 2,862 591 26.0%
Sussex County 2,320 3,016 696 30.0%
State 10,575 13,788 3,213 30.4%

Caseload Summary - Fiscal Years 2017-2018 - Civil Case Dispositions

2017 2018 Change % Change
New Castle County 2,725 3,586 861 31.6%
Kent County 1,038 1,349 311 30.0%
Sussex County 1,271 1,573 302 23.8%
State 5,034 6,508 1,474 29.3%

Caseload Breakdowns - Fiscal Year 2018 - Civil Case Filings
Civil Judgments,

Complaints Name Changes & Total
Appeals
New Castle County 5794  73.2% 2,116  26.8% 7910  100%
Kent County 1,946  68.0% 916  32.0% 2,862  100%
Sussex County 2,079 68.9% 937 31.1% 3,016 100%
State 9,819 71.2% 3,969 28.8% 13,788  100%

Source: Court Administrator, Court of Common Pleas; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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Court of Common Pleas 10-Year Civil Caseload Trend

2013 2014 2018

mFilings 14,874 15,191 14,314 8,552 9,748 8,793 10,295 9,722 10,575 13,788

mDispositions 8,526 20,111 17,573 8,013 4,229 4,327 4,415 5,266 5,034 6,508
Fiscal Year
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COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

QA e . Qi . Q Q e Q ' ' : QA . e e Qi . Q e .

2017 2018 Change % Change
New Castle County 42,290 40,620 -1,670 -3.9%
Kent County 24,226 22,429 -1,797 -71.4%
Sussex County 27,114 28,959 1,845 6.8%
State 93,630 92,008 -1,622 -1.7%

Qi e . Qi . Q Q e Qi ' ' : o . e e Qi . Q e
DISPO 0

2017 2018 Change % Change
New Castle County 34,518 30,917 -3,601 -10.4%
Kent County 15,516 16,752 1,236 8.0%
Sussex County 21,367 21,835 468 2.2%
State 71,401 69,504 -1,897 -2.1%

aseload 3 3 ea 0 018 al Pre a ea g Case
O

2017 2018 Change % Change
New Castle County 4,095 3,890 -205 -5.0%
Kent County 2,064 1,794 -270 -13.1%
Sussex County 2,243 2,114 -129 -5.8%
State 8,402 7,798 -604 -71.2%

*Includes Contempt of Court cases.

Source: Court Administrator, Court of Common Pleas; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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Court of Common Pleas 10-Year Criminal Caseload Trend
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COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
Caseload Summary - Fiscal Years 2017-2018 - Total Criminal Misdemeanor and

Civil Case Filings

2017 2018 Change % Change
New Castle County 48,274 48,530 256 0.5%
Kent County 26,497 25,291 -1,206 -4.6%
Sussex County 29,434 31,975 2,541 8.6%
State 104,205 105,796 1,591 1.5%

Caseload Summary - Fiscal Years 2017-2018 - Total Criminal Misdemeanor and

Civil Case Dispositions

2017 2018 Change % Change
New Castle County 37,243 34,503 -2,740 -1.4%
Kent County 16,554 18,101 1,547 9.3%
Sussex County 22,638 23,408 770 3.4%
State 76,435 76,012 -423 -0.6%

Source: Court Administrator, Court of Common Pleas; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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Court of Common Pleas 10-Year Total Caseload Trend

(Civil & Criminal)
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JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT

Caseload Summary - Fiscal Year 2018 - Civil Cases

Filings Dispositions
New Castle County
Court 9 3,352 2,447
Court 13 15,671 14,411
Kent County
Court 16 8,515 6,914
Sussex County
Court 17 7,962 5,925
State 35,500 29,697
2017 2018 Change % Change
New Castle County
Court 9 2,772 3,352 580 20.9%
Court 13 15,672 15,671 -1 0.0%
Kent County
Court 16 8,302 8,515 213 2.6%
Sussex County
Court 17 7,382 7,962 580 7.9%
State 34,128 35,500 1,372 4.0%

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2017-2018 - Civil Case Dispositions

2017 2018 Change % Change
New Castle County
Court 9 1,720 2,447 727 42.3%
Court 13 13,361 14,411 1,050 7.9%
Kent County
Court 16 7,056 6,914 -142 -2.0%
Sussex County
Court 17 5,828 5,925 97 1.7%
State 27,965 29,697 1,732 6.2%

Source: Chief Magistrate's Office, Justice of the Peace Court; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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JP Court 10-Year Civil Caseload Trend
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New Castle County
Court 9
Court 13
Kent County
Court 16
Sussex County
Court 17
State

Caseload Breakdowns - Fiscal Year 2018 - Civil Case Filings
Landlord/Tenant

Complaints
2,944 87.8%
4,536 28.9%
5,050 59.3%
5,352 67.2%

17,882  50.4%

408
11,135

3,465

2,610
17,618

12.2%
71.1%

40.7%

32.8%
49.6%

Total

3,352
15,671

8,515

7,962
35,500

100%
100%

100%

100%
100%

Source: Chief Magistrate's Office, Justice of the Peace Court; Administrative Office of the Courts.

53



JP Court 10-Year Criminal and Traffic Caseload Trend*
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*Criminal filings and disposition information is by charge.
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JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT

Caseload Breakdowns - Fiscal Year 2018 - Criminal and Traffic Filings (Defendants)

New Castle County
Court 9
Court 10
Court 11
Court 20

Kent County
Court 6
Court 7
Court 8

Sussex County
Court 1*
Court 2
Court 3
Court 4
Court 14
TRS

State w/o VAC

VAC

State with VAC

Title 7 - Fish/Game

27
20
87

9

95

0

48
174
11

7

0

489
1,508
1,997

0.8%
0.2%
0.3%
0.2%

0.2%
0.7%
0.1%

0%
0.3%
1.8%
0.2%
0.2%

0%
0.5%
1.3%

0.9%

Title 11 - Criminal

161
405
7,027
1,237

222
3,150
90

8,161
2,883
327

97

8
23,768
0
23,768

*JP Court 1 closed November 2016.
VAC = Voluntary Assessment Center. TRS = Truancy Court.
Source: Chief Magistrate's Office, Justice of the Peace Court; Administrative Office of the Courts.

4.6%
4.5%
25.1%
25.5%

4.2%
21.8%
3.4%

0%
55.3%
29.8%

4.9%
2.9%
4.9%
23.2%

0%

11.1%

Title 21 - Traffic

3,228
7,560

18,891

3,098

4,851
9,974
2,406

0
5,235
5,675
6,080
3,021

0

70,019
107,995
178,014
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91.2%
84.3%
67.5%
63.8%

92.4%
69.1%
90.6%

0%
35.4%
58.7%
91.1%
91.3%

0%
68.5%
95.8%

82.8%

Miscellaneous

122
984
1,985
512

168
1,214
158

1,325
929
253
184
154

7,988

3,210

11,198

3.4%
11.0%
7.1%
10.5%

3.2%
8.4%
5.9%

0%
9.0%
9.6%
3.8%
5.6%

95.1%
7.8%
2.8%

5.2%

Total

3,538
8,969
27,990
4,856

5,250
14,433
2,656

0
14,769
9,661
6,671
3,309
162
102,264
112,713
214,977

100%
100%
100%
100%

100%
100%
100%

0%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

100%



JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT

Caseload Breakdowns - Fiscal Year 2018 - Criminal and Traffic Filings (Charges)

Title 7 - Fish/Game Title 11 - Criminal Title 21 - Traffic Miscellaneous Total
New Castle County
Court 9 54 0.8% 228 3.5% 5,972 92.6% 193 3.0% 6,447 100%
Court 10 23 0.1% 587 3.3% 15,714 89.7% 1,200 6.8% 17,524 100%
Court 11 423 0.7% 15,536 24.8% 42,622 68.0% 4,121 6.6% 62,702 100%
Court 20 10 0.1% 2,206 22.0% 6,728 67.0% 1,099 10.9% 10,043 100%
Kent County
Court 6 14 0.1% 321 3.3% 9,071 94.1% 230 2.4% 9,636 100%
Court 7 300 1.0% 7,016 22.7% 21,254 68.8% 2,335 7.6% 30,905 100%
Court 8 2 0.0% 120 2.5% 4,481 92.8% 227 4.7% 4,830 100%
Sussex County
Court 1* 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Court 2 87 0.2% 20,732 56.5% 11,765 32.0% 4,136 11.3% 36,720 100%
Court 3 315 1.2% 9,548 36.3% 13,694 52.1% 2,711 10.3% 26,268 100%
Court 4 14 0.1% 490 3.4% 13,319 93.1% 476 3.3% 14,299 100%
Court 14 7 0.1% 154 2.1% 6,808 93.5% 313 4.3% 7,282 100%
TRS 0 0% 8 4.6% 0 0% 165 95.4% 173 100%
State w/o VAC 1,249 0.6% 56,946 25.1% 151,428 66.8% 17,206 7.6% 226,829 100%
VAC 1,701 1.4% 0 0% 116,649 95.0% 4,428 3.6% 122,778 100%
State with VAC 2,950 0.8% 56,946 16.3% 268,077 76.7% 21,634 6.2% 349,607 100%

*JP Court 1 closed November 2016.
VAC = Voluntary Assessment Center. TRS = Truancy Court.
Source: Chief Magistrate's Office, Justice of the Peace Court; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT
Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2017-2018 - Criminal and Traffic Filings

(Defendants)
2017 2018 Change % Change
New Castle County
Court 9 4,164 3,538 -626 -15.0%
Court 10 10,465 8,969 -1,496 -14.3%
Court 11 28,122 27,990 -132 -0.5%
Court 20 7,766 4,856 -2,910 -37.5%
Kent County
Court 6 5,314 5,250 -64 -1.2%
Court 7 17,607 14,433 -3,174 -18.0%
Court 8 2,798 2,656 -142 -5.1%
Sussex County
Court 1 810 0 -810 -100.0%
Court 2 16,413 14,769 -1,644 -10.0%
Court 3 10,188 9,661 -527 -5.2%
Court 4 6,402 6,671 269 4.2%
Court 14 3,230 3,309 79 2.4%
TRS 219 162 -57 -26.0%
State Without VAC 113,498 102,264 -11,234 -9.9%
VAC 128,347 112,713 -15,634 -12.2%
State with VAC 241,845 214,977 -26,868 -11.1%

VAC = Voluntary Assessment Center. TRS = Truancy Court.

Source: Chief Magistrate's Office, Justice of the Peace Court; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT
Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2017-2018 - Criminal and Traffic Filings

(Charges)
2017 2018 Change % Change
New Castle County
Court 9 7,775 6,447 -1,328 -17.1%
Court 10 19,938 17,524 -2,414 -12.1%
Court 11 63,533 62,702 -831 -1.3%
Court 20 17,275 10,043 -7,232 -41.9%
Kent County
Court 6 9,993 9,636 -357 -3.6%
Court 7 38,251 30,905 -7,346 -19.2%
Court 8 5,180 4,830 -350 -6.8%
Sussex County
Court 1 1,602 0 -1,602 -100.0%
Court 2 42,647 36,720 -5,927 -13.9%
Court 3 27,993 26,268 -1,725 -6.2%
Court 4 13,530 14,299 769 57%
Court 14 7,345 7,282 -63 -0.9%
TRS 232 173 -59 -25.4%
State Without VAC 255,294 226,829 -28,465 -11.1%
VAC 139,665 122,778 -16,887 -12.1%
State with VAC 394,959 349,607 -45,352 -11.5%

VAC = Voluntary Assessment Center. TRS = Truancy Court.

Source: Chief Magistrate's Office, Justice of the Peace Court; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT

Court Rankings - Fiscal Years 2017-2018 - Total Cases Filed* (Charges)
2017 Rank w/o 2018 Rank w/o

VAC VAC 2018 Total Filings 2018 % of Total w/o VAC

1 1 Court 11 62,702 23.9%
2 2 Court 2 36,720 14.0%
3 3 Court 7 30,905 11.8%
4 4 Court 3 26,268 10.0%
5 5 Court 10 17,524 6.7%
7 6 Court 13 15,671 6.0%
8 7 Court 4 14,299 5.5%
6 8 Court 20 10,043 3.8%
9 9 Court 9 9,799 3.7%
10 10 Court 6 9,636 3.7%
11 11 Court 16 8,515 3.2%
12 12 Court 17 7,962 3.0%
13 13 Court 14 7,282 2.8%
14 14 Court 8 4,830 1.8%
16 15 TRS 173 0.1%
15 *x Court 1 0 0%

2018 State w/o VAC 262,329 100%

2018 VAC 122,778
2018 State w/ VAC 385,107

*Includes civil, criminal, and traffic filings.
**JP Court 1 closed November 2016.
VAC = Voluntary Assessment Center. TRS = Truancy Court.

Source: Chief Magistrate's Office, Justice of the Peace Court; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT

Court Rankings - Fiscal Years 2017-2018 - Total Cases Filed* (Defendants)
2017 Rank w/o 2018 Rank w/o

VAC VAC 2018 Total Filings 2018 % of Total w/o VAC

1 1 Court 11 27,990 20.3%
4 2 Court 13 15,671 11.4%
3 3 Court 2 14,769 10.7%
2 4 Court 7 14,433 10.5%
6 5 Court 3 9,661 7.0%
5 6 Court 10 8,969 6.5%
7 7 Court 16 8,515 6.2%
9 8 Court 17 7,962 5.8%
10 9 Court9 6,890 5.0%
11 10 Court 4 6,671 4.8%
12 11 Court 6 5,250 3.8%
8 12 Court 20 4,856 3.5%
13 13 Court 14 3,309 2.4%
14 14 Court 8 2,656 2.4%
16 15 TRS 162 0.1%
15 *x Court 1 0 0%

2018 State w/o VAC 137,764 100%

2018 VAC 112,713
2018 State w/ VAC 250,477

*Includes civil, criminal, and traffic filings.
**JP Court 1 closed November 2016.
VAC = Voluntary Assessment Center. TRS = Truancy Court.

Source: Chief Magistrate's Office, Justice of the Peace Court; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2017-2018 - Total Cases Filed (Charges)

2017 2018 Change % Change
Criminal & Traffic 394,959 349,607 -45,352 -11.5%
Civil 34,128 35,500 1,372 4.0%
Total 429,087 385,107 -43,980 -10.2%

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2017-2018 - Total Cases Disposed (Charges)

2017 2018 Change % Change
Criminal & Traffic 403,178 378,433 -24,745 -6.1%
Civil 27,965 29,697 1,732 6.2%
Total 431,143 408,130 -23,013 -5.3%

Source: Chief Magistrate's Office, Justice of the Peace Court; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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JUSTICE OF THE PEACE COURT

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2017-2018 - Total Case Filings (Defendants)

2017 2018 Change % Change
Criminal & Traffic 241,845 214,977 -26,868 -11.1%
Civil 34,128 35,500 1,372 4.0%
Total 275,973 250,477 -25,496 -9.2%

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2017-2018 - Total Cases Dispositions

(Defendants)
2017 2018 Change % Change
Criminal & Traffic 243,991 230,659 -13,332 -5.5%
Civil 27,965 29,697 1,732 6.2%
Total 271,956 260,356 -11,600 -4.3%

Source: Chief Magistrate's Office, Justice of the Peace Court; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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*Criminal filings and disposition information is by defendant.
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ALDERMAN’S COURTS
State of Delaware
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ALDERMAN'S COURTS*

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2017-2018 - Total Filings

2017 2018 Change % Change
New Castle County
Newark 11,898 13,210 1,312 11.0%
Newport 0 4,937 4,937 N/A
Sussex County
Bethany Beach 1,396 0 -1,396 N/A
Dewey Beach 771 491 -280 -36.3%
Laurel 5,004 5,645 641 12.8%
Rehoboth Beach 2,198 2,082 -116 -5.3%
State 21,267 26,365 5,098 24.0%

Caseload Comparison - Fiscal Years 2017-2018 - Total Dispositions

2017 2018 Change % Change
New Castle County
Newark 11,874 12,188 314 2.6%
Newport 1,091 729 -362 -33.2%
Sussex County
Bethany Beach 1,435 0 -1,435 N/A
Dewey Beach 849 605 -244 -28.7%
Laurel 4,375 5,285 910 20.8%
Rehoboth Beach 2,165 2,145 -20 -0.9%
State 21,789 20,952 -837 -3.8%

Notes: 1) The unit of count for criminal and traffic cases is the charge. For example, a defendant
with three charges disposed of is counted as three dispositions. 2) Newport Alderman's Court only
reported dispositions for FY2017; Newport FY2017 filings were not reported. 3) Bethany Beach
Alderman's Court did not report FY2018 filings or dispositions to the Administrative Office of the

Courts.

*Alderman's Courts are not part of the Delaware court system. They are independent entities within
their respective Municipalities. However, cases may be transferred or appealed to a State court.

Source: Alderman's Courts; Administrative Office of the Courts.
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