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SUMMARY

The Delaware Supreme Court affirmed Adrienne Dorman’s Superior Court convictions and sentences

following her guilty pleas to aggravated menacing, possession of a deadly weapon during the

commission of a felony, and endang

ering the welfare of a child. The Court granted no relief after

reviewing counsel’s motion to withdraw and Rule 26(c) brief, concluding that the appeal was wholly

without merit and presented no argu
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affirmed

Direct appeal from convictions entered after a guilty plea. Appointed
appellate counsel filed a motion to withdraw and a Supreme Court

Rule 26(c) brief asserting that no arguably appealable issues existed.

On review of a motion to withdraw under Supreme Court Rule 26(c),
the court determines whether counsel conscientiously examined the
record and law for arguable claims and independently reviews the
record to determine whether the appeal is devoid of any arguably

appealable issue.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether appellate counsel satisfied the requirements of Delaware Supreme Court Rule 26(c) by

conscientiously examining the record and law for arguably appealable issues.
2. Whether the appeal contained any arguably appealable issue requiring adversarial presentation.

3. Whether the Superior Court's judgment should be affirmed.

HOLDINGS

1. When reviewing a Rule 26(c) motion to withdraw and accompanying brief, the Delaware Supreme Court
must determine both whether defense counsel conscientiously examined the record and law for arguable
claims and whether the court's own review shows that the appeal is wholly devoid of any arguably

appealable issue.

2. Dorman's appeal was wholly without merit and presented no arguably appealable issue; therefore, the

Superior Court's judgment was affirmed.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“When reviewing a motion to withdraw and an accompanying brief under Rule 26(c), this Court must: (i) be
satisfied that defense counsel has made a conscientious examination of the record and the law for arguable
claims; and (ii) conduct its own review of the record and determine whether the appeal is so totally devoid of

at least arguably appealable issues that it can be decided without an adversary presentation.” ((5))

“This Court has reviewed the record carefully and has concluded that Dorman’s appeal is wholly without

merit and devoid of any arguably appealable issue.” ((6))

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

A New Castle County grand jury indicted Adrienne Dorman for multiple offenses, including aggravated
menacing, child-welfare offenses, and weapons offenses. She later pleaded guilty to one count each of
aggravated menacing, possession of a deadly weapon during the commission of a felony, and endangering the
welfare of a child. The Superior Court imposed sentences including a partially suspended twenty-five-year Level

V sentence for the weapons conviction and suspended sentences for the other convictions.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A New Castle County grand jury indicted Dorman on multiple criminal charges. Dorman pleaded guilty to
aggravated menacing, possession of a deadly weapon during the commission of a felony, and endangering the
welfare of a child, while the State agreed to dismiss the remaining charges and other pending matters. The
Superior Court sentenced her, and she filed a direct appeal. The Delaware Supreme Court independently

reviewed the record under Rule 26(c), affirmed the judgment, and declared the motion to withdraw moot.
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