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Summary of Final Recommended Reestablishment Plan for the 
Magisterial District Courts of the 32nd Judicial District 

of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania for 2022 

By The Honorable Kevin F. Kelly, President Judge

Background

Pursuant to the directions of the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania (“Supreme Court”), a 
Preliminary Recommendation for the Reestablishment of the Magisterial District Court (“MDCs”) 
of Delaware County was crafted and posted for public comment on Friday, January 14, 2022.  The 
public comment deadline was advertised as ending at the close of the business day on Tuesday, 
February 22, 2022, a period of thirty-eight (38) days.  On receipt of the various public comments, 
all were fully reviewed and after a most thorough ensuing deliberative process, the Preliminary 
Recommendation has been modified and a resultant final version is being submitted for 
consideration as is more further described below.   

The Supreme Court’s guidelines instructed that a final recommendation be forwarded by 
Monday February 28, 2022.  However, a request for an extension was made and granted to allow 
this submission to be made on or before Friday March 11, 2022.   

Contemporaneous with this summary, the following items are being submitted with the filing 
of the Final Recommendation: 

 Copies of the emails relating to the request and granting of the extension for submission. 
 The 32nd Judicial District Summary Worksheet. 
 A Magisterial District Worksheet for every district in Delaware County. 
 A copy of the Notice of posting of the Preliminary Recommendation, and documents 

relating thereto (i.e. email notices and news articles).
 A copy of the Preliminary Recommendation and the related Worksheets as posted. 
 A Summary of the Preliminary Recommendation as posted. 
 A copy of the web site Notice seeking public comment prior to the crafting of the 

Preliminary Recommendation. 
 A copy of the data provided as requested from the Delaware County Planning Commission 

relating to expected population, business development and employment projections for 
each of the forty-nine (49) municipalities in Delaware County over the next decade. 

 Input received prior to drafting the Preliminary Recommendation, including 
recommendations from the local Magisterial District Judge’s Association. 

 A copy of the PowerPoint that was utilized at two (2) presentations with various 
stakeholders prior to the crafting of the Preliminary Recommendation.  

 Copies of all public comments received regarding the posted plan. 
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Current Map of 30 Magisterial District Courts

 

Magisterial District Courts are labeled by last two digits of District Number; e.g. 32-2-49 is 49.
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Map of 26 Recommeded Magisterial District Courts

Magisterial District Courts are labeled by last two digits of District Number; e.g. 32-2-49 is 49. 

For specific descriptions of each District, please refer to the Magisterial District Worksheets. 
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Description of the Twenty-Six (26) Recommeded Magisterial District Courts

Effective as of January 1, 2024, unless otherwise noted

32-1-20 - City of Chester Wards 1 and 2; Ward 6 (Precinct 2); and Ward 7 (Precincts 1, 3 and 4). 
The Court will also handle all matters for the Chester-Upland School District.

32-1-21- City of Chester Wards 3; 4; 5; Ward 6, (Precinct 1); Ward 7, (Precinct 2); and Wards 8 
and 9. 

32-1-22 - City of Chester Wards 10 and 11; Marcus Hook and Trainer. 

32-1-23 - Collingdale Borough Wards 1, 2, 3, and 7; and Darby Borough Wards 1; 2; and Ward 
3 (Precinct 2).

32-1-24 - Eliminated 

32-1-25 -Eliminated 

32-1-27 - Marple and Newtown

32-1-28 - Media, Nether Providence and Swarthmore

32-1-30 - Ridley Township Wards 2, 3, 5 and 7; and Rutledge until 12/31/2027.  Eddystone, 
Ridley Township Wards 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9; and Rutledge after 12/31/2027 when District 
Court 32-1-31 is eliminated. The court will also handle all matters for the Ridley School District 
and all Pennsylvania State Police matters related to I-95 north of I-476. 

32-1-31 - Eddystone and Ridley Township Wards 1, 4, 6, 8 and 9 until 12/31/2027, after which 
this court will be eliminated.  

32-1-32 - Morton Borough; Springfield Ward 1 (Precincts 1 and 2); Wards 2, 3; 4; 5; and 7 as of 
January 1, 2024.  Also, add Ridley Township Ward 4 after December 31, 2027 when District 
Court 32-1-31 is eliminated. This court will also handle all matters for the Springfield School 
District.

32-1-33- Millbourne Borough and Upper Darby Ward 5 (Precincts 1 and 7); Ward 6 (Precincts 1, 
2, 3, 4, 5, 9, 10 and 12); and Ward 7 (Precincts 3, 5, and 11).

32-1-34 - Upper Darby Ward 3 (Precincts 2, 4 and 6 thru 10); Ward 4 (Precincts 1 thru 4, 8, 9 
and 10); Ward 5 (Precinct 3); and Ward 7 (Precincts 2, 4, 8 and10).  The Court currently handles 
all matters for the Upper Darby School District.  It is recommended this assignment continue. 

32-1-35 - Eliminated 

32-1-36 - Lower Chichester, and Upper Chichester Wards 1, 3, 4 and 5.  The Court will also 
handle all of the Chichester School District cases.   
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32-2-37 - Colwyn; Darby Borough Ward 3 (Precinct 1); and Sharon Hill.  The Court will handle 
all of the School District matters for its own jurisdiction as well as all the school district matters 
for all of Collingdale (Southeast Delco SD) and all of Darby Borough (William Penn School 
District).   

32-2-38 - Aston Township, Chester Township and Upper Chichester Ward 2.  The court will also 
handle all matters for the Penn Delco School District, as well as all PA State Police cases related 
to I-95 south of I-476. 

32-2-39 - Brookhaven, Parkside, Rose Valley and Upland.

32-2-40 - Aldan, Darby Township and Folcroft

32-2-42 - Collingdale Wards 4, 5 and 6; Glenolden and Norwood. 

32-2-43 - Radnor Township. 

32-2-44 - Prospect Park, Ridley Park and Tinicum.  The court will as well handle all of the cases 
filed by the Interboro School District. 

32-2-46 – Upper Providence Township. The court will also handle the cases for a new 
countywide "Special Victims" criminal court, as well as all PA State Police cases related to I-
476, and all the matters for the Rose-Tree-Media School District.

32-2-47 - Lansdowne and Yeadon.  The court will also handle all of the cases filed by the Wm. 
Penn School District from its own jurisdiction as well for Aldan Borough.

32-2-48 - Chester Heights, Edgmont and Middletown. The court will as well handle all cases 
filed by the county wide Drug Task Force.  

32-2-49 - Bethel, Chadds Ford, Concord and Thornbury. 

32-2-51- East Lansdowne and Upper Darby Ward 5 (Precincts 2, 4, 5, 6 and 8); Ward 6 
(Precincts 6, 7, 8, and 11); and Ward 7 (Precincts 1, 6, 7, and 9).

32-2-52 - Clifton Heights and Upper Darby Ward 1 (Precincts 4 and 7); Ward 2; and Ward 5 
(Precinct 9).

32-2-53 - Haverford Township and Upper Darby Ward 4 (Precincts 5, 6, 7 and 11); and Ward 5 
(Precinct 10).

32-2-54 - Springfield Ward 1 (Precinct 3); and Ward 6; Upper Darby Ward 1 (Precincts 1, 2, 3, 
5, 6, 8 and 9); and Ward 3 (Precincts 1, 3, 5 and 11).   
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Recommendation Statistical Comparison

Current Proposed

Number of Districts 30 26

Maximum Number of Districts 
within a 15% Workload Range

8 of 30 23 of 26

Number of Facilities 22 19

Split Municipalities 9 7

Non-Contiguous Districts 6 3*

 *All three Non-Contiguities are due to Municipal Non-Contiguities

Current Average Workload for 30 Delaware County 
Magisterial District Courts

33,873                 

Current Average Workload for the 113 Class 2A 
County Magisterial District Courts

38,685                 

Projected Average Workload for 26 Realigned 
Delaware County Magisterial District Courts

39,085                 

Number of Magisterial Districts Reestablished as is 3
Number of Magisterial Districts Realigned 23
Number of Magisterial Districts Eliminated 4
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Development of Final Recommendation

In anticipation of possibly recommending the elimination of one or more Magisterial District 
Court (“MDC"), each incumbent MDJ was asked to notify the President Judge, in writing, if they 
would not be seeking reelection at the end of their current term.  Several MDJs indicated that they 
would not in the future be seeking reelection.  

All Delaware County MDJs were invited to a presentation regarding Reestablishment, which 
was held on October 29, 2021.  A majority of the local MDJs attended the meeting.  After a 
PowerPoint presentation many MDJs participated in the subsequent discussion.  The president of 
the local MDJ association was invited to submit an omnibus recommendation on behalf of all the 
MDJs, the same being timely received on November 22, 2021.  Individual MDJs were also 
encouraged to submit their personal recommendations and comments in writing to the President 
Judge, which many did.  

A similar meeting and presentation was held on November 17, 2021, for other stakeholders.
Invitees included: all members of Delaware County Council, the county Solicitor, the District 
Attorney, the Public Defender and representatives from local law enforcement agencies.  After the 
PowerPoint presentation a comprehensive discussion took place.  These attendees were also 
encouraged to submit their individual recommendations and comments in writing to the President 
Judge, and some did so over the following weeks.

Notice of the Reestablishment process beginning and an invitation to submit public comment 
was as well posted on the county website in the fall of 2021.   

Resulting from that of the above, a significant amount of input was offered regarding many 
aspects of the process and the related effect on various MDCs, municipalities, local agencies and/or 
school districts.   

 

Number of Courts  

Pursuant to the guidelines, comparisons were made relative to the average case filings and 
workload for the Delaware County as relating to all five (5) Class 2A Counties.  Bucks, Chester, 
Lancaster and Montgomery are the other Class 2A Counties per the 2020 US Census data. The 
data provided by the AOPC clearly shows that Delaware County has the lowest average workload 
among the five (5) Class 2A Counties.  The current average workload for the one-hundred-thirteen 
(113) MDCs in those 2A counties is 38,685.  The present average workload for the thirty (30) 
MDCs in Delaware County is 33,873.  The average workload for the eighty-three (83) MDCs in 
the other four (4) Class 2A Counties is 40,424, 19.3% higher than the Delaware County MDCs. 

The AOPC also provide data which was published by PennLive in a prominent news story 
during the fall of 2021 relating to the Magisterial District Courts statewide.   In those articles, it 
was noted that Delaware County had five (5) of the ten (10) MDCs in the Commonwealth with the 
lowest number of hearing days, and twelve (12) of the lowest (20).  
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While mathematical averaging and comparison was applied to considering the number of 
MDCs to properly handle the workload of Delaware County, the fluid process revealed that other 
considerations also impacted this determination.  For example, a reduction to twenty-four (24) or 
twenty-five (25) MDCs was considered.  However, these further reductions resulted in much 
greater splitting of municipalities and school districts in order to meet the goal of distributing the 
Workload equitably.  Likewise, omnibus plans for twenty-seven (27) or twenty-eight (28) MDCs 
also resulted in less fairly distributed Workload volumes.  After consideration of many options, it 
is recommended that twenty-six (26) is the appropriate number of MDCs to address the needs to 
the 32nd Judicial District over the next ten (10) years.

The average workload volume for the thirty (30) present MDCs in Delaware County is 33,873
and as noted above, the average Workload volume for the one-hundred-and-thirteen (113) current 
MDCs in the five (5) Class 2A Counties is 38,685.  The new adjusted average Workload volume 
for the twenty-six (26) proposed MDCs in Delaware County is projected to be 39,085.  Thus, this 
Recommendation brings the average Workload for the MDCs in the 32nd Judicial District to a level 
slightly higher than the average Workload for all of the one-hundred-and-thirteen (113) current 
Class 2A County MDCs. 

The November 22, 2021 recommendations form the local Magisterial District Judge’s 
Association also suggested eliminating four (4) MDCs, and possible consideration to eliminating 
a fifth.  However, as noted above, the elimination of four (4) MDCs is recommended as twenty-
six (26) is the suggested, appropriate number of MDCs for the next decade. 

 

Elimination of Certain MDCs 

It is fair to say that every MDC, with the exception of those having the highest Workload 
volumes, was considered for possible elimination at some point in the process of creating this
Recommendation.  Aside from the effect on the incumbent MDJ and local community, the 
elimination of each MDC was weighed against the obvious rippling effect such would cause as 
Workload volume shifted to other MDCs.  In some instances, the possible elimination of a certain 
MDC would impact the Workload volume of many other local courts, some of which were several 
districts away on the far side of the county.  

Consideration was given to eliminating the MDCs of MDJs who were approaching mandatory 
retirement age, as articulated by the Supreme Court’s guidelines.  Thought was also given to 
eliminating or combining MDCs with low Workload volumes. The three (3) MDCs with current 
vacancies were the first districts considered for elimination.

The Preliminary Recommendation proposed eliminating the same four (4) MDCs as the 
November 22, 2021, suggested plan from the local Magisterial District Judge’s Association.  Those 
MDCs were:

MDC 32-1-28 (Media, Swarthmore and parts of Nether Providence) has a current vacancy.  
This MDC, with below average Workload, is entirely surrounded by other MDCs with 
below average Workload.  
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MDC 32-1-35 (parts of Upper Darby) has a current vacancy.  This MDC, with slightly 
below average Workload, borders two (2) MDCs with below average Workloads and two 
(2) MDCs with very high Workloads.  

MDC 32-1-24 (parts of Marple and parts of Haverford) has a very low Workload volume 
and is surrounded by other MDCs with low Workload volume.  The current term of the 
incumbent MDJ ends on December 31, 2023, when the incumbent MDJ will be within two 
(2) years of mandatory retirement age.   

MDC 32-1-25 (parts of Haverford) has a very low Workload volume and is surrounded by 
other MDCs with low Workload volume.  The current term of the incumbent MDJ ends on 
December 31, 2023, when the incumbent MDJ will be within two (2) years of mandatory 
retirement age.  

Upon reflective consideration of the public comments received, this Final Recommendation 
differs from that above by not eliminating MDC 32-1-28. However, given that twenty-six (26) is 
still viewed as the appropriate number of MDCs, it is now recommended that MDC 32-1-31 be 
eliminated at the end of the term of the incumbent MDJ on December 31, 2027.  The incumbent 
MDJ in MDC 32-1-31 will be seventy-two (72) years of age at that time. Thus, the MDCs proposed 
for elimination include one (1) with a current vacancy and three (3) others each with an incumbent 
who would not be able to fulfill another full term due to the constitutionally mandated retirement 
age.   

The consideration leading to changing the recommendation to keep MDC 32-1-28 included 
significant input from the communities served by that court.  Also, it is noteworthy that the court 
is in Media, the county seat, easily accessible to most of the local attorneys.  The facility is located 
two (2) blocks from the Delaware County Courthouse, and is designated for essential emergency 
use under the Continuity of Operation Plan (COOP). The facility was used by the Court of 
Common Pleas several times during the recent pandemic when the Delaware County Courthouse 
was shut down due to COVID-19 exposures.  MDC 32-1-28 is also utilized for Emergency 
Protection From Abuse hearings when a conflicts arise with the Court of Common Pleas.

Significant public comment was also received opposing the elimination of MDC 32-1-35 in 
Upper Darby.  Such oppositional commentary noted MDJs from “other municipalities” presiding 
over Upper Darby matters.  Paradoxically, MDJs from Upper Darby have for decades been 
presiding over matters from other municipalities (Aldan, Clifton Heights and Milbourne). 
Currently, twenty-nine (29) of the forty-nine (49) municipalities in Delaware County are served 
by an MDJ who resides in another municipality.  This is an obvious necessity, unless the patently 
frivolous and result of at least forty-nine (49) MDCs were created for the county.

Convenience and accessibility were considered when crafting the plan to have two (2) other 
MDCs serve parts of Upper Darby.  The parts of Upper Darby which will be covered by MDC 32-
2-54 are in many cases closer than the current location in Upper Darby.  By way of example, the 
large Drexelbrook apartment complex is a short drive and much shorter trolley ride to the 
Springfield court than it is to the Upper Darby Court facility.   The parts of Upper Darby which 
will be served by MDC 32-2-53 in Havertown are in most cases also closer than the current 
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location in Upper Darby.  MDC 32-2-53 in Havertown is arguably the most accessible court in the 
county from the point of public transportation, the SEPTA Route 104 bus stops directly in front of 
the entrance.

While public accessibility to MDC 32-2-53 in Havertown and MDC 32-2-54 in Springfield
should not be problematic, it could be for the Upper Darby Police to have to cover hearings at 
additional locations.  In response to the concerns of the UDPD, the Final Recommendation 
contemplates that MDC 32-2-53 in Havertown and MDC 32-2-54 will hear all of their Upper 
Darby traffic, non-traffic and criminal matters in the existing Upper Darby court facilities.  Also, 
consistent with the Preliminary Plan, all matters filed by the Upper Darby School District will 
continue to be heard by MDC 32-1-34, as they have been for decades.  

The concept of assigning five (5) Upper Darby precincts to MDC 32-2-53 in Havertown is 
wholly consistent with the November 22, 2021 recommendations from the local Magisterial 
District Judge’s Association.  The Association’s proposal also included assigning Milbourne to 
MDC 32-2-53, however, this Final Recommendation leaves Milbourne with MDC 32-1-33 in 
Upper Darby. 

Consideration was given to having all matters from Upper Darby Township limited to MDCs 
based solely in that municipality.  However, this was not reasonably feasible as the same causes a 
significant imbalance of workload equity among the MDCs in the eastern part of the county.    

 

Splitting Municipalities

Currently, several of the forty-nine (49) municipalities in Delaware County are split by more 
than one (1) of the present thirty (30) MDCs.  For this Recommendation, splitting municipalities 
was required to balance the Workloads in a fair manner among the suggested twenty-six (26) 
MDCs.  The preference was to minimize the number of such splits.  Upper Darby Township, with 
over 86,000 residents and a significant case volume undoubtedly requires more than one (1) MDC.  
Similarly, the City of Chester with a high volume of cases also requires splitting.  

Additional current splits remain in the following Municipalities:  Ridley, Springfield, and 
Upper Chichester.  Both MDCs covering Springfield are co-located in the same building, thus 
minimizing the impact of that split.  

New splits were required in Darby Borough and Collingdale to balance the significant caseload 
in those adjoining and contiguous communities.  Like Springfield, MDCs covering Darby Borough 
are proposed to be co-located in the same building, thus minimizing the impact of that split also.  

Current splits will be eliminated in the following Municipalities:  Marple, Nether Providence, 
Radnor and Haverford (currently split three (3) ways).  The total number of Municipalities being 
split under this Recommendation is less than the current total.

Public comments in opposition to splitting Collingdale were received and considered.  The 
reason for suggesting splitting the borough among two (2) MDCs was to balance the workload in 
the region.  The excessively high workload in adjoining MDC 32-2-37 must be shifted to another 
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court.  MDC 32-1-23, which presently serves only Collingdale in its entirety has a relatively low 
workload.   Assigning most of Darby Borough to MDC 32-1-23 will increase its Workload from 
below average currently to slightly above the new adjusted County average.  It will also alleviate 
the excessive burden in MDC 32-2-37, which covers Colwyn, Darby Borough and Sharon Hill 
currently, and has a Workload which is twice the County average presently. In order to balance 
the Workloads of both MDCs, 32-1-23 will need to lose some of its Workload from Collingdale.  
MDC 32-2-42, which currently has a below average Workload, borders Collingdale to the south, 
and thus can benefit from the added contiguous Workload.  The proposed reassignment of these 
Workloads will bring all three (3) MDCs (32-1-23, 32-2-37 and 32-2-42) close to the adjusted 
twenty-six (26) Court County average.

The Collingdale Police concerns of having to cover hearings at two (2) locations have been 
considered.  The Final Recommendation includes proposing that the two (2) MDCs serving 
Collingdale will have coordinated schedules for Traffic, Non-Traffic and Criminal matters 
eliminating the need for the Collingdale Police to attend hearings in two (2) different buildings at 
the same time.  It is noteworthy that MDC 32-2-42 in Glenolden is only 1.3 mile away from the 
Collingdale Police station, and MDC 32-1-23 will only be 1.1 mile away when relocated to Darby 
Borough.  

Other Public Comments

Many other public comments were received regarding the posted Preliminary Plan.  All of the 
received comments were given due consideration.  While many objections and a significant lesser 
number of suggestions were proffered relating to specific municipalities, MDCs and regions of the 
county, none addressed the affect such proposed changes would have on the plan as a whole.   

While it is understandable that commentors limited suggestions to their parochial concerns, a 
thorough contemplation of each reveals that the rippling affect would cause other notable concerns 
and/or problems in other MDCs.  Changes in one aspect of the plan cannot be considered in a 
vacuum.  By way of example, consider the decision to retain MDC 32-1-28 and alternatively 
eliminated MDC 32-1-31.  This change impacted more than those two (2) MDCs; it affected eight 
(8) other MDCs (32-1-30, 32-1-32, 32-2-39, 32-2-44, 32-2-46, 32-2-48, 32-2-49 and 32-2-54) and 
three (3) school districts.  Similarly, retaining MDC 32-1-35 instead of eliminating it as proposed 
would necessitate eliminating some other yet to be determined MDC and require further 
realignment of many other districts throughout the county.   

Equitable Distribution of Workload

The current Workload among the thirty (30) MDCs is grossly inequitable.  The highest volume 
MDCs currently have Workload volumes which are three (3), four (4) and even five (5) times that 
of the lowest volume MDCs.  When considering the 15% range goal articulated in the Supreme 
Court’s guidelines, currently only eight (8) MDCs fall in such a range near the average Workload 
for the County.  The table below shows this current extreme Workload disparity, with the highest 
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MDC having 520.4% of the Workload of the lowest MDC (67,051 divided 12,884 = 520.4%).

Current 32nd Judicial District (Delaware County) Magisterial Courts by Workload

Under this Final Recommendation, the projected Workload volume for twenty-three (23) of 
the twenty-six (26) realigned MDCs fall within a 15% deviation from lowest to highest, and 
therefore also are within 15% from highest to lowest.  Two (2) MDCs which do not currently fit 
within this range, MDC 32-2-48 and MDC 32-2-49, encompass areas which are expected to 
develop at a much higher rate in both population and job growth than the rest of County according 
to the Delaware County Planning Commission.  Thus, consistent with the guidelines, the 
consideration of this expected growth suggests that the Workload volume of both MDC 32-2-48 
and MDC 32-2-49 will move into the 15% range before the next reestablishment in ten (10) years. 

County/MDC Criminal
Non-

Traffic
Private 

Criminal
Private 

Summary
Traffic Civil

Landlord/
Tenant

Misc. 
Docket

  Total 
Workload

32-2-37 26286 22280 6 535 6557 2794 6130 2464 67051
32-1-33 21164 14280 9 177 10684 2248 6185 2064 56812
32-2-47 11928 9763 5 1377 11598 3422 13768 1868 53728
32-1-36 20019 10674 20 2066 8428 2788 6053 3182 53229
32-2-44 18783 8865 4 41 8986 2606 2438 2780 44501
32-2-39 17877 8397 14 1156 9575 2489 3905 782 44195
32-2-52 9125 7720 7 143 12972 3134 5659 2247 41008
32-1-21 20582 5599 65 1824 2047 959 2920 2649 36645
32-1-22 17112 3879 61 1751 2091 1786 8010 1955 36643
32-2-51 12699 3063 4 261 3540 2609 8111 3800 34087
32-2-43 10857 4697 0 201 13697 2486 722 879 33538
32-2-46 14713 2541 9 93 12176 887 533 1672 32625
32-1-35 10062 3295 0 133 9423 2692 3659 2529 31792
32-2-49 16653 2643 11 302 6101 2506 722 2824 31762
32-1-31 14285 6544 0 68 4289 1686 3103 1477 31452
32-2-40 8966 7126 7 104 7809 3113 2942 1205 31272
32-1-30 9902 8302 0 64 5974 2348 3403 706 30700
32-1-28 10783 4028 13 86 7181 3138 845 2617 28689
32-1-20 11812 2816 52 1192 1818 1433 8215 1293 28629
32-2-42 7859 7815 2 23 6624 1707 3350 478 27858
32-1-34 4327 11164 2 77 6907 1487 2160 1499 27622
32-1-23 8005 6124 5 70 7048 1433 2399 967 26049
32-1-27 9064 5406 0 9 8554 1517 350 631 25531
32-2-48 13733 3544 4 115 4045 1611 599 1455 25106
32-2-38 10392 4547 9 904 3091 2799 1303 1542 24587
32-1-32 11096 4128 4 344 3350 0 0 1358 20278
32-1-24 8391 1666 0 9 2740 1647 632 1064 16149
32-1-25 5410 2275 0 224 4690 1404 531 804 15338
32-2-54 3398 3573 199 33 1456 3343 1820 684 14504
32-2-53 4566 2368 9 45 2860 1566 862 609 12884

Average Annual Workload per MDC/County = Total Workload/# of years (6, 3 for MD)/# of commissioned 
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MDC 32-2-47 is expected to have a Workload which is 18.4% higher than the lowest MDC 
not expecting significant growth, and 16.6% higher than the second lowest MDC not expecting 
significant growth.  MDC 32-2-47 will still experience a 21.8% reduction in its excessive 
Workload under the proposal.  The district covers Lansdowne and Yeadon in their entireties.  It is 
recommended that this exception to the 15% range goal is preferable to splitting another 
municipality, particularly in this case as MDC 32-2-47 is surrounded by other MDCs with high 
expected Workload volumes.  

Residence of Incumbent MDJs

The residence of the incumbent MDJ is within the district for twenty-five (25) of the twenty-
six (26) proposed MDCs in the Recommendation.  The one (1) exception is MDC 32-2-43, where 
the term of the current MDJ ends on December 31, 2023, when the incumbent MDJ will be within 
two (2) years of mandatory retirement age.  Significantly, the incumbent MDJ in 32-2-43 informed 
the President Judge in writing that he would not be seeking reelection to a new term.  Thus, this 
only and slight deviation from the guidelines should have no negative impact.  To the contrary, it 
furthers a goal of the guidelines by forestalling the need to split another municipality, Newtown 
Township. 

Contiguity

The guidelines require that all parts of each MDC be contiguous.  That is, the MDC should be 
one (1) continuous stretch of geography with no gaps separating it into more than one (1) piece.   
Currently, six (6) of the thirty (30) MDCs in Delaware County have non-contiguous parts.   

This recommended reestablishment plan reduces the number of non-contiguous districts to 
only three (3) MDCs.  Notably, each proposed non-contiguities is related to a municipal non-
contiguity.  

The proposed realigned MDC 32-1-32 would have the same non-contiguity it presently has 
relating to Springfield Township, which is comprised of two (2) non-contiguous pieces. Likewise, 
the proposed realigned MDC 32-2-40 would have the same non-contiguity it currently has relating 
to Darby Township, which is also comprised of two (2) non-contiguous pieces. The proposed 
realigned MDC 32-2-52 includes Upper Darby Township, which as well has two (2) non-
contiguous parts.  In each of these circumstances, it is preferable to recommend that these 
municipal non-contiguities be incorporated into the recommended plan, as opposed to further 
splitting neighboring municipalities and school districts to strictly comply with the guideline.   
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Court Facilities 

Presently, several MDCs share facilities, and have for many years done so.  This
Recommendation anticipates that the following shared facilities continue to operate in the same 
manner:

 City of Chester MDCs 32-1-20, 32-1-21 and 32-1-22 
 Newtown Square MDCs 32-1-27 and 32-2-43 
 Springfield MDCs 32-1-32 and 32-2-54
 Upper Darby MDCs 32-1-33, 32-1-34 and 32-2-51 

Currently, MDC 32-1-25 shares a facility with MDC 32-2-53.  However, with the elimination 
of MDC 32-1-25, MDC 32-2-53 will remain at the location, which will be within its boundaries.  

The precinct where the facility of MDC 32-2-37 is located is proposed to be reassigned to 
MDC 32-1-23.  A separate petition will be filed asking that both District Courts share the facility 
at the current location in Darby Borough.  This combination also will have the added advantage of 
combining staff resources, and relocating MDC 32-1-23 to a newer, larger, better all around 
facility, while keeping MDC 32-2-37 at its current location.  Both MDCs serve Darby Borough 
under this Recommendation. 

This proposed Recommendation would call for the closure of the facility where MDC 32-1-23
is presently located, as well as for the closing of the facility where MDC 32-1-24 is presently 
situated.  Upon the elimination of MDC 32-1-31, its facility will be closed, unless MDC 32-1-30 
is relocated there, which would necessitate the closing of MDC 32-1-30’s current location.

Specialty Courts 

Presently, there is one (1) countywide specialty court, in which Drug Task Force cases are 
assigned to MDC 32-2-48.  The Recommendation proposes to keep that arrangement.  
Additionally, per the request of the District Attorney of Delaware County, another specialty court 
will be created for “Special Victims”, criminal cases with young victims.  This proposal 
recommends that this new specialty court be assigned to MDC 32-2-46, which is centrally located 
in the county, and would benefit from the added Workload.   

Pursuant to the request of the Pennsylvania State Police, this Final Recommendation includes 
Specialty Courts to efficiently address matters related to Interstates 476 and 95.  This application
is similar to the November 22, 2021, recommendations from the local Magisterial District Judge’s 
Association.  PSP cases attendant to I-95 north of I-476 will be adjudicated at MDC 32-1-30.  PSP 
matters related to I-95 south of I-476 will be heard at MDC 32-2-38.  All PSP matters related to I-
476 will be adjudicated at MDC 32-2-46. 
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School Districts

Many school districts are currently served by multiple MDCs.  In some cases, all truancy and 
general school related matters are assigned to one (1) MDC, while in other school districts the 
cases are not so combined.  The jurisdiction related to each school district in the County was 
reviewed for the Recommendation.  An assessment for each school district and MDC was made 
based on convenience for the district, the residents and the need to distribute Workload volume 
equitably among MDCs.  In all but two (2) school districts, such matters are now assigned to just 
one (1) MDC under this Recommendation.  

The table below outlines the recommended assignment of School District cases:
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Magisterial District Court Number: County: 

. Average total caseloads:
Magisterial District Class of County 

. ifference between the caseload average of this

. ifference between caseload average of this

. If this magisterial district is at the lower end of the caseload range you are proposing to
reestablish (no changes), please summarize your response  p why
you are departing from caseload equity.

Workload Analysis 

. Average total workloads:
Magisterial District 

. ifference between the average 
of this district the 

. If this magisterial district’s average workload is fifteen  percent higher or lower than your
average workload  you are proposing to reestablish this magisterial

district, please explain  why this does not result in an
unwarranted inequity among the judges.

% 

Magisterial District Summary Worksheet 

load Analysis 

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021- 22 

32-1-20 Delaware

Realign 1/1/2024

3,095 5,137 5,525

-2042 24th 26

-2430 -44

39,023 39,085

-62 -.2
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Magisterial District Information 

10. Magisterial District Judge (MDJ) Information:

Magisterial District Judge Name Term Expiration Date Mandatory Retirement Date 

11. Magisterial District Court Information - Physical Location:

12. Is this court within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

13. Is the MDJ’s residence within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

14. Are all portions of the magisterial district contiguous?

15. To the best of your knowledge, are there any planned developments
expansion or gas drilling that will likely cause an

 case filings for this office?

1 . List the current municipalities for this magisterial district (alphabetically).  For a list, click HERE
for Realignment Orders submitted in the past.

1 . Are the proposed municipalities the same as above?
If NO, please list all proposed municipalities (alphabetically).

Additional Comments:

1 .

1 .

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021-2 2 

Wilden H. Davis

 529 Penn Street, Chester, Pennsylvania  19013-6033

No*

Yes

Yes

No/Not Sure 

Chester Police and PA State Police

Interstate 95

City of Chester Wards 1 & 2 

No

City of Chester Wards 1 & 2; Ward 6 (Precinct 2); and Ward 7 (Precincts 1, 3 and 4).

The Court will also handle all matters for the Chester-Upland School District.  The court 
has for many years been at a combined location with District Courts 32-1-21 and 32-1-22.  
It is recommended to keep the court at its current location.  
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Magisterial District Court Number: County: 

. Average total caseloads:
Magisterial District Class of County 

. ifference between the caseload average of this

. ifference between caseload average of this

. If this magisterial district is at the lower end of the caseload range you are proposing to
reestablish (no changes), please summarize your response  p why
you are departing from caseload equity.

Workload Analysis 

. Average total workloads:
Magisterial District 

. ifference between the average 
of this district the 

. If this magisterial district’s average workload is fifteen  percent higher or lower than your
average workload  you are proposing to reestablish this magisterial

district, please explain  why this does not result in an
unwarranted inequity among the judges.

% 

Magisterial District Summary Worksheet 

load Analysis 

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021- 22 

32-1-21 Delaware

Realign 1/1/2024

2,855 5,137 5,525

-2282 25th 26

-2670 -48

39,574 39,085

489 1.3
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Magisterial District Information 

10. Magisterial District Judge (MDJ) Information:

Magisterial District Judge Name Term Expiration Date Mandatory Retirement Date 

11. Magisterial District Court Information - Physical Location:

12. Is this court within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

13. Is the MDJ’s residence within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

14. Are all portions of the magisterial district contiguous?

15. To the best of your knowledge, are there any planned developments
expansion or gas drilling that will likely cause an

 case filings for this office?

1 . List the current municipalities for this magisterial district (alphabetically).  For a list, click HERE
for Realignment Orders submitted in the past.

1 . Are the proposed municipalities the same as above?
If NO, please list all proposed municipalities (alphabetically).

Additional Comments:

1 .

1 .

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021-2 2 

Dawn L. Vann

 529 Penn Street, Chester, Pennsylvania  19013-6033

Yes

Yes

Yes

No/Not Sure 

Chester Police and PA State Police

Interstate 95

City of Chester Ward 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7 

No

City of Chester Wards 3; 4; 5; Ward 6, (Precinct 1); Ward 7, (Precinct 2), and Wards 8 and 
9.

The court has for many years been at a combined location with District Courts 32-1-20 
and 32-1-22.  It is recommended to keep all three courts at this current location.
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Magisterial District Court Number: County: 

. Average total caseloads:
Magisterial District Class of County 

. ifference between the caseload average of this

. ifference between caseload average of this

. If this magisterial district is at the lower end of the caseload range you are proposing to
reestablish (no changes), please summarize your response  p why
you are departing from caseload equity.

Workload Analysis 

. Average total workloads:
Magisterial District 

. ifference between the average 
of this district the 

. If this magisterial district’s average workload is fifteen  percent higher or lower than your
average workload  you are proposing to reestablish this magisterial

district, please explain  why this does not result in an
unwarranted inequity among the judges.

% 

Magisterial District Summary Worksheet 

load Analysis 

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021- 22 

32-1-22 Delaware

Realign 1/1/2024

3,774 5,137 5,525

-1363 22nd 26

-1751 -32

38,564 39,085

-521 -1
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Magisterial District Information 

10. Magisterial District Judge (MDJ) Information:

Magisterial District Judge Name Term Expiration Date Mandatory Retirement Date 

11. Magisterial District Court Information - Physical Location:

12. Is this court within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

13. Is the MDJ’s residence within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

14. Are all portions of the magisterial district contiguous?

15. To the best of your knowledge, are there any planned developments
expansion or gas drilling that will likely cause an

 case filings for this office?

1 . List the current municipalities for this magisterial district (alphabetically).  For a list, click HERE
for Realignment Orders submitted in the past.

1 . Are the proposed municipalities the same as above?
If NO, please list all proposed municipalities (alphabetically).

Additional Comments:

1 .

1 .

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021-2 2 

Vacant

529 Penn Street, Chester, Pennsylvania  19013-6033

No*

 

Yes

No/Not Sure 

Chester Police and PA State Police

Interstate 95

City of Chester Wards 8, 9, 10 and 11 

No

City of Chester Wards 10 and 11; Marcus Hook and Trainer

The court has for many years been at a combined location with District Courts 32-1-20 
and 32-1-21.  It is recommended to keep the court at its current location.
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Magisterial District Court Number: County: 

. Average total caseloads:
Magisterial District Class of County 

. ifference between the caseload average of this

. ifference between caseload average of this

. If this magisterial district is at the lower end of the caseload range you are proposing to
reestablish (no changes), please summarize your response  p why
you are departing from caseload equity.

Workload Analysis 

. Average total workloads:
Magisterial District 

. ifference between the average 
of this district the 

. If this magisterial district’s average workload is fifteen  percent higher or lower than your
average workload  you are proposing to reestablish this magisterial

district, please explain  why this does not result in an
unwarranted inequity among the judges.

% 

Magisterial District Summary Worksheet 

load Analysis 

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021- 22 

32-1-23 Delaware

Realign 1/1/2024

5,680 5,137 5,525

543 9th 26

155 2.8

40,669 39,085

1,584 4.1
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Magisterial District Information 

10. Magisterial District Judge (MDJ) Information:

Magisterial District Judge Name Term Expiration Date Mandatory Retirement Date 

11. Magisterial District Court Information - Physical Location:

12. Is this court within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

13. Is the MDJ’s residence within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

14. Are all portions of the magisterial district contiguous?

15. To the best of your knowledge, are there any planned developments
expansion or gas drilling that will likely cause an

 case filings for this office?

1 . List the current municipalities for this magisterial district (alphabetically).  For a list, click HERE
for Realignment Orders submitted in the past.

1 . Are the proposed municipalities the same as above?
If NO, please list all proposed municipalities (alphabetically).

Additional Comments:

1 .

1 .

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021-2 2 

Lee C. Grimes

100 Clifton Avenue, Collingdale, Pennsylvania  19023-3828 presently.  Recommendation is to move to 150 S. MacDade Blvd. Suite E  
Darby, Pennsylvania 19023-1814 and share a facility with District Court 32-2-37 at its present facility.  

Yes

Yes

Yes

No/Not Sure 

Collingdale Police, Darby Borough Police

Collingdale Borough

No

Collingdale Borough Wards 1, 2, 3, and 7; and Darby Borough Wards 1; 2; and Ward 3, 
(Precinct 2).

It is recommended that the Court move into the facility currently occupied by District Court 
32-2-37, which would be within the new jurisdiction of this Court.  A separate Petition will 
be filed seeking permission to co-locate both District Courts at that location.
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Magisterial District Court Number: County: 

. Average total caseloads:
Magisterial District Class of County 

. ifference between the caseload average of this

. ifference between caseload average of this

. If this magisterial district is at the lower end of the caseload range you are proposing to
reestablish (no changes), please summarize your response  p why
you are departing from caseload equity.

Workload Analysis 

. Average total workloads:
Magisterial District 

. ifference between the average 
of this district the 

. If this magisterial district’s average workload is fifteen  percent higher or lower than your
average workload  you are proposing to reestablish this magisterial

district, please explain  why this does not result in an
unwarranted inequity among the judges.

% 

Magisterial District Summary Worksheet 

load Analysis 

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021- 22 

32-1-24 Delaware

Eliminate 1/1/2024

0  

0

0
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Magisterial District Information 

10. Magisterial District Judge (MDJ) Information:

Magisterial District Judge Name Term Expiration Date Mandatory Retirement Date 

11. Magisterial District Court Information - Physical Location:

12. Is this court within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

13. Is the MDJ’s residence within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

14. Are all portions of the magisterial district contiguous?

15. To the best of your knowledge, are there any planned developments
expansion or gas drilling that will likely cause an

 case filings for this office?

1 . List the current municipalities for this magisterial district (alphabetically).  For a list, click HERE
for Realignment Orders submitted in the past.

1 . Are the proposed municipalities the same as above?
If NO, please list all proposed municipalities (alphabetically).

Additional Comments:

1 .

1 .

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021-2 2 

Robert M. D'Agostino

796 Parkway Boulevard, Broomall, Pennsylvania  19008-4212

 

 

 

No/Not Sure 

Haverford Township Police, Marple Police

Interstate 476

Haverford Township Ward 9, and Marple Wards 1, 3 and 4

No

The proposed elimination of this court will increase the overall workload to bring our 
county closer to the average for class 2A counties.
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Magisterial District Court Number: County: 

. Average total caseloads:
Magisterial District Class of County 

. ifference between the caseload average of this

. ifference between caseload average of this

. If this magisterial district is at the lower end of the caseload range you are proposing to
reestablish (no changes), please summarize your response  p why
you are departing from caseload equity.

Workload Analysis 

. Average total workloads:
Magisterial District 

. ifference between the average 
of this district the 

. If this magisterial district’s average workload is fifteen  percent higher or lower than your
average workload  you are proposing to reestablish this magisterial

district, please explain  why this does not result in an
unwarranted inequity among the judges.

% 

Magisterial District Summary Worksheet 

load Analysis 

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021- 22 

32-1-25 Delaware

Eliminate 1/1/2024

0  

0

0
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Magisterial District Information 

10. Magisterial District Judge (MDJ) Information:

Magisterial District Judge Name Term Expiration Date Mandatory Retirement Date 

11. Magisterial District Court Information - Physical Location:

12. Is this court within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

13. Is the MDJ’s residence within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

14. Are all portions of the magisterial district contiguous?

15. To the best of your knowledge, are there any planned developments
expansion or gas drilling that will likely cause an

 case filings for this office?

1 . List the current municipalities for this magisterial district (alphabetically).  For a list, click HERE
for Realignment Orders submitted in the past.

1 . Are the proposed municipalities the same as above?
If NO, please list all proposed municipalities (alphabetically).

Additional Comments:

1 .

1 .

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021-2 2 

Robert R. Burke

525 West Chester Pike, Suites 103 and 105 Havertown, Pennsylvania  19083-4539

No*

Yes

Yes

No/Not Sure 

Haverford Township Police, Marple Police

Haverford Township Wards 1, 2, and 7

No

The proposed elimination of this court will increase the overall workload to bring our 
county closer to the average for class 2A counties.
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Magisterial District Court Number: County: 

. Average total caseloads:
Magisterial District Class of County 

. ifference between the caseload average of this

. ifference between caseload average of this

. If this magisterial district is at the lower end of the caseload range you are proposing to
reestablish (no changes), please summarize your response  p why
you are departing from caseload equity.

Workload Analysis 

. Average total workloads:
Magisterial District 

. ifference between the average 
of this district the 

. If this magisterial district’s average workload is fifteen  percent higher or lower than your
average workload  you are proposing to reestablish this magisterial

district, please explain  why this does not result in an
unwarranted inequity among the judges.

% 

Magisterial District Summary Worksheet 

load Analysis 

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021- 22 

32-1-27 Delaware

Realign 1/1/2024

5,614 5,137 5,525

477 10th 26

89 1.6

37,682 39,085

-1,403 -4
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Magisterial District Information 

10. Magisterial District Judge (MDJ) Information:

Magisterial District Judge Name Term Expiration Date Mandatory Retirement Date 

11. Magisterial District Court Information - Physical Location:

12. Is this court within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

13. Is the MDJ’s residence within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

14. Are all portions of the magisterial district contiguous?

15. To the best of your knowledge, are there any planned developments
expansion or gas drilling that will likely cause an

 case filings for this office?

1 . List the current municipalities for this magisterial district (alphabetically).  For a list, click HERE
for Realignment Orders submitted in the past.

1 . Are the proposed municipalities the same as above?
If NO, please list all proposed municipalities (alphabetically).

Additional Comments:

1 .

1 .

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021-2 2 

David H. Lang

4655 West Chester Pike, Newtown Square, Pennsylvania  19073-2226

Yes

Yes

Yes

No/Not Sure 

Marple Police and Radnor Police

Interstate 476, Route 3 and Route 30

Marple Wards 2, 5, 6 and 7 and Radnor Wards 4, 5 and 7

No

Marple and Newtown Townships

The court has shared a facility with District Court 32-2-43 for many years.  It is 
recommended to keep both courts at this current location. 
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Magisterial District Court Number: County: 

. Average total caseloads:
Magisterial District Class of County 

. ifference between the caseload average of this

. ifference between caseload average of this

. If this magisterial district is at the lower end of the caseload range you are proposing to
reestablish (no changes), please summarize your response  p why
you are departing from caseload equity.

Workload Analysis 

. Average total workloads:
Magisterial District 

. ifference between the average 
of this district the 

. If this magisterial district’s average workload is fifteen  percent higher or lower than your
average workload  you are proposing to reestablish this magisterial

district, please explain  why this does not result in an
unwarranted inequity among the judges.

% 

Magisterial District Summary Worksheet 

load Analysis 

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021- 22 

32-1-28 Delaware

Realign 1/1/2024

5,158 5,137 5,525

21 14th 26

-367 -7

39,259 39,085

174 0.4
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Magisterial District Information 

10. Magisterial District Judge (MDJ) Information:

Magisterial District Judge Name Term Expiration Date Mandatory Retirement Date 

11. Magisterial District Court Information - Physical Location:

12. Is this court within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

13. Is the MDJ’s residence within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

14. Are all portions of the magisterial district contiguous?

15. To the best of your knowledge, are there any planned developments
expansion or gas drilling that will likely cause an

 case filings for this office?

1 . List the current municipalities for this magisterial district (alphabetically).  For a list, click HERE
for Realignment Orders submitted in the past.

1 . Are the proposed municipalities the same as above?
If NO, please list all proposed municipalities (alphabetically).

Additional Comments:

1 .

1 .

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021-2 2 

Vacant

 349 West Baltimore Avenue Media, Pennsylvania  19063-2609

Yes

 

Yes

No/Not Sure 

Nether Providence PD, Media PD, Swarthmore PD and PA State Police

Nether Providence Wards 2, 3, 4, 6 and 7; Media and Swarthmore Boroughs

No

Nether Providence, Media and Swarthmore Boroughs

The court will also handle all matters from the Wallingford-Swarthmore School District
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Magisterial District Court Number: County: 

. Average total caseloads:
Magisterial District Class of County 

. ifference between the caseload average of this

. ifference between caseload average of this

. If this magisterial district is at the lower end of the caseload range you are proposing to
reestablish (no changes), please summarize your response  p why
you are departing from caseload equity.

Workload Analysis 

. Average total workloads:
Magisterial District 

. ifference between the average 
of this district the 

. If this magisterial district’s average workload is fifteen  percent higher or lower than your
average workload  you are proposing to reestablish this magisterial

district, please explain  why this does not result in an
unwarranted inequity among the judges.

% 

Magisterial District Summary Worksheet 

load Analysis 

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021- 22 

32-1-30 Delaware

Realign 1/1/2024

6,678 5,137 5,525

1541 5th 26

1153 21

41,640 39,085

2,555 6.5
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Magisterial District Information 

10. Magisterial District Judge (MDJ) Information:

Magisterial District Judge Name Term Expiration Date Mandatory Retirement Date 

11. Magisterial District Court Information - Physical Location:

12. Is this court within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

13. Is the MDJ’s residence within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

14. Are all portions of the magisterial district contiguous?

15. To the best of your knowledge, are there any planned developments
expansion or gas drilling that will likely cause an

 case filings for this office?

1 . List the current municipalities for this magisterial district (alphabetically).  For a list, click HERE
for Realignment Orders submitted in the past.

1 . Are the proposed municipalities the same as above?
If NO, please list all proposed municipalities (alphabetically).

Additional Comments:

1 .

1 .

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021-2 2 

George B. Dawson 

Ridley Township Municipal Building 100 MacDade Boulevard, Folsom, Pennsylvania  19033-2594

Yes

Yes

Yes

No/Not Sure 

Eddystone Police, Ridley Police and PA State Police

Interstate 95 and Interstate 476

Nether Providence Wards 1 and 5; Ridley Township Wards 2, 3, 5, 7 and 8. 
 
 

No

Eddystone, Ridley Township Wards 2, 3, 5 and 7; and Rutledge until 12/31/2027. 
 
Eddystone, Ridley Township Wards 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9; and Rutledge after 
12/31/2027 when District Court 32-1-31 is eliminated.

The court will also handle all matters for the Ridley School District and all PA State Police 
matters related to I-95 north of I-476.
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Magisterial District Court Number: County: 

. Average total caseloads:
Magisterial District Class of County 

. ifference between the caseload average of this

. ifference between caseload average of this

. If this magisterial district is at the lower end of the caseload range you are proposing to
reestablish (no changes), please summarize your response  p why
you are departing from caseload equity.

Workload Analysis 

. Average total workloads:
Magisterial District 

. ifference between the average 
of this district the 

. If this magisterial district’s average workload is fifteen  percent higher or lower than your
average workload  you are proposing to reestablish this magisterial

district, please explain  why this does not result in an
unwarranted inequity among the judges.

% 

Magisterial District Summary Worksheet 

load Analysis 

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021- 22 

32-1-31 Delaware

Eliminate 1/1/2028

0

0

0
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Magisterial District Information 

10. Magisterial District Judge (MDJ) Information:

Magisterial District Judge Name Term Expiration Date Mandatory Retirement Date 

11. Magisterial District Court Information - Physical Location:

12. Is this court within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

13. Is the MDJ’s residence within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

14. Are all portions of the magisterial district contiguous?

15. To the best of your knowledge, are there any planned developments
expansion or gas drilling that will likely cause an

 case filings for this office?

1 . List the current municipalities for this magisterial district (alphabetically).  For a list, click HERE
for Realignment Orders submitted in the past.

1 . Are the proposed municipalities the same as above?
If NO, please list all proposed municipalities (alphabetically).

Additional Comments:

1 .

1 .

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021-2 2 

Phillip S. Turner 

1201 Haverford Road, Crum Lynne, Pennsylvania  19022-1106

Yes

Yes

Yes

No/Not Sure 

Eddystone PD, Ridley PD, Rutledge PD and PA State Police

Interstate 95 and Interstate 476

 
 Eddystone Borough, Ridley Township Wards 1, 4, 6 and 9; and Rutledge 
 
 

No

Eddystone Borough, Ridley Township Wards 1, 4, 6, 8 & 9 until 12/31/2027.

None when Court is eliminated after 12/31/2027.

The elimination of this court will enable the workload of the County to increase to a level 
which is closer to that of all Class 2A Counties.
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Magisterial District Court Number: County: 

. Average total caseloads:
Magisterial District Class of County 

. ifference between the caseload average of this

. ifference between caseload average of this

. If this magisterial district is at the lower end of the caseload range you are proposing to
reestablish (no changes), please summarize your response  p why
you are departing from caseload equity.

Workload Analysis 

. Average total workloads:
Magisterial District 

. ifference between the average 
of this district the 

. If this magisterial district’s average workload is fifteen  percent higher or lower than your
average workload  you are proposing to reestablish this magisterial

district, please explain  why this does not result in an
unwarranted inequity among the judges.

% 

Magisterial District Summary Worksheet 

load Analysis 

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021- 22 

32-1-32 Delaware

Realign 1/1/2024

5,467 5,137 5,525

330 12th 26

-58 -1

40,740 39,085

1,655 4.2
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Magisterial District Information 

10. Magisterial District Judge (MDJ) Information:

Magisterial District Judge Name Term Expiration Date Mandatory Retirement Date 

11. Magisterial District Court Information - Physical Location:

12. Is this court within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

13. Is the MDJ’s residence within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

14. Are all portions of the magisterial district contiguous?

15. To the best of your knowledge, are there any planned developments
expansion or gas drilling that will likely cause an

 case filings for this office?

1 . List the current municipalities for this magisterial district (alphabetically).  For a list, click HERE
for Realignment Orders submitted in the past.

1 . Are the proposed municipalities the same as above?
If NO, please list all proposed municipalities (alphabetically).

Additional Comments:

1 .

1 .

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021-2 2 

Michael Culp 

56 Powell Road, Springfield, Pennsylvania  19064-2446

No*

Yes

Yes

No/Not Sure 

Morton PD, Springfield PD and Swarthmore PD

Interstate 476, Route 1 and Baltimore Pike

Morton Borough and Springfield Ward 2 (Precinct 2), and Wards 3, 4 and 7

No

Morton Borough; Springfield Ward 1 (Precincts 1 and 2); Wards 2, 3; 4; 5; and 7 as of 
January 1, 2024.  Also, add Ridley Township Ward 4 after December 31, 2027 when 
District Court 32-1-31 is eliminated.

This court will also handle all matters for the Springfield School District.  The court has 
shared a facility with District Court 32-2-54 for years.  It is recommended to keep the court 
at its current location.  
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Magisterial District Court Number: County: 

. Average total caseloads:
Magisterial District Class of County 

. ifference between the caseload average of this

. ifference between caseload average of this

. If this magisterial district is at the lower end of the caseload range you are proposing to
reestablish (no changes), please summarize your response  p why
you are departing from caseload equity.

Workload Analysis 

. Average total workloads:
Magisterial District 

. ifference between the average 
of this district the 

. If this magisterial district’s average workload is fifteen  percent higher or lower than your
average workload  you are proposing to reestablish this magisterial

district, please explain  why this does not result in an
unwarranted inequity among the judges.

% 

Magisterial District Summary Worksheet 

load Analysis 

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021- 22 

32-1-33 Delaware

Realign 1/1/2024

4,876 5,137 5,525

-261 16th 26

-649 -12

40,675 39,085

1,590 4.1
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Magisterial District Information 

10. Magisterial District Judge (MDJ) Information:

Magisterial District Judge Name Term Expiration Date Mandatory Retirement Date 

11. Magisterial District Court Information - Physical Location:

12. Is this court within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

13. Is the MDJ’s residence within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

14. Are all portions of the magisterial district contiguous?

15. To the best of your knowledge, are there any planned developments
expansion or gas drilling that will likely cause an

 case filings for this office?

1 . List the current municipalities for this magisterial district (alphabetically).  For a list, click HERE
for Realignment Orders submitted in the past.

1 . Are the proposed municipalities the same as above?
If NO, please list all proposed municipalities (alphabetically).

Additional Comments:

1 .

1 .

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021-2 2 

Harry J. Karapalides 

1550 Garrett Road, Upper Darby, Pennsylvania  19082

No*

Yes

Yes

No/Not Sure 

Milbourne Police, SEPTA Police and Upper Darby Police

Milbourne Borough and Upper Darby Ward 5 (Precincts 1, 7 and 10); Ward 6 (Precincts 1, 2, 
3, 4, 5, 10 and 12); and Ward 7 (Precincts 2, 3, 4, 5, 8 and 10). 
 
 

No

Milbourne Borough and Upper Darby Ward 5 (Precincts 1 and 7); Ward 6 (Precincts 1, 2, 
3, 4, 5, 9, 10 and 12); and Ward 7 (Precincts 3, 5, and 11).

The court has shared a facility with District Courts 32-1-34, and 32-2-51 for many years. It 
is recommended to keep the court at its current location.  
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Magisterial District Court Number: County: 

. Average total caseloads:
Magisterial District Class of County 

. ifference between the caseload average of this

. ifference between caseload average of this

. If this magisterial district is at the lower end of the caseload range you are proposing to
reestablish (no changes), please summarize your response  p why
you are departing from caseload equity.

Workload Analysis 

. Average total workloads:
Magisterial District 

. ifference between the average 
of this district the 

. If this magisterial district’s average workload is fifteen  percent higher or lower than your
average workload  you are proposing to reestablish this magisterial

district, please explain  why this does not result in an
unwarranted inequity among the judges.

% 

Magisterial District Summary Worksheet 

load Analysis 

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021- 22 

32-1-34 Delaware

Realign 1/1/2024

7,698 5,137 5,525

2561 2nd 26

2173 39

41,566 39,085

2,481 6.3
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Magisterial District Information 

10. Magisterial District Judge (MDJ) Information:

Magisterial District Judge Name Term Expiration Date Mandatory Retirement Date 

11. Magisterial District Court Information - Physical Location:

12. Is this court within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

13. Is the MDJ’s residence within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

14. Are all portions of the magisterial district contiguous?

15. To the best of your knowledge, are there any planned developments
expansion or gas drilling that will likely cause an

 case filings for this office?

1 . List the current municipalities for this magisterial district (alphabetically).  For a list, click HERE
for Realignment Orders submitted in the past.

1 . Are the proposed municipalities the same as above?
If NO, please list all proposed municipalities (alphabetically).

Additional Comments:

1 .

1 .

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021-2 2 

Robert J. Radano

1550 Garrett Road, Upper Darby, Pennsylvania  19082

No*

Yes

Yes

No/Not Sure 

Upper Darby Police

Upper Darby Ward 1 (Precincts 1, 2, 3 and 8); Ward 3 (Precincts 2, 4 and 6 thru 10); and 
Ward 4 (Precincts 1 and 4) .

No

Upper Darby Ward 3 (Precincts 2, 4 and 6 thru 10); Ward 4 (Precincts 1 thru 4, 8, 9 and 
10); Ward 5 (Precinct 3); and Ward 7 (Precincts 2, 4, 8 and10).

The Court currently handles all matters for the Upper Darby School District.  It is recommended 
that this assignment continue.  The court has shared a facility with District Courts 32-1-33, and 
32-2-51 for many years.  It is recommended to keep the court at its current location.  
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Magisterial District Court Number: County: 

. Average total caseloads:
Magisterial District Class of County 

. ifference between the caseload average of this

. ifference between caseload average of this

. If this magisterial district is at the lower end of the caseload range you are proposing to
reestablish (no changes), please summarize your response  p why
you are departing from caseload equity.

Workload Analysis 

. Average total workloads:
Magisterial District 

. ifference between the average 
of this district the 

. If this magisterial district’s average workload is fifteen  percent higher or lower than your
average workload  you are proposing to reestablish this magisterial

district, please explain  why this does not result in an
unwarranted inequity among the judges.

% 

Magisterial District Summary Worksheet 

load Analysis 

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021- 22 

32-1-35 Delaware

Eliminate 1/1/2024

0  

0

0
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Magisterial District Information 

10. Magisterial District Judge (MDJ) Information:

Magisterial District Judge Name Term Expiration Date Mandatory Retirement Date 

11. Magisterial District Court Information - Physical Location:

12. Is this court within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

13. Is the MDJ’s residence within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

14. Are all portions of the magisterial district contiguous?

15. To the best of your knowledge, are there any planned developments
expansion or gas drilling that will likely cause an

 case filings for this office?

1 . List the current municipalities for this magisterial district (alphabetically).  For a list, click HERE
for Realignment Orders submitted in the past.

1 . Are the proposed municipalities the same as above?
If NO, please list all proposed municipalities (alphabetically).

Additional Comments:

1 .

1 .

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021-2 2 

Vacant

1550 Garrett Road, Upper Darby, Pennsylvania  19082

 

 

 

 

Upper Darby Police

  Upper Darby Ward 1 (Precinct 4, 5, 6  7 and 9); Ward 3 (Precinct 1, 3, 5 and 11); 
  Ward 4 (Precincts 2, 3 and 5 thru 11); Ward 5 (Precincts 3 & 8) 

No

None 

The proposed elimination of this court will increase the overall workload to bring our 
county closer to the average for class 2A counties.
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Magisterial District Court Number: County: 

. Average total caseloads:
Magisterial District Class of County 

. ifference between the caseload average of this

. ifference between caseload average of this

. If this magisterial district is at the lower end of the caseload range you are proposing to
reestablish (no changes), please summarize your response  p why
you are departing from caseload equity.

Workload Analysis 

. Average total workloads:
Magisterial District 

. ifference between the average 
of this district the 

. If this magisterial district’s average workload is fifteen  percent higher or lower than your
average workload  you are proposing to reestablish this magisterial

district, please explain  why this does not result in an
unwarranted inequity among the judges.

% 

Magisterial District Summary Worksheet 

load Analysis 

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021- 22 

32-1-36 Delaware

Realign 1/1/2024

4,462 5,137 5,525

-675  17 26

-1063 -19

39,453 39,085

368 1
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Magisterial District Information 

10. Magisterial District Judge (MDJ) Information:

Magisterial District Judge Name Term Expiration Date Mandatory Retirement Date 

11. Magisterial District Court Information - Physical Location:

12. Is this court within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

13. Is the MDJ’s residence within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

14. Are all portions of the magisterial district contiguous?

15. To the best of your knowledge, are there any planned developments
expansion or gas drilling that will likely cause an

 case filings for this office?

1 . List the current municipalities for this magisterial district (alphabetically).  For a list, click HERE
for Realignment Orders submitted in the past.

1 . Are the proposed municipalities the same as above?
If NO, please list all proposed municipalities (alphabetically).

Additional Comments:

1 .

1 .

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021-2 2 

David Griffin

526 W. Ridge Road, Linwood, Pennsylvania  19061-4219

Yes

Yes

Yes

No/Not Sure 

Lower Chichester PD, Upper Chichester PD and PA State Police

Interstate 95, PA Rte 322 and PA Rte 452

Lower Chichester, Marcus Hook, Trainer, and Upper Chichester Wards 1, 2 and 5

No

Lower Chichester, and Upper Chichester Wards 1, 3, 4 and 5

The Court will also handle all of the Chichester School District cases.  
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Magisterial District Court Number: County: 

. Average total caseloads:
Magisterial District Class of County 

. ifference between the caseload average of this

. ifference between caseload average of this

. If this magisterial district is at the lower end of the caseload range you are proposing to
reestablish (no changes), please summarize your response  p why
you are departing from caseload equity.

Workload Analysis 

. Average total workloads:
Magisterial District 

. ifference between the average 
of this district the 

. If this magisterial district’s average workload is fifteen  percent higher or lower than your
average workload  you are proposing to reestablish this magisterial

district, please explain  why this does not result in an
unwarranted inequity among the judges.

% 

Magisterial District Summary Worksheet 

load Analysis 

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021- 22 

32-2-37 Delaware

Realign 1/1/2024

3,894 5,137 5,525

-1243 20th 26

-1631 -30

40,487 39,085

1,402 3.6
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Magisterial District Information 

10. Magisterial District Judge (MDJ) Information:

Magisterial District Judge Name Term Expiration Date Mandatory Retirement Date 

11. Magisterial District Court Information - Physical Location:

12. Is this court within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

13. Is the MDJ’s residence within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

14. Are all portions of the magisterial district contiguous?

15. To the best of your knowledge, are there any planned developments
expansion or gas drilling that will likely cause an

 case filings for this office?

1 . List the current municipalities for this magisterial district (alphabetically).  For a list, click HERE
for Realignment Orders submitted in the past.

1 . Are the proposed municipalities the same as above?
If NO, please list all proposed municipalities (alphabetically).

Additional Comments:

1 .

1 .

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021-2 2 

Tammi Forbes

150 S. MacDade Blvd. Suite E,  Darby, Pennsylvania 19023-1814 

No*

Yes

Yes

No/Not Sure 

Colwyn PD, Darby Borough PD, and Sharon Hill PD

Colwyn, Darby Borough and Sharon Hill 

No

 Colwyn; Darby Borough Ward 3, (Precinct 1); and Sharon Hill 

The Court will handle all of the School District matters for its own jurisdiction as well as all the school district matters 
for all of Collindale (Southeast Delco SD) and all of Darby Borough (William Penn SD).  The precinct where the court 
is currently located will be reassigned to District Court 32-1-23.  It is recommended to co-locate both courts at the 
current location, 150 MacDade Blvd, Darby, PA.
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Magisterial District Court Number: County: 

. Average total caseloads:
Magisterial District Class of County 

. ifference between the caseload average of this

. ifference between caseload average of this

. If this magisterial district is at the lower end of the caseload range you are proposing to
reestablish (no changes), please summarize your response  p why
you are departing from caseload equity.

Workload Analysis 

. Average total workloads:
Magisterial District 

. ifference between the average 
of this district the 

. If this magisterial district’s average workload is fifteen  percent higher or lower than your
average workload  you are proposing to reestablish this magisterial

district, please explain  why this does not result in an
unwarranted inequity among the judges.

% 

Magisterial District Summary Worksheet 

load Analysis 

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021- 22 

32-2-38 Delaware

Realign 1/1/2024

4,894 5,137 5,525

-243 15th 26

-631 -11

40,428 39,085

1,343 3.4
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Magisterial District Information 

10. Magisterial District Judge (MDJ) Information:

Magisterial District Judge Name Term Expiration Date Mandatory Retirement Date 

11. Magisterial District Court Information - Physical Location:

12. Is this court within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

13. Is the MDJ’s residence within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

14. Are all portions of the magisterial district contiguous?

15. To the best of your knowledge, are there any planned developments
expansion or gas drilling that will likely cause an

 case filings for this office?

1 . List the current municipalities for this magisterial district (alphabetically).  For a list, click HERE
for Realignment Orders submitted in the past.

1 . Are the proposed municipalities the same as above?
If NO, please list all proposed municipalities (alphabetically).

Additional Comments:

1 .

1 .

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021-2 2 

Diane Holefelder

2901 Dutton Mill Road, Suite 120, Aston, Pennsylvania  19014-0185

Yes

Yes

Yes

No/Not Sure 

Aston PD, Upper Chichester PD and PA State Police

Interstate 95, PA Rte 322 and PA Rte 452

Aston Township, and Upper Chichester Wards 3 and 4.

No

 Aston Township, Chester Township and Upper Chichester Ward 2.

The court will handle all matters for the Penn Delco School District, as well as all PA State 
Police cases related to I-95 south of I-476.
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Magisterial District Court Number: County: 

. Average total caseloads:
Magisterial District Class of County 

. ifference between the caseload average of this

. ifference between caseload average of this

. If this magisterial district is at the lower end of the caseload range you are proposing to
reestablish (no changes), please summarize your response  p why
you are departing from caseload equity.

Workload Analysis 

. Average total workloads:
Magisterial District 

. ifference between the average 
of this district the 

. If this magisterial district’s average workload is fifteen  percent higher or lower than your
average workload  you are proposing to reestablish this magisterial

district, please explain  why this does not result in an
unwarranted inequity among the judges.

% 

Magisterial District Summary Worksheet 

load Analysis 

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021- 22 

32-2-39 Delaware

Realign 1/1/2024

5,205 5,137 5,525

68 13 26

-320 -6

36,844 39,085

-2,241 -6



Page 2 of 2 

Magisterial District Information 

10. Magisterial District Judge (MDJ) Information:

Magisterial District Judge Name Term Expiration Date Mandatory Retirement Date 

11. Magisterial District Court Information - Physical Location:

12. Is this court within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

13. Is the MDJ’s residence within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

14. Are all portions of the magisterial district contiguous?

15. To the best of your knowledge, are there any planned developments
expansion or gas drilling that will likely cause an

 case filings for this office?

1 . List the current municipalities for this magisterial district (alphabetically).  For a list, click HERE
for Realignment Orders submitted in the past.

1 . Are the proposed municipalities the same as above?
If NO, please list all proposed municipalities (alphabetically).

Additional Comments:

1 .

1 .

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021-2 2 

Georgia Stone

2 Cambridge Road, Suite 300, Brookhaven, Pennsylvania  19015-1708

Yes

Yes

Yes

No/Not Sure 

Brookhaven PD, Chester Township PD, Parkside PD, and Upland PD

Interstate 95

Brookhaven, Chester Township, Parkside and Upland.

No

Brookhaven, Parkside, Rose Valley and Upland. 
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Magisterial District Court Number: County: 

. Average total caseloads:
Magisterial District Class of County 

. ifference between the caseload average of this

. ifference between caseload average of this

. If this magisterial district is at the lower end of the caseload range you are proposing to
reestablish (no changes), please summarize your response  p why
you are departing from caseload equity.

Workload Analysis 

. Average total workloads:
Magisterial District 

. ifference between the average 
of this district the 

. If this magisterial district’s average workload is fifteen  percent higher or lower than your
average workload  you are proposing to reestablish this magisterial

district, please explain  why this does not result in an
unwarranted inequity among the judges.

% 

Magisterial District Summary Worksheet 

load Analysis 

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021- 22 

32-2-40 Delaware

Realign 1/1/2024

5,752 5,137 5,525

615 7th 26

227 4.1

38,119 39,085

-966 -3
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Magisterial District Information 

10. Magisterial District Judge (MDJ) Information:

Magisterial District Judge Name Term Expiration Date Mandatory Retirement Date 

11. Magisterial District Court Information - Physical Location:

12. Is this court within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

13. Is the MDJ’s residence within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

14. Are all portions of the magisterial district contiguous?

15. To the best of your knowledge, are there any planned developments
expansion or gas drilling that will likely cause an

 case filings for this office?

1 . List the current municipalities for this magisterial district (alphabetically).  For a list, click HERE
for Realignment Orders submitted in the past.

1 . Are the proposed municipalities the same as above?
If NO, please list all proposed municipalities (alphabetically).

Additional Comments:

1 .

1 .

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021-2 2 

Steven A. Sandone

11 Bartram Avenue, Glenolden, Pennsylvania  19036-1802

Yes

Yes

No

No/Not Sure 

Darby Township PD and Folcroft PD

Darby Township and Folcroft 
 

No

Aldan, Darby Township and Folcroft 

The district has a current non-contiguity related to Darby Township being two 
noncontiguous portions.  Allowing this non-contiguity is preferable to splitting another 
municipality to make the district contiguous. 
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Magisterial District Court Number: County: 

. Average total caseloads:
Magisterial District Class of County 

. ifference between the caseload average of this

. ifference between caseload average of this

. If this magisterial district is at the lower end of the caseload range you are proposing to
reestablish (no changes), please summarize your response  p why
you are departing from caseload equity.

Workload Analysis 

. Average total workloads:
Magisterial District 

. ifference between the average 
of this district the 

. If this magisterial district’s average workload is fifteen  percent higher or lower than your
average workload  you are proposing to reestablish this magisterial

district, please explain  why this does not result in an
unwarranted inequity among the judges.

% 

Magisterial District Summary Worksheet 

load Analysis 

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021- 22 

32-2-42 Delaware

Realign 1/1/2024

5,478 6,137 5,525

-659 11th 26

-47 -1

39,824 39,085

739 1.9
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Magisterial District Information 

10. Magisterial District Judge (MDJ) Information:

Magisterial District Judge Name Term Expiration Date Mandatory Retirement Date 

11. Magisterial District Court Information - Physical Location:

12. Is this court within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

13. Is the MDJ’s residence within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

14. Are all portions of the magisterial district contiguous?

15. To the best of your knowledge, are there any planned developments
expansion or gas drilling that will likely cause an

 case filings for this office?

1 . List the current municipalities for this magisterial district (alphabetically).  For a list, click HERE
for Realignment Orders submitted in the past.

1 . Are the proposed municipalities the same as above?
If NO, please list all proposed municipalities (alphabetically).

Additional Comments:

1 .

1 .

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021-2 2 

Michael Burns

36 E. Boon Avenue, Glenolden, Pennsylvania  19036-1802

Yes

Yes

Yes

No/Not Sure 

Glenolden PD, and Norwood PD

Glenolden and Norwood 
 

No

 Collingdale Wards 4, 5 and 6; Glenolden and Norwood
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Magisterial District Court Number: County: 

. Average total caseloads:
Magisterial District Class of County 

. ifference between the caseload average of this

. ifference between caseload average of this

. If this magisterial district is at the lower end of the caseload range you are proposing to
reestablish (no changes), please summarize your response  p why
you are departing from caseload equity.

Workload Analysis 

. Average total workloads:
Magisterial District 

. ifference between the average 
of this district the 

. If this magisterial district’s average workload is fifteen  percent higher or lower than your
average workload  you are proposing to reestablish this magisterial

district, please explain  why this does not result in an
unwarranted inequity among the judges.

% 

Magisterial District Summary Worksheet 

load Analysis 

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021- 22 

32-2-43 Delaware

Realign 1/1/2024

7,462 5,137 5,525

2325 3rd 26

1937 35

39,882 39,085

797 2
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Magisterial District Information 

10. Magisterial District Judge (MDJ) Information:

Magisterial District Judge Name Term Expiration Date Mandatory Retirement Date 

11. Magisterial District Court Information - Physical Location:

12. Is this court within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

13. Is the MDJ’s residence within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

14. Are all portions of the magisterial district contiguous?

15. To the best of your knowledge, are there any planned developments
expansion or gas drilling that will likely cause an

 case filings for this office?

1 . List the current municipalities for this magisterial district (alphabetically).  For a list, click HERE
for Realignment Orders submitted in the past.

1 . Are the proposed municipalities the same as above?
If NO, please list all proposed municipalities (alphabetically).

Additional Comments:

1 .

1 .

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021-2 2 

Leon Hunter, III

4655 West Chester Pike, Newtown Square, Pennsylvania  19073-2226

No*

No*

Yes

No/Not Sure 

Newtown Police and Radnor Police

Interstate 476, Route 3 and Route 30

Newtown Township and Radnor Wards 1, 2, 3 and 6

No

Radnor Township

The incumbent MDJ has indicated in writing that he will not be seeking re-election at the end of his current 
term, when he will be two years from the mandatory retirement age.  The court has shared a facility with 
District Court 32-1-27 for many years.  It is recommended to keep both courts at that same location.
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Magisterial District Court Number: County: 

. Average total caseloads:
Magisterial District Class of County 

. ifference between the caseload average of this

. ifference between caseload average of this

. If this magisterial district is at the lower end of the caseload range you are proposing to
reestablish (no changes), please summarize your response  p why
you are departing from caseload equity.

Workload Analysis 

. Average total workloads:
Magisterial District 

. ifference between the average 
of this district the 

. If this magisterial district’s average workload is fifteen  percent higher or lower than your
average workload  you are proposing to reestablish this magisterial

district, please explain  why this does not result in an
unwarranted inequity among the judges.

% 

Magisterial District Summary Worksheet 

load Analysis 

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021- 22 

32-2-44 Delaware

Reestablish 1/1/2024

4,095 5,137 5,525

-1042 19th 26

-1430 -26

41,572 39,085

2,487 6.4



Page 2 of 2 

Magisterial District Information 

10. Magisterial District Judge (MDJ) Information:

Magisterial District Judge Name Term Expiration Date Mandatory Retirement Date 

11. Magisterial District Court Information - Physical Location:

12. Is this court within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

13. Is the MDJ’s residence within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

14. Are all portions of the magisterial district contiguous?

15. To the best of your knowledge, are there any planned developments
expansion or gas drilling that will likely cause an

 case filings for this office?

1 . List the current municipalities for this magisterial district (alphabetically).  For a list, click HERE
for Realignment Orders submitted in the past.

1 . Are the proposed municipalities the same as above?
If NO, please list all proposed municipalities (alphabetically).

Additional Comments:

1 .

1 .

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021-2 2 

Jack D. Lippart

1028 Lincoln Avenue, Prospect Park, Pennsylvania  19076-1414

Yes

Yes

Yes

No/Not Sure 

Prospect Park PD, Ridley Park PD, Tinicum PD and PA State Police

Interstate 95

Prospect Park, Ridley Park and Tinicum

Yes

 Prospect Park, Ridley Park and Tinicum

The court will also handle all of the cases filed by the Interboro School District.
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Magisterial District Court Number: County: 

. Average total caseloads:
Magisterial District Class of County 

. ifference between the caseload average of this

. ifference between caseload average of this

. If this magisterial district is at the lower end of the caseload range you are proposing to
reestablish (no changes), please summarize your response  p why
you are departing from caseload equity.

Workload Analysis 

. Average total workloads:
Magisterial District 

. ifference between the average 
of this district the 

. If this magisterial district’s average workload is fifteen  percent higher or lower than your
average workload  you are proposing to reestablish this magisterial

district, please explain  why this does not result in an
unwarranted inequity among the judges.

% 

Magisterial District Summary Worksheet 

load Analysis 

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021- 22 

32-2-46 Delaware

Realign 1/1/2024

8,063 5,137 5,525

2926 1st 26

2538 46

36,284 3,905

32,379 -7
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Magisterial District Information 

10. Magisterial District Judge (MDJ) Information:

Magisterial District Judge Name Term Expiration Date Mandatory Retirement Date 

11. Magisterial District Court Information - Physical Location:

12. Is this court within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

13. Is the MDJ’s residence within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

14. Are all portions of the magisterial district contiguous?

15. To the best of your knowledge, are there any planned developments
expansion or gas drilling that will likely cause an

 case filings for this office?

1 . List the current municipalities for this magisterial district (alphabetically).  For a list, click HERE
for Realignment Orders submitted in the past.

1 . Are the proposed municipalities the same as above?
If NO, please list all proposed municipalities (alphabetically).

Additional Comments:

1 .

1 .

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021-2 2 

Andrew Goldberg

939 N. Providence Road, Media, Pennsylvania  19063-1403

Yes

Yes

Yes

No/Not Sure 

According to the Delaware County Planning Commission, employment in the district projected to grow at a 
rate twice as high as the county average over the next decade.  

Upper Providence PD and PA State Police

Route 1 and Baltimore Pike

Rose Valley and Upper Providence

No

Upper Providence

The court will also handle the cases for a new countywide "Special Victims" criminal court, 
as well as all PA State Police cases related to I-476  and all the matters for the 
Rose-Tree-Media School District. 
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Magisterial District Court Number: County: 

. Average total caseloads:
Magisterial District Class of County 

. ifference between the caseload average of this

. ifference between caseload average of this

. If this magisterial district is at the lower end of the caseload range you are proposing to
reestablish (no changes), please summarize your response  p why
you are departing from caseload equity.

Workload Analysis 

. Average total workloads:
Magisterial District 

. ifference between the average 
of this district the 

. If this magisterial district’s average workload is fifteen  percent higher or lower than your
average workload  you are proposing to reestablish this magisterial

district, please explain  why this does not result in an
unwarranted inequity among the judges.

% 

Magisterial District Summary Worksheet 

load Analysis 

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021- 22 

32-2-47 Delaware

Realign 1/1/2024

6,039 5,137 5,525

902 6th 26

514 9.3

42,952 39,085

3,867 9.9
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Magisterial District Information 

10. Magisterial District Judge (MDJ) Information:

Magisterial District Judge Name Term Expiration Date Mandatory Retirement Date 

11. Magisterial District Court Information - Physical Location:

12. Is this court within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

13. Is the MDJ’s residence within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

14. Are all portions of the magisterial district contiguous?

15. To the best of your knowledge, are there any planned developments
expansion or gas drilling that will likely cause an

 case filings for this office?

1 . List the current municipalities for this magisterial district (alphabetically).  For a list, click HERE
for Realignment Orders submitted in the past.

1 . Are the proposed municipalities the same as above?
If NO, please list all proposed municipalities (alphabetically).

Additional Comments:

1 .

1 .

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021-2 2 

W. Keith Williams

60 W. Marshall Road, Lansdowne, Pennsylvania  19050

Yes

Yes

Yes

No/Not Sure 

East Lansdowne PD, Lansdowne PD and Yeadon PD

Baltimore Pike

East Lansdowne, Lansdowne and Yeadon

No

Lansdowne and Yeadon 

The court will also handle all of the cases filed by the William Penn School District from its 
own jurisdiction as well for Aldan Borough.
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Magisterial District Court Number: County: 

. Average total caseloads:
Magisterial District Class of County 

. ifference between the caseload average of this

. ifference between caseload average of this

. If this magisterial district is at the lower end of the caseload range you are proposing to
reestablish (no changes), please summarize your response  p why
you are departing from caseload equity.

Workload Analysis 

. Average total workloads:
Magisterial District 

. ifference between the average 
of this district the 

. If this magisterial district’s average workload is fifteen  percent higher or lower than your
average workload  you are proposing to reestablish this magisterial

district, please explain  why this does not result in an
unwarranted inequity among the judges.

% 

Magisterial District Summary Worksheet 

load Analysis 

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021- 22 

32-2-48 Delaware

Reestablish 1/1/2024

2,830 5,137 5,525

-2307 26th 26

-2695 -49

While the proposed district has a projected current volume which is low, the area is projected to undergo significant 
growth over the next decade.   According to data provided by the Delaware County Panning Department, the 
population of this district will grow at a rate which is much higher than the County average over the next decade.  
Additionally, job growth in the district is expected to be higher than the County average for the next ten years.  There 
are numerous housing and commercials developments planned in the district, which will cause the case volume to 
expand and will likely bring the workload of the district court above the county average by the end of the decade.  

28,070 39,085

-11,015 -28

Per data received from the Delaware County Planning Commission, the district is projected 
to have much higher than expected growth in population and employment over the next 
decade as compared to the average for  the county.  
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Magisterial District Information 

10. Magisterial District Judge (MDJ) Information:

Magisterial District Judge Name Term Expiration Date Mandatory Retirement Date 

11. Magisterial District Court Information - Physical Location:

12. Is this court within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

13. Is the MDJ’s residence within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

14. Are all portions of the magisterial district contiguous?

15. To the best of your knowledge, are there any planned developments
expansion or gas drilling that will likely cause an

 case filings for this office?

1 . List the current municipalities for this magisterial district (alphabetically).  For a list, click HERE
for Realignment Orders submitted in the past.

1 . Are the proposed municipalities the same as above?
If NO, please list all proposed municipalities (alphabetically).

Additional Comments:

1 .

1 .

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021-2 2 

Walter Strohl

27 S. Pennell Road, Lima, Pennsylvania  19037-0093

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

According to the Delaware County Planning Commission, Middletown Township is expected to undergo both 
Population and Job growth at a much higher rate than the rest of Delaware County over the next ten years.

PA State Police,, Nether Providence PD

Route 1 and Route 3

Chester Heights, Edgmont and Middletown 

Yes

 Chester Heights, Edgmont and Middletown.

The court will handle all cases filed by the county wide Drug Task Force.  
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Magisterial District Court Number: County: 

. Average total caseloads:
Magisterial District Class of County 

. ifference between the caseload average of this

. ifference between caseload average of this

. If this magisterial district is at the lower end of the caseload range you are proposing to
reestablish (no changes), please summarize your response  p why
you are departing from caseload equity.

Workload Analysis 

. Average total workloads:
Magisterial District 

. ifference between the average 
of this district the 

. If this magisterial district’s average workload is fifteen  percent higher or lower than your
average workload  you are proposing to reestablish this magisterial

district, please explain  why this does not result in an
unwarranted inequity among the judges.

% 

Magisterial District Summary Worksheet 

load Analysis 

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021- 22 

32-2-49 Delaware

Reestablish 1/1/2024

3,820 5,137 5,525

-1317 21st 26

-1705 -31

While the proposed district has a projected current volume which is low, the area is projected to undergo significant 
growth over the next decade.   According to data provided by the Delaware County Panning Department, the population 
of this district will grow at a rate which is four times higher than the County average over the next decade.  Additionally, 
job growth in the district is expected to be almost three times the County average for the next ten years.  There are 
numerous housing and commercials developments planned in the district, which will cause the case volume to expand 
and will likely bring the workload of the district court above the county average by the end of the decade.  

33,197 39,085

-5,888 -15

While the proposed district has a projected current volume which is low, the area is projected to undergo 
significant growth over the next decade.   According to data provided by the Delaware County Panning 
Department, the population of this district will grow at a rate which is four times higher than the County average 
over the next decade.  Additionally, job growth in the district is expected to be almost three times the County 
average for the next ten years.  There are numerous housing and commercials developments planned in the 
district, which will cause the case volume to expand and will likely bring the workload of the district court above 
the county average by the end of the decade.  
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Magisterial District Information 

10. Magisterial District Judge (MDJ) Information:

Magisterial District Judge Name Term Expiration Date Mandatory Retirement Date 

11. Magisterial District Court Information - Physical Location:

12. Is this court within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

13. Is the MDJ’s residence within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

14. Are all portions of the magisterial district contiguous?

15. To the best of your knowledge, are there any planned developments
expansion or gas drilling that will likely cause an

 case filings for this office?

1 . List the current municipalities for this magisterial district (alphabetically).  For a list, click HERE
for Realignment Orders submitted in the past.

1 . Are the proposed municipalities the same as above?
If NO, please list all proposed municipalities (alphabetically).

Additional Comments:

1 .

1 .

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021-2 2 

Wendy Roberts

485 Baltimore Pike, Glen Mills, Pennsylvania  19342-1161

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

According to the Delaware County Planning Commission, the entire District is expected to undergo both 
Population and Job growth at a much higher rate than the rest of Delaware County over the next ten years.

Bethel PD, and PA State Police

Route 1

Bethel, Chadds Ford, Concord and Thornbury

Yes

Bethel, Chadds Ford, Concord and Thornbury 
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Magisterial District Court Number: County: 

. Average total caseloads:
Magisterial District Class of County 

. ifference between the caseload average of this

. ifference between caseload average of this

. If this magisterial district is at the lower end of the caseload range you are proposing to
reestablish (no changes), please summarize your response  p why
you are departing from caseload equity.

Workload Analysis 

. Average total workloads:
Magisterial District 

. ifference between the average 
of this district the 

. If this magisterial district’s average workload is fifteen  percent higher or lower than your
average workload  you are proposing to reestablish this magisterial

district, please explain  why this does not result in an
unwarranted inequity among the judges.

% 

Magisterial District Summary Worksheet 

load Analysis 

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021- 22 

32-2-51 Delaware

Realign 1/1/2024

3,576 5,137 5,525

-1561 23rd 26

-1949 -35

40,402 39,085

1,317 .7
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Magisterial District Information 

10. Magisterial District Judge (MDJ) Information:

Magisterial District Judge Name Term Expiration Date Mandatory Retirement Date 

11. Magisterial District Court Information - Physical Location:

12. Is this court within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

13. Is the MDJ’s residence within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

14. Are all portions of the magisterial district contiguous?

15. To the best of your knowledge, are there any planned developments
expansion or gas drilling that will likely cause an

 case filings for this office?

1 . List the current municipalities for this magisterial district (alphabetically).  For a list, click HERE
for Realignment Orders submitted in the past.

1 . Are the proposed municipalities the same as above?
If NO, please list all proposed municipalities (alphabetically).

Additional Comments:

1 .

1 .

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021-2 2 

Christopher R. Mattox

1550 Garrett Road, Upper Darby, Pennsylvania  19082

Yes

Yes

Yes

No/Not Sure 

Upper Darby Police, East Lansdowne Police

Upper Darby Ward 5 (Precincts 2, 4, 5, 6 and 9); Ward 6 (Precincts 5, 6,7, 8, 9, and 11); 
and Ward 7 (Precincts 1,  6, 7, 9, and 11)  
 

No

East Lansdowne and Upper Darby Ward 5 (Precincts 2, 4, 5, 6 and 8); Ward 6 (Precincts 
6, 7, 8, and 11); and Ward 7 (Precincts 1,  6, 7, and 9).  

The court has shared a facility with District Courts 32-1-33, and 32-1-34 for many years.  It 
is recommended to keep the courts combined at its current location.  
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Magisterial District Court Number: County: 

. Average total caseloads:
Magisterial District Class of County 

. ifference between the caseload average of this

. ifference between caseload average of this

. If this magisterial district is at the lower end of the caseload range you are proposing to
reestablish (no changes), please summarize your response  p why
you are departing from caseload equity.

Workload Analysis 

. Average total workloads:
Magisterial District 

. ifference between the average 
of this district the 

. If this magisterial district’s average workload is fifteen  percent higher or lower than your
average workload  you are proposing to reestablish this magisterial

district, please explain  why this does not result in an
unwarranted inequity among the judges.

% 

Magisterial District Summary Worksheet 

load Analysis 

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021- 22 

32-2-52 Delaware

Realign 1/1/2024

7,194 5,137 5,525

2057 4 26

1669 30

40,257 39,085

1,172 3



Page 2 of 2 

Magisterial District Information 

10. Magisterial District Judge (MDJ) Information:

Magisterial District Judge Name Term Expiration Date Mandatory Retirement Date 

11. Magisterial District Court Information - Physical Location:

12. Is this court within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

13. Is the MDJ’s residence within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

14. Are all portions of the magisterial district contiguous?

15. To the best of your knowledge, are there any planned developments
expansion or gas drilling that will likely cause an

 case filings for this office?

1 . List the current municipalities for this magisterial district (alphabetically).  For a list, click HERE
for Realignment Orders submitted in the past.

1 . Are the proposed municipalities the same as above?
If NO, please list all proposed municipalities (alphabetically).

Additional Comments:

1 .

1 .

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021-2 2 

Kelly Micozzie-Aguirre

409 Ashland Avenue, Suite 1, Secane, Pennsylvania  19018-2705

Yes

Yes

No

No/Not Sure 

Aldan PD, Clifton Heights PD, and Upper Darby PD

Baltimore Pike

Aldan, Clifton Heights and Upper Darby Ward 2. 
 

No

Clifton Heights and Upper Darby Ward 1 (Precincts 4 and 7); Ward 2; and Ward 5 
(Precinct 9).

The district has a non-contiguity related to a noncontiguous portion of Upper Darby 
Township, one precinct Ward 2, Precinct 1. 
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Magisterial District Court Number: County: 

. Average total caseloads:
Magisterial District Class of County 

. ifference between the caseload average of this

. ifference between caseload average of this

. If this magisterial district is at the lower end of the caseload range you are proposing to
reestablish (no changes), please summarize your response  p why
you are departing from caseload equity.

Workload Analysis 

. Average total workloads:
Magisterial District 

. ifference between the average 
of this district the 

. If this magisterial district’s average workload is fifteen  percent higher or lower than your
average workload  you are proposing to reestablish this magisterial

district, please explain  why this does not result in an
unwarranted inequity among the judges.

% 

Magisterial District Summary Worksheet 

load Analysis 

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021- 22 

32-2-53 Delaware

Realign 1/1/2024

5,717 5,137 5,525

580 8th 26

192 3.5

40,241 39,085

1,156 3.0
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Magisterial District Information 

10. Magisterial District Judge (MDJ) Information:

Magisterial District Judge Name Term Expiration Date Mandatory Retirement Date 

11. Magisterial District Court Information - Physical Location:

12. Is this court within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

13. Is the MDJ’s residence within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

14. Are all portions of the magisterial district contiguous?

15. To the best of your knowledge, are there any planned developments
expansion or gas drilling that will likely cause an

 case filings for this office?

1 . List the current municipalities for this magisterial district (alphabetically).  For a list, click HERE
for Realignment Orders submitted in the past.

1 . Are the proposed municipalities the same as above?
If NO, please list all proposed municipalities (alphabetically).

Additional Comments:

1 .

1 .

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021-2 2 

Elysia Mancini Duerr

525 West Chester Pike, Suites 103 and 105 Havertown, Pennsylvania  19083-4539

Yes

Yes

Yes

No/Not Sure 

Haverford Township Police

Interstate 476, Routes 1, and 3

Haverford Township Wards 3, 4, 5, 6 and 8

No

Haverford Township and Upper Darby Ward 4 (Precincts 5, 6, 7 and 11); and Ward 5 
(Precinct 10).
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Magisterial District Court Number: County: 

. Average total caseloads:
Magisterial District Class of County 

. ifference between the caseload average of this

. ifference between caseload average of this

. If this magisterial district is at the lower end of the caseload range you are proposing to
reestablish (no changes), please summarize your response  p why
you are departing from caseload equity.

Workload Analysis 

. Average total workloads:
Magisterial District 

. ifference between the average 
of this district the 

. If this magisterial district’s average workload is fifteen  percent higher or lower than your
average workload  you are proposing to reestablish this magisterial

district, please explain  why this does not result in an
unwarranted inequity among the judges.

% 

Magisterial District Summary Worksheet 

load Analysis 

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021- 22 

32-2-54 Delaware

Realign 1/1/2024

4,190 5,137 5,525

-947 18th 26

-1335 -24

39,313 39,085

228 .6
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Magisterial District Information 

10. Magisterial District Judge (MDJ) Information:

Magisterial District Judge Name Term Expiration Date Mandatory Retirement Date 

11. Magisterial District Court Information - Physical Location:

12. Is this court within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

13. Is the MDJ’s residence within the boundaries of the magisterial district?

14. Are all portions of the magisterial district contiguous?

15. To the best of your knowledge, are there any planned developments
expansion or gas drilling that will likely cause an

 case filings for this office?

1 . List the current municipalities for this magisterial district (alphabetically).  For a list, click HERE
for Realignment Orders submitted in the past.

1 . Are the proposed municipalities the same as above?
If NO, please list all proposed municipalities (alphabetically).

Additional Comments:

1 .

1 .

Magisterial District Reestablishment Worksheet 2021-2 2 

James Merkins 

56 Powell Road, Springfield, Pennsylvania  19064-2446

Yes

Yes

Yes

No/Not Sure 

Springfield PD

Route 1 and Baltimore Pike

 
Springfield Ward 1, Ward 2 (Precincts 1 and 3) and Wards 5 & 6 

No

Springfield Ward 1 (Precinct 3); and Ward 6; Upper Darby Ward 1 (Precincts 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 
8 and 9); and Ward 3 (Precincts 1, 3, 5 and 11) 
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McDonald, Charles

From:
Sent: Thursday, February 24, 2022 10:41 AM
To: Kelly, Kevin F.
Cc: Montella, Gerald; McDonald, Charles; Christy Beane
Subject: (EXTERNAL) RE: Reestablishment Plan Submission Extension

Judge Kelly: 
 
Your request for an extension is granted. Although you hope to submit the plan by March 4, you are granted an 
extension until March 11, 2022. 
 
Regards, 
Joe Mittleman  
 

From:   
Sent: Wednesday, February 23, 2022 4:46 PM 
To: Joseph Mittleman  

 
Subject: Reestablishment Plan Submission Extension 
 

CAUTION: This is an external email. Please think before you click on an attachment or link! 
 
Mr. Mittleman, 
 
I’m writing to request a modest extension for submission of the thirty-second (32nd) judicial district’s 
magisterial district court reestablishment plan.  The posting period which closed this past Tuesday, February 22, 
2022, has prompted numerous responses all of which are being fully reviewed and carefully considered and 
may likely result in changes to the current proposal.  Although I’ve been meeting this week with Jerry Montella 
and Chuck McDonald to work through this process and finalize the plan for submission, I’m not available the 
balance of this week having past committed to attend the State Trial Judges Conference. 
 
Should an extension be allowed, I anticipate the reestablishment plan will be forwarded no later than next 
Friday, March 4, 2022, if not sooner. 
 
Your consideration in this and the many other concerns of mutual interest is very much appreciated. 
 
Kevin F. Kelly 
President Judge 
Thirty-Second (32nd) Judicial District   

 Caution: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 
recognize the sender and know the content is safe. When in doubt, contact your IT Department  



Accompanying Documents Related to 32nd Judicial District 
Reestablishment Recommendation 

 

 

Delaware County Magisterial District Judge Association input prior to 
creating Draft Recommendation 

 
 

 



1

McDonald, Charles

From: Kelly, Kevin F.
Sent: Monday, November 29, 2021 10:25 AM
To: McDonald, Charles
Cc: Montella, Gerald
Subject: FW: (EXTERNAL) MDJ Association Reestablishment Proposal
Attachments: Reestablishment Proposal MDJ Association Submitted.pdf

Chuck, 
 
As discussed. 
 
Kevin  
 

From: Michael A. Burns, Esq. <legal@burnslaw.org>  
Sent: Monday, November 22, 2021 3:22 PM 
To: Kelly, Kevin F.  

 
Subject: (EXTERNAL) MDJ Association Reestablishment Proposal 
 

President Judge Kelly 
 
On behalf of the MDJ Association, please find the attached proposal for reestablishment of the district 
courts.  Should your Honor require a hard copy, please advise the same so I can meet that accommodation.   
 
It is my hope to discuss this proposal at our scheduled meeting of December 7th or when time should permit.  I 
have copied MDJ Holefelder who will be the incoming President and attending the next monthly meeting.   
 
Thank you for the opportunity to present this plan as the association's members and their constituents will be 
directly affected by the redistricting.  The association's input was a collaborative effort and best reflects what 
we believe to be in the best interest of our respective communities.   
 
I look forward to hearing from your Honor in the near future.   
 
All the best to you and your family during the upcoming Thanksgiving holiday.   
 
 

 
michael a. burns, esq. 
110 w front street 
media pa 19063 
p: 610.566.1606 
f:  610.566.1616 

 Caution: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 
recognize the sender and know the content is safe. When in doubt, contact your IT Department  
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DELAWARE COUNTY  

MAGISTERIAL DISTRICT REESTABLISHMENT  

 

MDJ ASSOCIATION PROPOSAL 

NOVEMBER 22, 2021 
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RULE/CONDSIDERATIONS  
FOR REESTABLISHMENT 

 

Assessment of the workload calculation  

Rule: No district should have a total workload which is 15% higher or lower than the 
workload of any other district  
 
Exception: If a departure of that degree exists, an explanation must be provided that 

describes why this does not result in an unwarranted inequity among the judges in the 

judicial district  

▪ Projected caseload growth in the affected districts 

▪ Projected caseload reduction in the affected districts  

▪ Use of a central court that would redirect caseload and ameliorate the inequity 

▪ Use another mechanism that would redirect caseload and ameliorate the 

inequity 

Additional Factors  

Consideration: Location 

▪ Every magisterial district court facility must be located within the magisterial 

district boundaries 

Consideration: Contiguous Districts 

▪ All portions of the magisterial district must be contiguous 

▪ Voting districts cannot be split  

Consideration: Incumbents  

▪ No district can be eliminated during the term of an incumbent MDJ 

▪ District boundaries cannot be redrawn in such a way that would move an 

incumbent magisterial district judge’s residence into another magisterial district 

Consideration: Special Courts 

▪ Note any special programs in your county that will entail effort by MDJs, such 

as truancy programs or drug, veteran, or mental health diversion programs  

Consideration: Public Access/Safety 

▪ Public access should be considered and weighed along with all others 
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▪ Safety should be considered and weighed along with all others  

Ten (10) Year Period  

▪ Proposed changes do not have to be effective immediately, but can take place 

years in the future if a proposed change is dependent upon a retirement or term 

ending which will occur years hence  

▪ Any planned commercial or infrastructure changes in the county such as 

highway expansion, housing developments, or business closures that will likely 

cause an increase or decrease in the case filings of the magisterial districts 

should be accounted for.  
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DELAWARE COUNTY JUDICIAL DISTRICTS 

➢ 30 District Courts 
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7 
 

 

➢ 16 Buildings 

 

Lansdowne  47 
Darby  37 
Collingdale  23 
Darby Township  40 
Glenolden  42 
Ridley  30 
Ridley  31 
Prospect Park  44 
Springfield  54/32 
Upper Darby   33/34/35/51 
Secane  52 
Haverford  25/53 
Marple  24 
Newtown Square  27/43 
Chester  20/21/22 
Linwood  36 
Concord  49 
Media  28 
Aston  38 
Brookhaven  39 
Upper Providence  46 
Lima  48 
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CONSIDERATION: LOCATION 

➢ Every magisterial district court facility must be located within the magisterial 

district boundaries 
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MUNICIPALITIES WITH MORE THAN ONE (1) MAGISTERIAL DISTRICT 

Municipality  # Court 
Districts 

Districts Judges Buildings 

Upper Darby 
Township 

5 33/34/35
/51/52 

Karapalides/Radano/VACANCY/Mattox/Micozzie- 
Aguirre 

1 

Haverford 
Township 

3 24/25/53 D’Agostino/Burke/Duerr 2 

Chester City 3 20/21/22 Davis/Vann/VACANCY 1 

Marple 
Township 

2 24/27** D’Agostino/Lang 2 

Ridley 
Township 

2 30/31 Dawson/Turner 2 

Springfield 
Township 

2 32/54 Culp/Merkins 1 

Nether 
Providence 
Township 

2 28/30 Dawson/VACANCY 2 

Upper Chi 
Chester 

Township 

2 36/38 Griffin/Holefelder 2 

Radnor 
Township 

2 27/43 Lang/Hunter 1 

 

** Represents Court facility outside of the district boundaries 
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MUNICIPALITIES WITH MORE THAN ONE (1) MAGISTERIAL DISTRICT - 
CASELOAD 

 
 

 

 

56,812

27,622
31,792

34,087

41,008

33,873 33,873 33,873 33,873 33,873

33 34 35 51 52

Upper Darby Courts

Crt Caseload Avg Caseload

16,149 15,338
12,884

33,873 33,873 33,873

24 25 53

Haverford Courts

Crt Caseload Avg Caseload
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26,629

36,645 36,643
33,873 33,873 33,873

20 21 22

Chester Courts

Crt Caseload Avg Caseload

16,149

25,531

33,873 33,873

24 27

Marple Courts

Crt Caseload Avg Caseload
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30,700

31,452

33,873 33,873

30 31

Ridley Courts

Crt Caseload Avg Caseload

20,278

14,504

33,873 33,873

32 54

Springfield Courts

Crt Caseload Avg Caseload
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25,531

33,53833,873 33,873

27 43

Radnor Courts

Crt Caseload Avg Caseload
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CONSIDERATION: CONTIGUOUS DISTRICTS 

➢ All portions of the magisterial district must be contiguous 

➢ Voting districts cannot be split  
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Conclusion: Six (6) Courts are non-contiguous  
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CONSIDERATION: INCUMBENTS  

➢ During the term of an incumbent, a district cannot be eliminated  

➢ MDJ District boundaries cannot be redrawn in such a way that would move an 

incumbent magisterial district judge’s residence into another magisterial district 
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VACANT/MANDATORY RETIREMENT 
DURING TEN (10) YEAR REESTABLISHMENT 

 

   Appointed  
Election 
Year 

 Term 
Expiration 

Date of 
Birth 

Mandatory 
Retirement 
Year 

32-1-22: VACANT          

32-1-24: Robert M. 
D'Agostino 

    
 

 

32-1-25: Robert R. Burke     
 

 

32-1-27: David Hamilton Lang     
 

 

32-1-28: VACANT   
   

32-1-31: Philip S. Turner, Jr.     
 

 

32-1-34: Robert J. Radano     
 

 

32-1-35: VACANT 
    

32-2-43: Leon Hunter, III     
 

 

32-2-44: Jack D. Lippart     
 

 

 

Conclusion: Three (3) Courts currently VACANT & Seven (7) Judges 

MANDATORY RETIREMENT in next ten (10) years 
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CONSIDERATION: SPECIAL COURTS 

➢ Note any special programs in your county that will entail effort by MDJs, such 

as truancy programs or drug, veteran, or mental health diversion programs  

Current Special Courts: 

▪ Drug Court    48 (Strohl) 

▪ Game/Wildlife   54 (Merkins) 

▪ Commodore Barry Bridge  39 (Stone) 

Common Pleas Special Courts with no District Court Special Assignments: 

▪ Veterans Court 

▪ Mental Health Court 

Considerations for Additional Special Courts: 

▪ State Police Highway Reassignment to Designated Court(s) 

▪ Special Victims Court (SVU Matters/Domestic Abuse Matters) 

▪ Truancy Matters Reassigned  

 

Conclusion: Special Courts establishment to coincide with Common Pleas 

matters is recommended which would also allow for redistribution of caseloads  
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CONSIDERATION: PUBLIC ACCESS/SAFETY 

➢ Public access should be considered and weighed with all other considerations  

➢ Safety should be considered and weighed with all other considerations  

 

Conclusion: It is recommended to slightly reduce the number of Court 

facilities to increase the quality, safety, and security features of the facility.  

This must be weighed against the burden to the public for further travel and 

the additional costs to the county for increase in rent and/or improvements.   
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RULE: NO DISTRICT SHOULD HAVE A TOTAL WORKLOAD WHICH 
IS 15% HIGHER OR LOWER THAN THE WORKLOAD OF ANY OTHER 

DISTRICT 
 

➢ Exception: If a departure of that degree exists, an explanation must be 

provided that describes why this does not result in an unwarranted inequity 

among the judges in the judicial district  

▪ Projected caseload growth in the affected districts 

▪ Projected caseload reduction in the affected districts  

▪ Use of a central court that would redirect caseload and ameliorate the 

inequity 

▪ Use another mechanism that would redirect caseload and ameliorate the 

inequity 
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DISTRICT COURT 

32-1-20 

MDJ Wilden H. Davis 

Consideration: Location 

▪ The Court is within the magisterial district boundaries 

Consideration: Contiguous Districts 

▪ The magisterial district is contiguous 

▪ Voting districts are not split  

Consideration: Incumbents  

▪ The MDJ is an incumbent  

Consideration: Special Courts 

▪ The Court has no Special Court assignment  

Consideration: Public Access/Safety 

▪ Public access is positive as the court serves the City of Chester  

▪  

 

  

Rule: Total workload within 15%  

▪ The Court is slightly below the 15% range and could use an additional caseload 

 

Conclusion: The Court is slightly below the average caseload and could benefit 

from the assignment of a special court.  Court 21 is slightly above average and 

could benefit from a reassignment of cases from its venue.  Court 39 is 

significantly above average and needs reassignment of cases from its venue. 

It is recommended that all matters from Court 21 Harrah’s Casino be specially 

assigned to Court 20.  It is further recommended that all matters from Court 39 

Commodore Barry Bridge be assigned to Court 20.    
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DISTRICT COURT 

32-1-21 

MDJ Dawn L. Vann 

Consideration: Location 

▪ The Court is within the magisterial district boundaries 

Consideration: Contiguous Districts 

▪ The magisterial district is contiguous 

▪ Voting districts are not split  

Consideration: Incumbents  

▪ The MDJ is an incumbent  

Consideration: Special Courts 

▪ The Court has no Special Court assignment but has Harrah’s Casino in its 

boundaries and parts of Interstate 95 

Consideration: Public Access/Safety 

▪ Public access is positive as the court serves the City of Chester  

▪  

 

  

Rule: Total workload within 15%  

▪ The Court is slightly above the 15% range and could remain the same or have 

reduced workload 

 

Conclusion: The Court is slightly above the average caseload and could benefit 

from a reassignment of cases from its venue.  It is recommended that all 

matters from the Harrah’s Casino are specially assigned from Court 20 to Court 

21.  It is also recommended that all Pennsylvania State Police (“PSP”) 

Interstate 95 matters are specially assigned from Court 21 to Court 38, as Court 

38 is below the average caseload.   
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DISTRICT COURT 

32-1-22 

VACANT 

Consideration: Location 

▪ The Court is within the magisterial district boundaries 

Consideration: Contiguous Districts 

▪ The magisterial district is contiguous 

▪ Voting districts are not split  

Consideration: Incumbents  

▪ The MDJ has retired and the Court is being covered by a Senior Judge 

Consideration: Special Courts 

▪ The Court has no Special Court assignment  

Consideration: Public Access/Safety 

▪ Public access is positive as the court serves the City of Chester  

▪  

 

  

Rule: Total workload within 15%  

▪ The Court is slightly above the 15% range and could remain the same  

 

Conclusion: The Court is slightly above the average but no change is 

recommended at this time.  It is suggested that truancy matters be considered 

to be reassigned from Court 39 to Court 22 to reduce the number of cases in 

Court 39, which is significantly above the average caseload.   
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DISTRICT COURT  

32-1-23 

MDJ Lee C. Grimes 

Consideration: Location 

▪ The Court is within the magisterial district boundaries 

Consideration: Contiguous Districts 

▪ The magisterial district is contiguous 

▪ Voting districts are not split  

Consideration: Incumbents  

▪ The MDJ is an incumbent  

Consideration: Special Courts 

▪ The Court has no Special Court assignment  

Consideration: Public Access/Safety 

▪ Public access is positive as the court serves the Borough of Colingdale   

▪  

 

  

Rule: Total workload within 15%  

▪ The Court is below the 15% range and needs additional workload 

 

Conclusion: The Court is slightly below the average caseload and could benefit 

from the assignment of another district.  Court 52 is above average and could 

benefit from a reassignment of cases from its venue.  It is recommended that 

Aldan Borough is assigned from Court 52 to Court 23, which will slightly 

increase the caseload.  It is further recommended that Darby Borough Ward 1 

be reassigned to Court 23.  This will create a contigous district with Court 23 

and lessen the caseload for Court 37.  The Court 23 facility should be closed 

and move into the Darby Court location.     
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DISTRICT COURT  

32-1-24 

MDJ Robert M. D’Agostino 

Consideration: Location 

▪ The Court is within the magisterial district boundaries 

Consideration: Contiguous Districts 

▪ The magisterial district is contiguous 

▪ Voting districts are not split  

Consideration: Incumbents  

▪ The MDJ is an incumbent but is must retire by 2025 

Consideration: Special Courts 

▪ The Court has no Special Court assignment  

Consideration: Public Access/Safety 

▪ Public access is nuetral as the court serves the Marple Township but the 

municipality is split between two (2) courts and serves Haverford Township 

but is located in Marple Township 

▪  

 

  

Rule: Total workload within 15%  

▪ The Court is significantly below the 15% range and needs additional workload 

 

Conclusion: The Court is significantly below the average caseload.  Upon 

retirement of the MDJ (mandatory in 2025), it is recommended the Court 

should be closed.  Closing of this Court will save the County resource as rent 

would no longer be needed for this Court which has its own building.   

Upon closing of this Court, Haverford Township Ward 9 should be reassigned 

to Court 53 which is also below average and could benefit from a reassignment 

of cases to its venue.  This assignment would move the only outstanding Ward 

in Haverford Township back to the municipality.   

Upon closing of this Court, Marple Township Ward 1,3,4 should be reassigned 

to Court 54 which is also below average and could benefit from a reassignment 

of cases to its venue.    
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DISTRICT COURT  

32-1-25 

MDJ Robert R. Burke 

Consideration: Location 

▪ The Court is within the magisterial district boundaries 

Consideration: Contiguous Districts 

▪ The magisterial district is contiguous 

▪ Voting districts are not split  

Consideration: Incumbents  

▪ The MDJ is an incumbent but must retire by 2025 

Consideration: Special Courts 

▪ The Court has no Special Court assignment  

Consideration: Public Access/Safety 

▪ Public access is nuetral as the court serves Haverford Township  

▪  

 

  

Rule: Total workload within 15%  

▪ The Court is significantly below the 15% range and needs additional workload 

 

Conclusion: The Court is significantly below the average caseload.  Upon 

retirement of the MDJ (mandatory in 2025), it is recommended the Court 

should be closed.   

Upon closing of this Court, Haverford Township Ward 1,2,7 should be 

reassigned to Court 53 which is also below average and could benefit from a 

reassignment of cases to its venue.   
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DISTRICT COURT  

32-1-27 

MDJ David H. Lang 

Consideration: Location 

▪ The Court is not within the magisterial district boundaries 

Consideration: Contiguous Districts 

▪ The magisterial district is contiguous 

▪ Voting districts are not split  

Consideration: Incumbents  

▪ The MDJ is an incumbent but must retire by 2026 

Consideration: Special Courts 

▪ The Court has no Special Court assignment  

Consideration: Public Access/Safety 

▪ Public access is negative as the court serves Marple Township but is located in 

Newtown Township  

▪  

 

  

Rule: Total workload within 15%  

▪ The Court is below the 15% range and needs additional workload 

 

Conclusion: The Court is below the average caseload.  Court 27 could benefit 

from a Special Court assignment at this time.  

Upon retirement of the MDJ (mandatory 2026), it is recommended Court 27 

should be redistricted.  It is suggested that if Court 53 does not absorb portions 

of the Route 3 corridor into Upper Darby, that Court 53 be combined with 

Radnor Township and the Court relocated to a more central location.  Court 43 

should close, and Newtown Township relocated to Court 27.   
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DISTRICT COURT 

32-1-28 

VACANT 

Consideration: Location 

▪ The Court is within the magisterial district boundaries 

Consideration: Contiguous Districts 

▪ The magisterial district is contiguous 

▪ Voting districts are not split  

Consideration: Incumbents  

▪ The MDJ has won an election to Common Pleas and the Court will be covered 

by a Senior Judge 

Consideration: Special Courts 

▪ The Court has no Special Court assignment  

Consideration: Public Access/Safety 

▪ Public access is nuetral as the court serves the multiple venues but is closely 

located 

▪  

   

  

Rule: Total workload within 15%  

▪ The Court is below the 15% range and needs additional workload 

 

Conclusion: The Court is below the average caseload.  In January of 2022, it is 

recommended the Court should be closed.  Closing of this Court will save the 

County resource as rent would no longer be needed for this Court which has its 

own building.   

Upon closing of this Court, Media and Swarthmore should be reassigned to 

Court 46 which is also below average and could benefit from a reassignment of 

cases to its venue.  Court 46 data suggests that it is in the average range but the 

data omits the removal of drug court in 2018 which significantly lowered the 

criminal matters in the venue.   

Upon closing of this Court, Nether Providence should be reassigned to Court 

30 which has the additional Nether Providence Wards and is also below 

average and could benefit from a reassignment of cases to its venue.    
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DISTRICT COURT 

32-1-30 

MDJ George Dawson 

Consideration: Location 

▪ The Court is within the magisterial district boundaries 

Consideration: Contiguous Districts 

▪ The magisterial district is contiguous 

▪ Voting districts are not split  

Consideration: Incumbents  

▪ The MDJ is newly elected and will be taking office in January 2022 

Consideration: Special Courts 

▪ The Court has no Special Court assignment  

Consideration: Public Access/Safety 

▪ Public access is nuetral as the court serves multiple venues but is closely located 

to Nether Providence 

▪  

 

  

Rule: Total workload within 15%  

▪ The Court is slightly below the 15% range and could benefit from an additional 

workload 

 

Conclusion: The Court is slightly below the average caseload.  Upon closing of 

Court 28, it is recommended that Nether Providence should be reassigned to 

Court 30 which has the additional Nether Providence Wards.  Upon the 

retirement of Court 31, it is recommended that a reallignment of Wards be 

considered.   
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DISTRICT COURT  

32-1-31 

MDJ Philip S. Turner 

Consideration: Location 

▪ The Court is within the magisterial district boundaries 

Consideration: Contiguous Districts 

▪ The magisterial district is not contiguous and requires reallignment 

▪ Voting districts are not split  

Consideration: Incumbents  

▪ The MDJ is an incumbent but must retire by 2030 

Consideration: Special Courts 

▪ The Court has no Special Court assignment  

Consideration: Public Access/Safety 

▪ Public access is nuetral as the court serves the multiple venues but is closely 

located 

▪  

   

  

Rule: Total workload within 15%  

▪ The Court is slightly below the 15% range and could benefit from an additional 

workload 

 

Conclusion: The Court is slightly below the average caseload.  It is 

recommended that Rutledge Borough be relocated to Court 32 and removed 

from Court 31 as it is not contigious. 

Upon retirement of the MDJ, it is recommended Court 31 be realigned.  It is 

further recommended that Court 31 be moved from its building to share a 

building with Court 30.  Closing of this Court building will save the County 

resource as rent.   

Two (2) Wards in Court 30 should be reassigned to Court 31 to allow for even 

caseload and contigous districts but those Wards cannot be determined at this 

time without the home address of MDJ Dawson.   
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DISTRICT COURT 

32-1-32 

MDJ Michael Culp 

Consideration: Location 

▪ The Court is within the magisterial district boundaries 

Consideration: Contiguous Districts 

▪ The magisterial district is not contiguous as a small portion of the Township is 

not attached to the rest of the municipality 

▪ Voting districts are not split  

Consideration: Incumbents  

▪ The MDJ is newly elected and will be taking office in January 2022 

Consideration: Special Courts 

▪ The Court has no Special Court assignment  

Consideration: Public Access/Safety 

▪ Public access is positive as the court serves parts of Springfield Township and 

is located in Springfield Township 

▪  

 

  

Rule: Total workload within 15%  

▪ The Court is significantly below the 15% range and needs additional workload 

 

Conclusion: The Court is significantly below the average caseload and could 

have benefited other Courts by closing prior to the election in 2021.  Court 32 

needs reassignment of cases to its venue.  It is recommended that Rutledge 

Borough be relocated to Court 32 and removed from Court 31 as it is not 

contigious.  It is further recommended that Court 31 PSP traffic and criminal 

cases from I-95 in be specially assigned to Court 32.  Additionally, all PSP 

Interstate 476 matters should be specially assigned to Court 32.   
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DISTRICT COURT 

32-1-33 

MDJ Harry J. Karapalides 

Consideration: Location 

▪ The Court is within the magisterial district boundaries 

Consideration: Contiguous Districts 

▪ The magisterial district is contiguous 

▪ Voting districts are not split  

Consideration: Incumbents  

▪ The MDJ is an incumbent  

Consideration: Special Courts 

▪ The Court has no Special Court assignment  

Consideration: Public Access/Safety 

▪ Public access is negative as the court serves the Upper Darby Township and is 

not centrally located and also lacks any holding cells for prisoners 

▪  

 

  

Rule: Total workload within 15%  

▪ The Court is significantly above the 15% range and needs a reduced workload 

 

Conclusion: The Court is significantly above the average caseload.  It is 

recommended that Ward 5 Precinct 10 and Millbourne Borough be reassigned 

to Court 53 to reduce the caseload of Court 33 and increase the caseload of 

Court 53, which is significantly below the average caseload.   
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DISTRICT COURT 

32-1-34 

MDJ Robert J. Radano 

Consideration: Location 

▪ The Court is within the magisterial district boundaries 

Consideration: Contiguous Districts 

▪ The magisterial district is contiguous 

▪ Voting districts are not split  

Consideration: Incumbents  

▪ The MDJ is an incumbent but must retire by 2027 

Consideration: Special Courts 

▪ The Court has no Special Court assignment  

Consideration: Public Access/Safety 

▪ Public access is negative as the court serves the Upper Darby Township and is 

not centrally located and also lacks any holding cells for prisoners 

▪  

 

  

Rule: Total workload within 15%  

▪ The Court is below the 15% range and needs an additional workload 

Conclusion: The Court is slightly below the average caseload.  Upon the 

closing of Court 35, it is recommended that the remainder of precincts in Ward 

3 and Ward 4 Precincts 2,3,8,9, and 10 (which excludes the precincts being 

assigned to Court 53) should be realligned into Court 34.  This will allow for a 

contigious district and will realign Court 34 with the average caseload.  There 

is also a mandatory retirement of this MDJ in 2027, which could be considered 

for redistricting.   
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DISTRICT COURT 

32-1-35 

VACANT 

Consideration: Location 

▪ The Court is within the magisterial district boundaries 

Consideration: Contiguous Districts 

▪ The magisterial district is contiguous 

▪ Voting districts are not split  

Consideration: Incumbents  

▪ The MDJ will retire at the end of 2021 

Consideration: Special Courts 

▪ The Court has no Special Court assignment  

Consideration: Public Access/Safety 

▪ Public access is negative as the court serves the Upper Darby Township and is 

not centrally located and lacks holding cells for prisoners 

▪  

 

  

Rule: Total workload within 15%  

▪ The Court is significantly above the 15% range and needs a reduced workload 

Conclusion: The Court should be closed and reassigned.  Upon the closing of 

Court 35, it is recommended that Ward 1 Precincts 4,5,6 and 7 be assigned to 

Court 52.  The remainder of precincts in Ward 3 and Ward 4 Precincts 2,3,8,9, 

and 10 should be assigned to Court 34.  Ward 4 Precincts 5,6,7 and 11 should be 

assigned to Court 53, to further increase Court 53 caseload, which is 

signficantly below the average caseload.   
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DISTRICT COURT 

32-1-36 

MDJ David R. Griffin 

Consideration: Location 

▪ The Court is within the magisterial district boundaries 

Consideration: Contiguous Districts 

▪ The magisterial district is contiguous  

▪ Voting districts are not split  

Consideration: Incumbents  

▪ The MDJ is an incumbent  

Consideration: Special Courts 

▪ The Court has no Special Court assignment but has a portion of Interstate 95 

in its venue 

Consideration: Public Access/Safety 

▪ Public access is positive as the court serves is centrally located to its districts 

▪  

 

  

Rule: Total workload within 15%  

▪ The Court is significantly above the 15% range and needs a reduced workload 

 

Conclusion: The Court is significantly above the average caseload and needs 

reassignment of cases from its venue.  It is recommended that all Court 36 PSP 

traffic and criminal cases from I-95 be specially assigned to Court 38.  This will 

add an additional seven hundred twenty-five (725) cases to Court 38, removing 

the same from Court 36.   
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DISTRICT COURT  

32-1-37 

MDJ Tammi L. Forbes 

Consideration: Location 

▪ The Court is within the magisterial district boundaries 

Consideration: Contiguous Districts 

▪ The magisterial district is contiguous  

▪ Voting districts are not split  

Consideration: Incumbents  

▪ The MDJ is an incumbent  

Consideration: Special Courts 

▪ The Court has no Special Court assignment  

Consideration: Public Access/Safety 

▪ Public access is positive as the court serves is centrally located to its districts 

▪  

 

 

  

Rule: Total workload within 15%  

▪ The Court is significantly above the 15% range and needs a reduced workload 

 

Conclusion: The Court is significantly above the average caseload and needs 

reassignment of cases from its venue.  It is recommended that Darby Borough 

Ward 1 be reassigned to Court 23.  This will create a contigous district with 

Court 23, lessen the caseload for Court 37 and allow Court 23 to move into the 

Darby Court location.     
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DISTRICT COURT  

32-2-38 

MDJ Diane L. Holefelder 

Consideration: Location 

▪ The Court is within the magisterial district boundaries 

Consideration: Contiguous Districts 

▪ The magisterial district is contiguous  

▪ Voting districts are not split  

Consideration: Incumbents  

▪ The MDJ is an incumbent  

Consideration: Special Courts 

▪ The Court has no Special Court assignment  

Consideration: Public Access/Safety 

▪ Public access is positive as the court is centrally located 

▪  

  

Rule: Total workload within 15%  

▪ The Court is below the 15% range and requires an additional caseload 

 

Conclusion: The Court is below the average caseload.  It is recommended that 

all Court 36 PSP traffic and criminal cases from I-95 be specially assigned to 

Court 38.  This will add an additional seven hundred twenty-five (725) cases to 

Court 38, removing the same from Court 36.   

It is further recommended that all Court 39 PSP traffic and criminal cases from 

I-95 be specially assigned to Court 38.  This will add an additional two 

hundred fifty (250) cases to Court 38, removing the same from Court 39.   

It is further recommended that all Court 21 traffic and criminal PSP cases from 

I-95 be specially assigned to Court 38.   

Court 38 could also benefit from a specially assigned court.   
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DISTRICT COURT  

32-1-39 

MDJ Georgia L. Stone 

Consideration: Location 

▪ The Court is within the magisterial district boundaries 

Consideration: Contiguous Districts 

▪ The magisterial district is contiguous  

▪ Voting districts are not split  

Consideration: Incumbents  

▪ The MDJ is an incumbent  

Consideration: Special Courts 

▪ The Court is specially assigned the Commodore Barry Bridge and has parts of 

Interstate 95 in its venue 

Consideration: Public Access/Safety 

▪ Public access is positive as the court serves is centrally located to its districts 

▪  or  

 

  

Rule: Total workload within 15%  

▪ The Court is significantly above the 15% range and needs a reduced workload 

 

Conclusion: The Court is significantly above the average caseload and needs 

reassignment of cases from its venue.  It is recommended that all Court 39 PSP 

traffic and criminal cases from I-95 be specially assigned to Court 38.  This will 

add an additional two hundred fifty (250) cases to Court 38, removing the same 

from Court 39.  It further recommended that all cases from the Commodore 

Barry Bridge be assigned to Court 20.  Additionally, it is recommended that 

truancy matters be considered to be reassigned from Court 39 to Court 22.   
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DISTRICT COURT  

32-1-40 

MDJ Steven A. Sandone 

Consideration: Location 

▪ The Court is within the magisterial district boundaries 

Consideration: Contiguous Districts 

▪ The magisterial district is contiguous  

▪ Voting districts are not split  

Consideration: Incumbents  

▪ The MDJ is an incumbent  

Consideration: Special Courts 

▪ The Court has no special Court assignment  

Consideration: Public Access/Safety 

▪ Public access is positive as the court serves is centrally located to its districts 

▪  

 

  

Rule: Total workload within 15%  

▪ The Court is within the 15% range 

 

Conclusion: The Court is slightly below the average but no change is 

recommended at this time.  Court 40 may be able to assist Court 37, which is 

significantly above the average caseload, by having matters specially assigned 

to Court 40.   
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DISTRICT COURT  

32-2-42 

MDJ Michael A. Burns 

Consideration: Location 

▪ The Court is within the magisterial district boundaries 

Consideration: Contiguous Districts 

▪ The magisterial district is contiguous  

▪ Voting districts are not split  

Consideration: Incumbents  

▪ The MDJ is an incumbent  

Consideration: Special Courts 

▪ The Court has no special Court assignment  

Consideration: Public Access/Safety 

▪ Public access is positive as the court is centrally located to its districts 

▪  

 

   

 

Rule: Total workload within 15%  

▪ The Court is slightly below the 15% range and could benefit from an additional 

caseload 

 

Conclusion: The Court is slightly below the average and could benefit from a 

special court assignment.  Court 44 also has a large volume caseload and 

reassigning International airport matters and/or truancy matters to Court 42 

may resolve this issue.   
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DISTRICT COURT  

32-2-43 

MDJ Leon Hunter, III 

Consideration: Location 

▪ The Court is within the magisterial district boundaries 

Consideration: Contiguous Districts 

▪ The magisterial district is contiguous  

▪ Voting districts are not split  

Consideration: Incumbents  

▪ The MDJ is an incumbent  

Consideration: Special Courts 

▪ The Court has no special Court assignment  

Consideration: Public Access/Safety 

▪ Public access is neutral as the court is within Newtown Township but outside 

of Radnor Township 

▪  

 

 

Rule: Total workload within 15%  

▪ The Court is within the 15% range 

 

Conclusion: The Court is within the average caseload and no change is 

recommended at this time.  There is also a mandatory retirement of this MDJ 

in 2025, which could be considered for redistricting.  It is suggested that if 

Court 53 does not absorb portions of the Route 3 corridor into Upper Darby, 

that Court 53 be combined with Radnor Township and the Court relocated to a 

more central location. 
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DISTRICT COURT  

32-2-46 

MDJ Andrew Goldberg 

Consideration: Location 

▪ The Court is within the magisterial district boundaries 

Consideration: Contiguous Districts 

▪ The magisterial district is contiguous  

▪ Voting districts are not split  

Consideration: Incumbents  

▪ The MDJ is an incumbent  

Consideration: Special Courts 

▪ The Court has no Special Court assignment but is assigned a number of 

conflict matters 

Consideration: Public Access/Safety 

▪ Public access is neutral as the court is close in proximity to its municipalities 

▪  

 

  

Rule: Total workload within 15%  

▪ The Court is slightly below the 15% range but that data is skewed 

 

Conclusion: The Court is below the average caseload and could benefit from a 

reassignment of cases to its venue.  Court 46 data suggests that it is in the 

average range but the data omits the removal of drug court in 2018 which 

significantly lowered the criminal matters in the venue.  It is recommended 

that upon closing Court 28, Media and Swarthmore be reassigned to Court 46.   
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DISTRICT COURT  

32-2-47 

MDJ W. Keith Williams 

Consideration: Location 

▪ The Court is within the magisterial district boundaries 

Consideration: Contiguous Districts 

▪ The magisterial district is contiguous  

▪ Voting districts are not split  

Consideration: Incumbents  

▪ The MDJ is an incumbent  

Consideration: Special Courts 

▪ The Court has no Special Court assignment  

Consideration: Public Access/Safety 

▪ Public access is positive as the court is centrally located 

▪  

  

Rule: Total workload within 15%  

▪ The Court is significantly above the 15% range and needs a reduced workload 

 

Conclusion: The Court is significantly above the average caseload and needs 

reassignment of cases from its venue.  East Lansdowne Borough should be 

removed from Court 47 and relocated to Court 51, to create a contigious district 

and reduce the number of cases in Court 47.  
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DISTRICT COURT  

32-2-48 

MDJ Walter A. Strohl 

Consideration: Location 

▪ The Court is within the magisterial district boundaries 

Consideration: Contiguous Districts 

▪ The magisterial district is contiguous  

▪ Voting districts are not split  

Consideration: Incumbents  

▪ The MDJ is an incumbent  

Consideration: Special Courts 

▪ The Court is specially assigned drug cases  

Consideration: Public Access/Safety 

▪ Public access is negative as the court serves a larger geographic area and has no 

parking.  The public must walk across a busy road to access the court.   

▪  

  

  

Rule: Total workload within 15%  

▪ The Court is significantly below the 15% range and needs an increased 

workload 

 

Conclusion: The Court is significantly below the average caseload and needs 

reassignment of cases to its venue.  However, Court 48 statistics are greatly 

skewed as multiple factors have affected this district.  Court 48 was assigned 

drug court in 2018 so the increase in cases is not reflected in the data.  Court 48 

also saw the closing of the Granite Run Mall which created a high volume of 

retail theft matters.  There has been a revitalization of that land and new 

facilties have been established.  Additionally, Court 48 has an increase in 

development with the creation of new housing, a train station and the 

construction of an Amazon warehouse.  One (1) of the municipalties in Court 

48 will be establishing a police department which will increase the caseload.  

Therefore, no change is recommended at this time.    
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DISTRICT COURT  

32-2-49 

MDJ Wendy B. Roberts 

Consideration: Location 

▪ The Court is within the magisterial district boundaries 

Consideration: Contiguous Districts 

▪ The magisterial district is contiguous  

▪ Voting districts are not split  

Consideration: Incumbents  

▪ The MDJ is an incumbent  

Consideration: Special Courts 

▪ The Court has no Special Court assignment  

Consideration: Public Access/Safety 

▪ Public access is neutral as the court serves a large geographic area 

▪   

 

Rule: Total workload within 15%  

▪ The Court is slightly below the 15% range and could benefit from an increased 

caseload 

 

Conclusion: The Court is slightly below the average caseload.  However, there 

is real estate development in the area of Court 49, which will likely affect the 

caseload in the next ten (10) years.  Court 49 could benefit from a special 

assignment during this development period.   
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DISTRICT COURT  

32-2-51 

MDJ Christopher R. Mattox 

Consideration: Location 

▪ The Court is within the magisterial district boundaries 

Consideration: Contiguous Districts 

▪ The magisterial district is not contiguous Ward 5 Precinct 8 is located in Court 

35 and has East Lansdowne Borough in the middle of its venue, which is 

currently part of Court 47 

▪ Voting districts are not split  

Consideration: Incumbents  

▪ The MDJ is an incumbent  

Consideration: Special Courts 

▪ The Court has no Special Court assignment  

Consideration: Public Access/Safety 

▪ Public access is negative as the court serves the Upper Darby Township and is 

not centrally located 

▪   

 

  

Rule: Total workload within 15%  

▪ The Court is within the 15% range 

 

Conclusion: The Court is within the average caseload.  It is recommended that 

Ward 5 Precinct 8 should be removed from Court 35 and reassigned to Court 51 

to create a contigous district.  It is futher recommended that East Lansdowne 

Borough be removed from Court 47 and reassigned to Court 51 to create a 

contigous district.  

Court 47 is also significantly above average and needs reassignment of cases 

from its venue.   
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DISTRICT COURT  

32-2-52 

MDJ Kelly A. Micozzie-Aguire 

Consideration: Location 

▪ The Court is within the magisterial district boundaries 

Consideration: Contiguous Districts 

▪ The magisterial district is contiguous  

▪ Voting districts are not split  

Consideration: Incumbents  

▪ The MDJ is an incumbent  

Consideration: Special Courts 

▪ The Court has no Special Court assignment  

Consideration: Public Access/Safety 

▪ Public access is neutral as the court serves a portion of Upper Darby Township 

as well as Clifton Heights and Aldan 

▪  

 

  

Rule: Total workload within 15%  

▪ The Court is significantly above the 15% range and needs a reduced workload 

 

Conclusion: The Court is significantly above the average caseload and needs 

reassignment of cases from its venue.  It is recommended that Aldan Borough 

be removed from Court 52 and relocated to Court 23.  It is futher 

recommended that Upper Darby Ward 1 Precincts 4,5,6, and 7 be reassigned 

from Court 35, which is currently vacant, to Court 52, to increase a portion of 

the caseload from the removal of Aldan Borough.   
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DISTRICT COURT 

32-2-53 

MDJ Elysia Mancini-Duerr 

Consideration: Location 

▪ The Court is within the magisterial district boundaries 

Consideration: Contiguous Districts 

▪ The magisterial district is contiguous  

▪ Voting districts are not split  

Consideration: Incumbents  

▪ The MDJ is newly elected and will be taking office in January 2022 

Consideration: Special Courts 

▪ The Court has no Special Court assignment  

Consideration: Public Access/Safety 

▪ Public access is nuetral as the court serves Haverford Township  

▪  

 

Rule: Total workload within 15%  

▪ The Court is significantly below the 15% range and needs an increased 

workload 

Conclusion: The Court is significantly below the average caseload and needs 

reassignment of cases to its venue.  It is recommended that upon the 

retirement of Court 24, Ward 9 be assigned to Court 53 to unify the 

municipality.  It is futher recommended that upon the retirement of Court 25 

Wards 1, 2 and 7 be assigned to Court 53 to create one (1) Haverford Township 

Court.  These additions however, will still leave Court 53 at least 5,600 cases 

short of the average caseload.   

Therefore, it is recommended that Ward 4 Precincts 5,6,7 and 11 from the 

vacant Court 35 are added to Court 53.  Further, Ward 5 Precinct 10 and 

Millbourne Borough from Court 33, which is significantly higher than the 

average caseload, are also added to Court 53.  These additional areas are north 

of Route 3 (West Chester Pike) and in a straight line from the existing Court 53 

court location.  The line is also inclusive of the 69th Street Terminal and 

provides for easy access to the Court for the added areas.  The addition of 

these areas should bring Court 53 in line with the average caseload or slightly 

above.   
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DISTRICT COURT 

32-2-54 

MDJ James J. Merkins 

Consideration: Location 

▪ The Court is within the magisterial district boundaries 

Consideration: Contiguous Districts 

▪ The magisterial district is contiguous  

▪ Voting districts are not split  

Consideration: Incumbents  

▪ The MDJ is newly elected and will be taking office in January 2022 

Consideration: Special Courts 

▪ The Court is assigned all Game and Wildlife matters and routinely receives 

conflict cases  

Consideration: Public Access/Safety 

▪ Public access is positive as the court serves parts of Springfield Township and 

is located in Springfield Township 

▪  

 

  

Rule: Total workload within 15%  

▪ The Court is significantly below the 15% range and needs an increased 

workload 

 

Conclusion: The Court is significantly below the average caseload and needs 

reassignment of cases to its venue.  It is recommended that upon the closing of 

Court 24, Marple Township Ward 1,3 and 4 be reassigned to Court 54.    

It is further recommended that all PSP traffic and criminal cases from I-95 in 

Court 44 be specially assigned to Court 54.  This will add an additional two 

thousand (2,000) cases to Court 54, removing the same from Court 44, which is 

significantly over the average caseload.   
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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

➢ Four (4) Courts shall be eliminated reducing the total number of Courts from 

thirty (30) to twenty-six (26) 

➢ Four (4) Court locations shall be eliminated reducing the total number of Court 

buildings to twelve (12) 

➢ Special assignment of Interstate 476, Interstate 95, the International airport, 

Harrah’s Casino and the Commodore Barry Bridge matters, which are handled 

by the Pennsylvania State Police, will allow for an equitable caseload amongst 

Courts, while not impacting the voting precincts, its residents, or the municipal 

police departments.   

➢ Special assignment of drug court, and future special victims, domestic violence, 

and/or mental health and veterans matters can assist Courts with slightly below 

average caseloads 

➢ The realignment of Haverford Township better serves the municipality and its 

residents 

➢ The redistribution of Upper Darby Court 35 better serves the surrounding 

Upper Darby District Courts in handling a more balanced caseload 

 

 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED  

ON BEHALF OF THE MAGISTERIAL DISTRICT JUDGE’S ASSOCIATION 

FOR THE 32nd JUDICIAL DISTRICT 

 

/s/Michael A. Burns 
Michael A. Burns, Esquire 
President, MDJ Association 
 

Date: November 22, 2021 



Accompanying Documents Related to 32nd Judicial District 
Reestablishment Recommendation 

 

Public Comment Received from Magisterial District Judges related to 
Posted Draft Recommendation 
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McDonald, Charles

From: Diane Holefelder 
Sent: Friday, February 11, 2022 11:47 AM
To: Kelly, Kevin F.
Cc: McDonald, Charles
Subject: (EXTERNAL) DCMDJ Assoc.

Caution: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless 
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. When in doubt, contact your IT Department 
 
Dear Judge Kelly, 
 
I am sending this email to you as a follow-up from our meeting this past Tuesday wherein there was brief 
discussion in reference to the proposed re-districting of MDJ courts plan. 
 
When we met on Tuesday, I relayed to you that the Delaware County Magisterial District Judges Association 
would be taking a vote at our regularly scheduled monthly meeting on Thursday evening in reference to the 
pending proposal for re-established districts. 
 
Last night, the attending Magisterial District Judges did vote in majority to submit to your honor comments and 
a revision of the associations’ original plan submission. The overwhelming basis for the successful vote was 
due to the fact that the association’s original plan was submitted to your honor in the absence of supplied 
quantitative and qualitative data as well as a lack of collaboration with District Court Administration. 
 
The association welcomes further information and discussion with you in an effort to collaborate and create a 
successful plan that will be an example of an inclusive plan for all of the stakeholders in Delaware County 
specifically the citizens that deserve easier access to their local community court. 
 
 
 
Thank you. 
Diane Holefelder, President 
DCMDC Association 
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McDonald, Charles

From: Kelly, Kevin F.
Sent: Friday, February 11, 2022 4:29 PM
To: Diane Holefelder
Cc: Montella, Gerald; McDonald, Charles; Burns, Michael
Subject: RE: (EXTERNAL) DCMDJ Assoc.
Attachments: FW: Data; FW: (EXTERNAL) Updated County Class Summary Case Filings

Magisterial District Judge Holefelder, 
 
For the below update, thank you.  While I truly appreciated this subject matter is of obvious and significant 
concern to the local judges and the association generally, I'm not going to idly sit by and allow blatant 
mischaracterizations of the process through which this court crafted its current reestablishment proposal to go 
unaddressed. 
 
Your suggestion that the MDJ's and/or the local association were not part of this court's considerations in 
drafting the present reestablishment plan is simply specious.  Letters about the mandated need to proceed with a 
reestablishment plan were sent to every active magisterial district judge.  These same correspondences included 
a general description of the procedure this court would follow to assure the local judges had a deserved voice in 
this process.  Wholly in accord with that which this letter detailed, an in-person meeting about reestablishment 
was held and every magisterial district judge was invited.  Stemming from the same, I readily agreed to the 
association submitting its suggested plan and at such time as was convenient for its president, along with any 
individual MDJ also being welcomed to forward his or her concerns.  I relatedly met with, was readily available 
to, and did speak with MDJ Burns, the then association president, as he believed helpful about reestablishment.  
This level of MDJ and its association's involvement in my deliberative processes is well above and beyond that 
directed by the Pennsylvania Supreme Court.    
 
Your suggestion that this court was unmindful of " ... all of the stakeholders in Delaware County ... " in 
fashioning its present reestablishment plan is likewise equally specious.  A public solicitation for comments 
about reestablishment has been long posted and resulted in individual,  group and municipal submissions, all 
which were considered in formulating the pending proposal.  An in-person meeting was held with Delaware 
County Council, the county solicitor, the District Attorney's Office, the Office of the Public Defender, the 
president of the county's police chiefs' association and the local FOP.  The thoughts then conveyed by all these 
county stakeholders, as well as those they subsequently relayed, were all considered. 
 
Regarding your claim that the association's previously submitted plan was the result of "... the absence of 
supplied quantitative and qualitative data as well as a lack of collaboration with [Magisterial] District Court 
Administration.," all such information requested by MDJ Burns was timely forwarded and was promptly 
updated on the administration's office receipt from AOPC of more current data.  While the attached emails 
patently evidence this timely providing of sought after information, the same obviously cannot reflect the 
various telephone calls to the administration office for additional information and/or clarifications by MDJ 
Burns, all of which were as well promptly provided.  
 
The proposal the association forwarded, as well as every letter and/or email I received from any MDJ was read, 
considered and part of this court's deliberative thoughts in finalizing its present recommended reestablishment.  
In certain material respects, this court's current plan is wholly consistent with that the association submitted, 
most notably an aggregate number of twenty-six (26) local judges with a wholesale agreement on the four (4) 
districts to be eliminated.      
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As for you having advised me at our meeting of this Tuesday (February 8, 2022) your intention to have the 
association "vote" on the present proposal at its upcoming meeting, my apologies as I must have been 
inadvertently inattentive and missed the same.  To the contrary, it's my recollection you related that I could 
expect to receive additional letters and/or email expressing individual concerns.  
 
I will as we discussed this past Tuesday (February 8, 2022) review and consider all comments and/or proposals 
submitted, whether by individual MDJ's and/or collectively via the association, as part of my deliberative 
processes in finalizing the reestablishment plan for submission to the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania, along 
with all those other salient circumstances the Pennsylvania Supreme Court has instructed. 
 
Kevin F. Kelly 
President Judge 
Thirty-Second (32nd) Judicial District    
 
  
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Diane Holefelder   
Sent: Friday, February 11, 2022 11:47 AM 
To: Kelly, Kevin F.  

 
Subject: (EXTERNAL) DCMDJ Assoc. 
 
Caution: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless 
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. When in doubt, contact your IT Department 
 
Dear Judge Kelly, 
 
I am sending this email to you as a follow-up from our meeting this past Tuesday wherein there was brief 
discussion in reference to the proposed re-districting of MDJ courts plan. 
 
When we met on Tuesday, I relayed to you that the Delaware County Magisterial District Judges Association 
would be taking a vote at our regularly scheduled monthly meeting on Thursday evening in reference to the 
pending proposal for re-established districts. 
 
Last night, the attending Magisterial District Judges did vote in majority to submit to your honor comments and 
a revision of the associations’ original plan submission. The overwhelming basis for the successful vote was 
due to the fact that the association’s original plan was submitted to your honor in the absence of supplied 
quantitative and qualitative data as well as a lack of collaboration with District Court Administration. 
 
The association welcomes further information and discussion with you in an effort to collaborate and create a 
successful plan that will be an example of an inclusive plan for all of the stakeholders in Delaware County 
specifically the citizens that deserve easier access to their local community court. 
 
 
 
Thank you. 
Diane Holefelder, President 
DCMDC Association 
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McDonald, Charles

From: McDonald, Charles
Sent: Friday, February 11, 2022 12:23 PM
To: Kelly, Kevin F.
Subject: FW: (EXTERNAL) Updated County Class Summary Case Filings
Attachments: Summary Filings Updated Class 2A 3 7 8_091321.xlsx

 
 
Charles E. McDonald, Esquire 
Administrator for Magisterial District Courts 
Delaware County, PA 

 
 

 
Sent: Monday, September 13, 2021 6:14 PM 
To: Burns, Michael 
Subject: Fwd: (EXTERNAL) Updated County Class Summary Case Filings 
 
Please see the attached and below, update it County stats from the AOPC 
 
Best regards,  
Charles E. McDonald, Esquire 
Magisterial District Court Administrator 
Delaware County  
610-565-6990 

 
From: Amy Kehner <Amy.Kehner@pacourts.us> 
Sent: Monday, September 13, 2021 4:31:48 PM 
To: District Court Administrators List Query - 365 <DistrictCourtAdministratorsListQuery@UJSPA.onmicrosoft.com>; 
Deputy District Court Administrators List Query - 365 
<DeputyDistrictCourtAdministratorsListQuery@UJSPA.onmicrosoft.com>; Minor Court Administrators List Query - 365 
<MinorCourtAdministratorsQuery@UJSPA.onmicrosoft.com> 
Cc: Reestablishment <reestablishment@pacourts.us>; Common Pleas President Judges Query - 365 
<CommonPleasPresidentJudgesQuery@UJSPA.onmicrosoft.com> 
Subject: (EXTERNAL) Updated County Class Summary Case Filings  
  

Good Afternoon:   
  
Attached is a table with revised case filing averages by county class.  These revisions only affect Classes 2A, 3, 7 and 8 as 
follows: 

         Chester and Lancaster Counties changed class from 3 to 2A.  This change is based on population.  
         Chester County has a pending district court closure that is effective in January 2022. This closure changes the 

Annual Average Filings per Court (case filings are divided by 16 instead of 17) for the judicial district and Class 2A 
counties.  

         Sullivan County was incorrectly categorized as a Class 7 county and was moved to the correct category, Class 8. 

 Caution: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 
recognize the sender and know the content is safe. When in doubt, contact your IT Department  
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         Affected county and class averages were recalculated and updated. 
  
A copy of this worksheet will be added to each judicial district worksheet in SharePoint over the next few days. The 
worksheet will have a yellow tab (Summary_Filings_2A 3 7 8 update) and will be located in front of the tab titled 
Summary Workload. The original Summary_Filings tab can be accessed by clicking on the right arrow button to the left 
of the workbook tabs.  It is the last tab in the workbook and is renamed Summary_Filings original.   

 

Please send any questions to reestablishment@pacourts.us. 

Thank you!  
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McDonald, Charles

From: McDonald, Charles
Sent: Friday, February 11, 2022 12:24 PM
To: Kelly, Kevin F.
Subject: FW: Data
Attachments: Delaware County Data - Reestablishment 2021-2022.xlsx

 
 
Charles E. McDonald, Esquire 
Administrator for Magisterial District Courts 
Delaware County, PA 
610-565-6990 
 

From: McDonald, Charles 
Sent: Wednesday, September 8, 2021 12:10 PM 
To: Burns, Michael 
Subject: Data 
 
Per our conversation, please see the attached.     
 
Best regards, 
Charles E. McDonald, Esquire 
Administrator 
Delaware County Administrative Office for Magisterial District Judges 
610-565-6990 
 
 



From: Holefelder, Diane
To: Kelly, Kevin F.
Cc: McDonald, Charles
Subject: Comment of Reapportionment
Date: Tuesday, February 15, 2022 9:06:48 AM

Dear President Judge Kelly,

Court 32-2-38 is amenable to the proposed redistricting and stands ready for any other special
assignment by His Honor.

Two questions for clarification purposes.

1. Does this new proposed area include the portion of the Commodore Barry Bridge that is
currently assigned to court 32-2-39 

2. Does this new proposed area include the portion of I-95 that is currently assigned to
court 32-1-36

I appreciate Your Honors' time and consideration.

Respectfully,

Diane M. Holefelder, MDJ

mailto:HolefelderD@co.delaware.pa.us
mailto:KellyKF@co.delaware.pa.us
mailto:McDonaldC@co.delaware.pa.us
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McDonald, Charles

From: Kelly, Kevin F.
Sent: Tuesday, February 15, 2022 1:17 PM
To: Holefelder, Diane
Cc: McDonald, Charles
Subject: RE: Comment of Reapportionment 

Magisterial District Judge Holefelder, 
 
For the update, thank you.  Regarding your below questions, please be advised that your local court under the 
presently proposed plan would assume cases arising from the Commodore Barry Bridge as the same terminates 
in Chester Twp.  Your currently suggested district would also take approximately 70% of that section of I-95 
presently with local court No. 36, as well as a very modest section of that interstate (I-95) crossing through 
Chester Twp. 
 
Kevin F. Kelly 
President Judge 
Thirty-Second (32nd) Judicial District 
 
 
 

From: Holefelder, Diane  
Sent: Tuesday, February 15, 2022 9:07 AM 
To: Kelly, Kevin F. <KellyKF@co.delaware.pa.us> 
Cc: McDonald, Charles <McDonaldC@co.delaware.pa.us> 
Subject: Comment of Reapportionment  
 
Dear President Judge Kelly, 
 
Court 32-2-38 is amenable to the proposed redistricting and stands ready for any other special assignment by 
His Honor. 
 
Two questions for clarification purposes. 
 

1. Does this new proposed area include the portion of the Commodore Barry Bridge that is currently 
assigned to court 32-2-39  

 

2. Does this new proposed area include the portion of I-95 that is currently assigned to court 32-1-36 

 
I appreciate Your Honors' time and consideration. 
 
Respectfully, 
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McDonald, Charles

From: Forbes, Tammi
Sent: Tuesday, February 22, 2022 3:51 PM
To: Kelly, Kevin F.; McDonald, Charles
Cc: Holefelder, Diane
Subject: Re-establishment 

Good evening Judge Kelly, 
 
I write to you with additional information that I would like to add. The 
current plan keeps precinct 3-2 with court 32-2-37. I would like to offer that 
precinct 3-1 in Darby of court 32-2-37 is directly aligned with Sharon Hill, 
Darby, and Colwyn.  Precinct 3-1 is on the same side of Main Street as 
Colwyn.  It is preferred that precinct 3-1 remain with court 32-2-37.  It 
would make sense to law enforcement that one side of Main Street is one 
court and the other side another.   
I also propose that I be considered for a special court for Juveniles charged 
as adults if you would consider removing all of Darby from 32-2-37.  I 
believe that it is needed in order to maximize scheduling and to preserve 
confidentiality.  I have extensive experience working with detained 
juveniles. 
 
Please consider my request.  
 
 

Judge Forbes 
Tammi L. Forbes 
Magisterial District Judge 
District Court 32-2-37 
150 S. MacDade Blvd. Suite E 
Darby Pennsylvania  19023 
O: 610-534-3504 
F:  610-534-0714 

 
 
 Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail. 
  
THIS MESSAGE IS NOT WORTH READING WHILE DRIVING. #ItCanWait 
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McDonald, Charles

From: Forbes, Tammi
Sent: Tuesday, February 22, 2022 3:44 PM
To: Kelly, Kevin F.; McDonald, Charles
Subject: ReEstablishment 

Good evening Judge Kelly,  

I write to you with additional information that I would like to add. The 
current plan keeps precinct 3-2 with court 32-2-37.    I would like to offer 
that precinct 3-1 in Darby of court 32-2-37 is directly aligned with Sharon 
Hill, Darby, and Colwyn.  Precinct 3-1 is on the same side of Main Street as 
Colwyn.  It is preferred that precinct 3-1 remain with court 32-2-37.  It 
would make sense to law enforcement that one side of Main Street is one 
court and the other side another.   
I also propose that I be considered for a special court for Juveniles charged 
as adults if you would consider removing all of Darby from 32-2-37.  I 
believe that it is needed in order to maximize scheduling and to preserve 
confidentiality.  I have extensive experience working with detained 
juveniles who have been allege to commit all offenses including but not 
limited to theft through murder. 
   Please consider my request.   

Sincerely, 
Judge Tammi L. Forbes  
 
 

On Feb 11, 2022, at 4:12 PM, Tammi Forbes 
<forbestammi@gmail.com> wrote: 

Good afternoon Judges,  
This is Tammi Forbes.  I would like to offer that precinct 3-1 in 
Darby of court 32-2-37 is directly aligned with Sharon Hill, Darby, 
and Colwyn.  Precinct 3-1 is on the same side of Main Street as 
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Colwyn.  It is preferred that precinct 3-1 remain with court 32-2-
37.  It would make sense to law enforcement that one side of 
Main Street is one court and the other side another.   
Thank you for hearing my concerns. 

 
 

Judge Forbes 
Tammi L. Forbes 
Magisterial District Judge 
District Court 32-2-37 
150 S. MacDade Blvd. Suite E 
Darby Pennsylvania  19023 
O: 610-534-3504 
F:  610-534-0714 
forbest@co.delaware.pa.us 
 
 Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail. 
  
THIS MESSAGE IS NOT WORTH READING WHILE DRIVING. #ItCanWait 
  
The information in this email is confidential and may be legally privileged and protected under State and/or 
Federal Laws. It is intended solely for the addressee. Access to this email by anyone else is unauthorized. If you 
are not the intended recipient, any disclosure, copying, distribution or any action taken or omitted to be taken in 
reliance on it, is prohibited and may be unlawful. If you believe that you have received this email in error, 
please contact the sender or call 610-534-3504. 
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McDonald, Charles

From: Forbes, Tammi
Sent: Friday, February 4, 2022 5:44 PM
To: McDonald, Charles; Kelly, Kevin F.; Diane Holefelder
Subject: Re-Establishment 

Good evening, 
I write to respond to the plan that was sent on January 14, 2022.  I appreciate the work that was put 
into creating this plan.  I would like to advocate to have all of ward 3 in Darby or precinct 3-1 
opposed to 3-2. Precinct 3-1 is continuous to Sharon Hill and Colwyn.  Precinct 3-2 is adjacent to 2-
2.  Please consider making this change to the map.  In addition my property in Darby is located in 3-
1.   
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Tammi L. Forbes 
Magisterial District Judge 
District Court 32-2-37 
Delaware County 
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McDonald, Charles

From: Kelly, Kevin F.
Sent: Thursday, February 10, 2022 1:06 PM
To: McDonald, Charles
Subject: FW: Delaware County Magisterial District Re-Districting Proposal

Chuck, 
 
FYI. 
 
Kevin  
 

From: Roberts, Wendy  
Sent: Thursday, February 10, 2022 12:28 PM 
To: Kelly, Kevin F. > 
Subject: Delaware County Magisterial District Re-Districting Proposal 
 
President Judge Kelly,  
 
I have had the opportunity to review the proposed redistricting plan. The proposal adds Chester Heights 
to my district, which is especially appropriate as those students attend Garnet Valley schools with the 
rest of my current district. If the proposed plan is implemented, and I imagine even if there are some 
changes to the proposed plan, my "numbers" will, for the immediate future at least, be significantly lower 
than those of my colleagues. The purpose of writing this comment to you is simply to let you know that I 
stand ready to serve Delaware County in any way you see fit, and if that requires me to travel to another 
court or to Media to handle matters that require the attention of a Magisterial District Judge, I am at your 
service.  
 
Very truly yours, Wendy B. Roberts 
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McDonald, Charles

From: Elysia, Mancini Duerr <Elysia.Mancini-Duerr@mdjs.pacourts.us>
Sent: Tuesday, February 8, 2022 12:37 PM
To: Kelly, Kevin F.
Cc: McDonald, Charles
Subject: (EXTERNAL) Response to proposed district court redistricting
Attachments: Statement about proposed district for 32.docx

To the Honorable Judge Kevin Kelly  
(copy Chuck McDonald)- 
Attached is my statement in response to the proposed re-districting. In short, I have NO objection to the 
proposed district for my court (32-2-53), however, I believe I will need new or remodeled bigger facilities and 
additional staff to accommodate the new workload.  
 
Thank you,  
Judge Elysia J. Mancini Duerr, Esq. 
District 32-2-53 

 Caution: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 
recognize the sender and know the content is safe. When in doubt, contact your IT Department  
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McDonald, Charles

From: Elysia, Mancini Duerr 
Sent: Friday, February 11, 2022 10:44 AM
To: Kelly, Kevin F.
Cc: McDonald, Charles; Diane Holefelder
Subject: (EXTERNAL) Re: (EXTERNAL) Response to proposed district court redistricting

To the Honorable Judge Kevin Kelly: 
(copied, Charles McDonald and Judge Diane Holefelder, President of the Magisterial District Judge Association) 
 
I am retracting my comments in the below email chain in support of my proposed district, 32-2-53. I have 
learned that the Upper Darby Police Department believes the proposed district spreads them too thin, and I 
would like to advocate for what is in the best interests of everyone.  
 
It has also been pointed out to me that the proposed district looks gerrymandered, and I am against 
gerrymandering or the appearance of gerrymandering as an ethical matter. 
 
It is my understanding that the Magisterial District Judges Association will submit a different proposed plan, 
and I will support that proposal. 
 
It should be noted that what I liked most about your proposed district change for 32-2-53 is that there will be 
more work allotted, which makes the district more equitable. The Association's proposal may also allot more 
work to the district by expanding it to include all of Haverford Township and add all of Radnor; I support the 
proposal of the Association.  
 
Thank you,  
Judge Elysia J. Mancini Duerr, Esq. 
District 32-2-53 

From: Kelly, Kevin F.  
Sent: Tuesday, February 8, 2022 12:41 PM 
To: Elysia, Mancini Duerr  
Cc: Charles McDonald  
Subject: RE: (EXTERNAL) Response to proposed district court redistricting  
  

CAUTION: This is an external email. Please think before you click on an attachment or link! 
 
Judge Mancini-Duerr, 
  
Receipt is appreciatively of your attached correspondence.  The concerns your letter details will be considered 
once the plan is finalized on the close of the public comment period. 
  
As always, thank you. 
  

 Caution: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 
recognize the sender and know the content is safe. When in doubt, contact your IT Department  
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Kevin Kelly 
  
  

From: Elysia, Mancini Duerr   
Sent: Tuesday, February 8, 2022 12:37 PM 
To: Kelly, Kevin F.  
Cc: McDonald, Charles  
Subject: (EXTERNAL) Response to proposed district court redistricting 
  

To the Honorable Judge Kevin Kelly  
(copy Chuck McDonald)- 
Attached is my statement in response to the proposed re-districting. In short, I have NO objection to the 
proposed district for my court (32-2-53), however, I believe I will need new or remodeled bigger facilities and 
additional staff to accommodate the new workload.  
  
Thank you,  
Judge Elysia J. Mancini Duerr, Esq. 
District 32-2-53 

 Caution: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 
recognize the sender and know the content is safe. When in doubt, contact your IT Department  



(Statement from Judge Elysia Mancini Duerr about proposed district for 32-
2-53 after interviewing her clerks, constable, and the Haverford Township 
Police department):         

I have no objection to the proposed district, which will include all of 
Haverford Township and the part of Upper Darby which borders Haverford 
Township, continuing down West Chester Pike and culminating at the 69th 
Street Terminal. This area of Upper Darby is the gateway from Philadelphia 
to Haverford Township and what happens in one community affects the 
other, so it certainly makes sense socially, as well as geographically, to 
merge these areas into one district. It also seems to be a much more fair 
(and bigger) workload than the current district, which currently has the 
lightest workload in the County - an unconscionably light workload.  

However, our concerns are that the current Court facilities and staff 
are too small for the proposed district. The proposed district will be three 
times busier than the current district. Therefore, it is logical to conclude that 
we will need a courtroom that may be up to three times bigger (ours is 
currently already at capacity most court days). We would need much bigger 
holding cells – ours currently hold a maximum of 3 prisoners, and we would 
be holding between 9-21 prisoners during the proposed district’s criminal 
court days. We would need a bigger parking lot – our current parking lots 
(which are shared with a medical office building) are often at capacity 
already. And, we would need two to four more court clerks, considering that 
we are already functioning with two full time clerks. Even if our criminal 
days are held at the Lansdowne court (which has bigger holding cells), as 
Upper Darby’s current criminal days currently are, we would still need a 
bigger courtroom for traffic-court days, which would undoubtedly have more 
defendants than the current amount of defendants.  

If Court Administration would consider creating a new space for the 
proposed District, we suggest modeling the new court after the recently 
renovated courts in Lansdowne, Chester and Aston: with a spacious 
courtroom, two holding cells with bathrooms inside, a separate entrance for 
the prisoners and the rest of the public, and Judge’s chambers without an 
entrance which is accessible by the rest of the public. And, for the morale 
of the court clerks, as well as for sanitary reasons, the clerks should have a 



lunch room with running water (currently they do not), a refrigerator, cabinet 
space and counter space for a microwave and toaster oven.  

Thank you for your consideration to these matters. 

Sincerely,  

Judge Elysia Mancini Duerr, Esq.  
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McDonald, Charles

From: Kelly, Kevin F.
Sent: Wednesday, February 2, 2022 4:40 PM
To: McDonald, Charles
Subject: FW: Proposed Redistricting/Reestablishment Change Request 
Attachments: Judge Kelly Redistricting.doc

Chuck, 
 
FYI.   
 
Kevin  
 

From: Vann, Dawn  
Sent: Wednesday, February 2, 2022 3:33 PM 
To: Kelly,  

 Request  
 
 
 
Dawn L. Vann 
Magisterial District Judge 
Chester District Court 32-1-21 
(O)610-874-7180 
(F)610-874-7864 
(E)VannD@co.delaware.pa.us 
      



  
 
 
 
 COUNTY OF DELAWARE      

CITY OF CHESTER  DAWN L. VANN 
MAGISTERIAL DISTRICT JUDGE 
 Magisterial District 32-1-21 
 5529 Penn St. 
 Chester, Pennsylvania 19013 
 

  
     OFFICE:  
TEL (610) 874-7180 
FAX (610) 874-7864 

 
Honorable Judge Kevin F. Kelly 
Media Court House 
201 Front St 
Media, Pa 19063 
 
         February 2, 2022 
Dear Judge Kelly, 
 
This is a correspondence in reference to the proposed redistricting assignments for the 
32nd Judicial District, Delaware County.  
 
I would like to appeal to you for your consideration and making a few changes to the 
current proposed reassignments of Wards & Precincts in Chester City.  
 
I would like to requests the switch from Ward 6 and 1st  Precinct to Ward 6 and 2nd 
Precinct. My request is because Chester High School is in 6-2.  I’m a proud Chester 
High School 1982 graduate and it was with great pride that I presided over matters 
concerning my Alma Mater. I have a great professional relationship with the Camelot 
School Director and Truancy Coordinator for the past 14 years and want to continue the 
progress. 
 
Also, I would like to request the switch from Ward 7 and 2nd  Precinct to Ward 7  and 
3rd Precinct. This request is because of the Crozier Hills Development which is located 
in this area. I lived where I live my whole life and have a strong interest in relocating in 
that area. If given the opportunity, that is my plans. However, I need to continue to retain 
this area. 
 
Judge Kelly, again, I humbly ask if you could please take into consideration my requests, 
I would greatly appreciate it. Please advise and I look forward to hearing from with you. 
 
Sincere Regards, 
Dawn L. Vann 
Magisterial District Judge 





 
 
 
 
 COUNTY OF DELAWARE 

MAGISTERIAL DISTRICT JUDGE ASSOCIATION 
OF DELAWARE COUNTY 

DIANE HOLEFELDER 
      PRESIDENT 
WENDY ROBERTS, ESQ. 
     PRESIDENT-ELECT 
ROBERT RADANO, ESQ. 
    VICE-PRESIDENT 
KELLY MICOZZIE-AGUIRRE 
      TREASURER  
TAMMI FORBES 
       SECRETARY 
 

   
 OFFICE: 
 TEL 610-558-3520 
 FAX 610-558-3528 

 February 22, 2022 
 
 
 
 
Dear President Judge Kelly, 
 
The following comment is on behalf of the members of the Delaware County Magisterial 
District Judges Association. RE: Redistricting Proposal 
  
The Delaware County Magisterial District Judges Association preliminarily discussed the 
reestablishment in 2021, our then Association President (Burns), reviewed the criteria in 
July and August. September through November, the Association met to discuss the 
reestablishment requirements set forth.  Twenty-nine (29) of the thirty (30) judges 
responded and participated in the process.  
 
The Association meetings focused on factors and procedures set forth by the AOPC 
Memo that included the framework to ensure the "efficient" administration of justice. 
During this period, there was not a “proposal” of changes provided for review or 
consideration; merely a discussion of the criteria of the 15 % caseload and a slide show 
presentation by Court Administration depicting numerical caseloads of courts and a 
current map. MDJs were then asked for a submission of a letter that provided Your Honor 
with plans of re-election or retirement and to articulate any “changes” proposed to 
individual communities as well as any other information relevant to our judicial district 
generally.  
 
The Association focused on the number of districts needed in the future as The 
Association was aware the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania had increased in population 
since the last census by 2.4% growth.  The Association was further aware that Delaware 
County specifically, had increased 3.2%, outpacing the total Commonwealth growth.   



 

 As part of the Association’s process, we spoke with MDJs in Bucks County wherein the 
consensus was that the MDJs had too few courts since the last redistricting in their 
county. In speaking with MDJs in Chester County, the consensus was that the MDJs were 
concerned that growth of 7.1% would result in too few courts over the next ten (10) 
years.  
 
The AOPC memo stressed that the input of the MDJ’s could provide valuable 
information in the area of trends and issues they have seen in their districts.  
    
The Association plan looked to establish the boundaries of the districts so that the 
workload was equitably distributed.  However, a key component in the Association’s plan 
was the need to keep neighborhoods/districts in tact as feasibly as possible for 
stakeholder access to their community court, especially in diverse and economically 
challenged areas. The Association attempted to keep municipalities and school districts 
with one court and to keep police departments in their own jurisdictions for LEO court 
scheduling as well as constable availability and scheduling. Safety for all stakeholders 
was a valued concern. 

   
 As directed, workload considerations were also a factor in the plan. Access to the courts 
by the public was paramount, as was the ability and feasibility of each MDJ to handle 
matters in their judicial district.  It was intended that specialty courts or particular 
geographical assignments could be utilized to balance the numbers and court filings 
where necessary in an effort to comply with the 15% work load guidelines and close the 
amount of courts necessary without "substantially" altering boundary lines of Judicial 
Districts.  

 
The Delaware County Magisterial District Judges Association put forth a “plan” to re 
apportion the case load, acknowledging and agreeing to the need for 3 possibly 4 court 
closures in a vacuum of provided case load numbers not specific to municipal, agency, 
geographical, or current special assignments i.e. recusal case load and the like or police 
filings by municipality (ward/precinct) or by state police. A thorough review of case load 
equity could not be attained without that information. A preliminary plan was submitted 
in the "spirit" of further collaboration. 

 
The reveal of the proposed plan occurred when the general public link was advertised and 
unfortunately, that plan takes a much different path than that of the Association, heavily 
if not entirely emphasizing the 15% deviation and essentially formulated in nature.  The 
proposed plan focuses strictly on the numbers to the disadvantage of the other necessary 
considerations. 
 

The proposed plan creates merely one (1) new specially assigned court, separates 
communities and reassigns police and judges to new areas some of which are unrelated to 
the Judges Judicial District.   
 

The proposed plan seems to create divides and strains in lower income areas that the 
association would like to address. 



 

Unfortunately, in its current state, the Proposed Plan for Delaware County specifically 
addressed equity in case load figures but is deficient regarding equity in communities that 
have special and significant socioeconomic needs that cannot be ignored as to access to 
justice. 

 

In some instances, the proposed plan does not “minimize unnecessary travel” times or 
impediments for numerous stakeholders and communities.  

 

The conversation about diversity and inclusion has profound implications for the 
legitimacy and efficacy of community access and possible barriers to court access for 
citizens.  

 

The Delaware County Magisterial District Judges Association did encourage individual 
Judges as well as any concerned individual to submit comments to Your Honor for 
consideration. The Association supports the comments and efforts of the individual 
courts in their desire to discuss and unify the proposed plan for the areas that are 
perceived adversely affected. The Association is aware that some communities in 
whole or in part does not have representation at our reapportionment meetings. 
The  Association remains available to Your Honor for any conversation and collaboration 
for desired synergism.  

 

The Association is requesting that the Proposed Plan be considered for revision to reflect 
the concerns of all stakeholders as this plan will impact our entire community for the next 
decade.  
  
Respectfully Submitted, 
  
Magisterial District Judge’s Association of Delaware County 

 
 

Sincerely, 
 

 
Hon. Diane M. Holefelder  

President, MDJ Association 
Delaware County, Pa 







Accompanying Documents Related to 32nd Judicial District 
Reestablishment Recommendation 

 

Miscellaneous Public Comment Received relating to Posted Draft 
Recommendation 
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McDonald, Charles

From: Madden, Kevin
Sent: Saturday, January 15, 2022 8:59 AM
To: Kelly, Kevin F.
Cc: Lazarus, Howard; Montella, Gerald; McDonald, Charles
Subject: Re: MDJ Reestablishment Recommendation

Your Honor, Mr Montella and Mr McDonald- 
 
I can only imagine the countless hours this work product reflects. While I am certain it would be impossible to take on a 
task like this one and make everyone happy with the outcome, from my amateur eye, you have done an extraordinary 
job making the rubik’s cube fit. And the thorough explanation of how you got to this result should be welcomed by all 
stakeholders.   
 
Thank you for your efforts and for the dedication you put to your work.  
 
I hope you can enjoy a weekend to relax.  
 
Best, 
 
Kevin  
 
 
 
 

On Jan 14, 2022, at 5:43 PM, Kelly, Kevin F.  

  
Howard, 
  
Once approved by the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania, the plan would thereafter be implemented 
in phases.  I’m given to believe from discussions with AOPC that those recommended changes 
attendant to presently vacant local judge seats would be effectuated on the High Court’s approval 
via a president judge’s administrative order parceling those areas to immediately proximate 
MDJ’s per the plan.  The balance of the recommendations will take place at the end of the terms 
of those MDJ’s whose districts are suggested for elimination which should allow the same to 
come to fruition approximately January 2024. 
  
The budget implications of the plan include the closing of two (2) existing local court facilities 
and the related saving of those rents.  One of these sites slotted for closure may be able to be 
effectuated over the next several months; however, the same does require that I secure 
permission for the same from the Pennsylvania Supreme Court as I’m seeking to have a local 
court site outside of the MDJ’s district.  The second closing would occur at the end of December 
2023 on that local judge’s district being eliminated.  The Media district court is currently being 
used for the video central arraignment processing given the wholesale absence of such an 
appropriate space otherwise.  Should a central booking center as has been discussed open at 
Lima, I intend to relocate that operation to the booking center and that rent will then be 
saved.  Please note that the plan does recommend a “new” MDJ district in Radnor Township 
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which may necessitate the renting of such an appropriate space in that community.  Lastly, the 
plan does not result in a reduction of needed local court staff as the number of those personnel 
required is a function of caseload and not the number of MJD’s and nothing in the 
recommendation and/or its underlining data indicates a decrease in the aggregate, countywide 
workload, but to the contrary concludes over the next ten (10) years such will increase. 
  
Should you have any additional questions, comments and/or concerns about that above and/or 
this subject matter generally, please don’t hesitate to contact me. 
  
Kevin Kelly 
  
  

From: Lazarus, Howard  
Sent: Friday, January 14, 2022 4:40 PM 
To: Kelly, Kevin F.  
Subject: RE: MDJ Reestablishment Recommendation 
  
Judge Kelly: 
  
Thank you for copying me on this communication.  If the recommendation is adopted, when would it 
become effective and what would be the impact on the MDJ budget?  Thank you. 
  
Howard S. Lazarus 
Executive Director 
County of Delaware 
Government Center Building 
201 W. Front Street, Room 202 

 
 

 
 

  

From: Kelly, Kevin F.  
Sent: Friday, January 14, 2022 4:30 PM 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Subject: MDJ Reestablishment Recommendation 
  
Dear Council Members, 
  
Attached should be various documents salient to this court’s magisterial district court 
reestablishment plan which was posted this afternoon, inter alia, on the magisterial district 
judges page of the court’s website for public comment through February 22, 2022, as follows: 
https://delcopa.gov/courts/districtjudges/index.html.   
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If you’ve any questions, comments and/or concerns about that attached and/or this subject matter 
generally, please don’t hesitate to contact me. 
  
Your continued support in this and the many other matters of mutual interest is very much 
appreciated. 
  
Kevin Kelly 
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McDonald, Charles

From: Kelly, Kevin F.
Sent: Tuesday, February 15, 2022 4:17 PM
To: McDonald, Charles
Subject: FW: (EXTERNAL) MDJ redistricting

Chuck, 
 
FYI.  Not an unreasonable suggestion. 
 
Kevin  
 

From: Sunderlin, Jonathan S <jsunderlin@pa.gov>  
Sent: Tuesday, February 15, 2022 8:27 AM 
To:  
Subject: (EXTERNAL) MDJ redistricting 
 

Good Morning Judge, 
 
I just wanted to reach out to you regarding the proposed changes to the District Court coverage areas.  PSP covers all of 
I-95 and I-476 and we currently end up filing charges/citing in whichever district court the arrest is made in on that 
corresponding portion of the highway.  Our Department is in a unique situation compared to the other local 
departments in the county in that our troopers are required to appear in numerous different district courts for their 
cases, often on the same days and same times.  This historically has caused scheduling issues for our members and 
increased continuance requests due to unavailability of troopers for court due to conflicts.   
 
Since arrests made on the highway don’t necessarily always represent constituents of the judicial district that charges 
are filed in, and for consolidation of case purposes, would it be possible to examine the idea of consolidating all PSP 
arrests on portions of the highway to less district courts?  For example, it would be much more convenient and cost 
effective to have all PSP arrests on I-95 (south of the Blue Route) get routed through Judge Strohl’s court (48) because 
it’s right up the street from our station and his case volume has decreased over the past several years.  Then all of the 
cases on I-95 (north of the Blue Route) could get routed through either Judge Turner (31) or Judge Lippart’s (44) courts.   
 
It just seems to make more sense to try and consolidate the PSP cases on the highway since it runs through so many 
different district courts. Thank you for your time and consideration. 
 
Lieutenant Jonathan Sunderlin | Station Commander 
Pennsylvania State Police | Troop K – Media 

 

 
 

 Caution: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 
recognize the sender and know the content is safe. When in doubt, contact your IT Department  

































Accompanying Documents Related to 32nd Judicial District 
Reestablishment Recommendation 

 

Data from the Delaware County Planning Commission referenced for 
creating Draft Recommendation 
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McDonald, Charles

From: DelMuto, Julie
Sent: Friday, October 8, 2021 12:57 PM
To: McDonald, Charles
Cc: Shaffer, Thomas P.
Subject: Population Forecasts
Attachments: 2050 Employment Forecasts.xlsx; 2050 Population Forecasts.xlsx

Hi Chuck, 
Tom Shaffer passed me your inquiry on population and employment growth in the county. We use the regional planning 
commission’s data on forecasts. At the link you will find an interactive map of the data. I like this because you can zoom 
around, but you can also download the data in the link at the top right of the application. 
https://www.dvrpc.org/webmaps/popforecast/ . I have attached the data tables for population and employment 
forecasts to this as well.  
 
Now that we have 2020 population data coming out I believe these forecasts will be updated in the next few years. The 
2020 population numbers showed that even in our first generation suburbs the population held study or grew. You can 
view the maps and data for that on our website: 
https://delcopa.gov/planning/demodata/Census2020UpdatesandReleases.html 
 
Please don’t hesitate to reach out if there is something more specific you are looking for or I can help with! 
 
Thanks, 
Julie 
 
Julie Del Muto 
GIS Manager, GIS & Information Services 
Delaware County Planning Department: https://delcopa.gov/planning/ 
Mapping and Data Portal: https://portal-dcpd.opendata.arcgis.com/ 
 



Accompanying Documents Related to 32nd Judicial District 
Reestablishment Recommendation 

 

Items related to Posting of  Draft Recommendation for Public Comment 

 
 

 



Charles E. McDonald, Esquire 
Administrator 

Joan E. Van Horn 
First Assistant Administrator 

COUNTY OF DELAWARE 
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE

FOR

MAGISTERIAL DISTRICT JUDGES

100 West Front Street 
Media, Pennsylvania 19063-3208 

610-565-6990
Fax: 610-891-7849 

NOTICE 

NOTICE is hereby given that a proposal to Reestablish the Magisterial Districts within the 32nd

Judicial District (Delaware County) is available on the 32nd Judicial District’s website at: 

https:��delcopa.gov�courts�districtjudges.html 

The proposal is also available for in-office 

examination and review Monday thru Friday (except holidays) 
between 8:30 am to 4:30 pm at the following location: 

The Administrative Office for Magisterial District Judges 
100 West Front Street  

Media, PA 19063 

Public comment regarding this proposal is invited and may be submitted, in writing, and 
received no later than February 22, 2022, addressed as follows: 

Magisterial District Court Reestablishment 
c�o President Judge Kevin F. Kelly 

201 W. Front Street  
Media, PA 19063 

January 14, 2022

https://delcopa.gov/courts/districtjudges.html
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Summary of Recommended Reestablishment Plan for the  
Magisterial District Courts of the 32nd Judicial District 

of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania for 2022 
 

By The Honorable Kevin F. Kelly, President Judge 

This is a summary of the proposed 2022 Magisterial District Court Reestablishment 
Recommendation by the President Judge of the 32nd Judicial District of the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania, which encompasses Delaware County.  Also being made publicly available for 
review are the accompanying draft specific recommendations for each Magisterial District, and 
for the County as a whole, in the format which will be submitted for the consideration of the 
Supreme Court of Pennsylvania.  Public comment regarding this proposal is invited and may be 
submitted, in writing, no later than February 22, 2022, addressed as follows: 

Magisterial District Court Reestablishment 
c/o President Judge Kevin F. Kelly  

201 West Front Street  
Media, PA 19063 

Current Map of 30 Magisterial District Courts 

 

Magisterial District Courts are labeled by last two digits of District Number; e.g. 32-2-49 is 49. 
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Recommeded Map of 26 Realigned Magisterial District Courts 

 

 

Magisterial District Courts are labeled by last two digits of District Number; e.g. 32-2-49 is 49. 

 

For specific descriptions of the changes to each District, please refer to the accompanying draft 
Recommendations. 
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Recommendation Statistical Comparison 
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Background 

As required under Pennsylvania statute, every ten (10) years the Magisterial District Courts 
(“MDCs”) must undergo a redistricting process, referred to as Reestablishment, in the year 
following the delivery of the Federal Decennial Census data.  The Supreme Court of 
Pennsylvania (“Supreme Court”) directed the President Judge of each Judicial District in the 
Commonwealth to provide a recommendation relating to reestablishing their local Magisterial 
District Courts by February 28, 2022.  The Supreme Court provided guidelines for crafting such 
recommendations, which may be summarized as follows: 

• Each President Judge must recommend the total number of MDCs for their Judicial 
District after comparing their county workload volumes to that of the other counties of 
the same class within the Commonwealth; 

• The jurisdiction of the MDCs within the Judicial District should be crafted in such a 
manner as to provide workload equity among the MDCs, with a maximum of no more 
than 15% deviation in workload, unless justification for a greater deviation exists; 

• The residence of the Magisterial District Judge (“MDJ") must be within the MDC; 
• The court facility must be within the Magisterial District, unless an accompanying 

petition for an exception is simultaneously provided to the Supreme Court; 
• No MDC can be eliminated during the term of an incumbent MDJ; 
• All parts of each Magisterial District must be contiguous; 
• Voting precincts cannot be split; 
• Anticipated growth or decline in volume in areas within the Judicial District over the next 

decade should be considered; 
• Public access and safety should be considered; 
• The plan may be phased in over time; 
• Input from stakeholders should be sought; and, 
• The recommendation plan should be made available and posted for public comment for at 

least 30 days prior to submission to the Supreme Court, with a submission deadline of 
February 28, 2022. 
 

Input and Data 

In addition to the above guidelines, a substantial quantity of case filing and workload data was 
provided by the Administrative Office of the Pennsylvania Courts (“AOPC”) to each President 
Judge.  This data included filing information by case type (e.g. criminal, traffic, civil, etc.) for 
the years 2014 thru 2019. These guidelines and data were also made available to the local MDJs 
through their local association, as well as their statewide association.  2020 data was not included 
as the COVID-19 pandemic impacted court filings and operations in a unique and unprecedented 
manner.   

Additionally, data was acquired from the Delaware County Planning Commission relating to 
expected population, business development and employment projects for each of the forty-nine 
(49) municipalities in Delaware County.  Data was also garnered by Court staff relating to more 
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detailed case filing information, e.g. truancy filings by school district as affiant, property 
maintenance (Non-Traffic Summary) filings by municipalities as affiants, and PA State Police 
traffic case filings in MDCs with state highways within their jurisdiction.  The president of the 
local MDJ association and some individual MDJs requested some similar data from Magisterial 
District Court staff, which was provided per all such requests.   

In anticipation of possibly recommending the elimination of one or more MDCs, each incumbent 
MDJ was asked to notify the President Judge, in writing, if they knew they would not be seeking 
reelection at the end of their current term.  Several MDJs indicated that they would not in the 
future be seeking reelection.   

All Delaware County MDJs were invited to a presentation regarding Reestablishment, which was 
held on October 29, 2021.  A majority of the local MDJs attended the meeting.  After a 
PowerPoint presentation many MDJs participated in the subsequent discussion.  The president of 
the local MDJ association was invited to submit an omnibus recommendation on behalf of all the 
MDJs, the same being timely received in November of 2021.  Individual MDJs were also 
encouraged to submit their personal recommendations and comments in writing to the President 
Judge, which many did.   

A similar meeting and presentation was held on November 17, 2021, for other stakeholders. 
Invitees included: all members of Delaware County Council, the county Solicitor, the District 
Attorney, the Public Defender and representatives from local law enforcement agencies.  After 
the PowerPoint presentation a comprehensive discussion took place.  These attendees were also 
encouraged to submit their individual recommendations and comments in writing to the 
President Judge, and some did so over the following weeks. 

Notice of the Reestablishment process beginning and an invitation to submit public comment 
was as well posted on the County website in the fall of 2021.   

Resulting from that of the above, a significant amount of input was offered regarding many 
aspects of the process and the related effect on various MDCs, municipalities, agencies and 
school districts.  While it is impractical to include all of the suggestions into the 
Recommendation to the Supreme Court as some of them conflict with each other and/or do not 
fit within the proffered guidelines, each suggestion was afforded due consideration.  Many of the 
suggestions received through this process have been incorporated into this Recommendation.   

 

Number of Courts and Workload Calculations 

The guidelines, inter alia, direct each President Judge to compare the average case filings and 
workload for his/her Judicial Districts to the other Judicial Districts of the same class of county. 
Currently, as shown by a review of the data received from AOPC, the 32nd Judicial District 
(Delaware County) has thirty (30) MDCs and the lowest workload volume of any of the five (5) 
Class 2A Counties.  Bucks, Chester, Lancaster and Montgomery are the other Class 2A Counties 
per the 2020 US Census data. 



Summary of Recommended Reestablishment Plan for the Magisterial District Courts of the 32nd Judicial District Page 6 of 15 

Workload is calculated by multiplying the total case filings of each type by a weighted value 
which was attributed after a comprehensive study conducted by AOPC of MDC operations 
throughout the Commonwealth.  The weights assigned for each type of case for calculation of 
Workload are as follows: 

 

As a result of this formula and assessment method, an MDC with high case filing numbers may 
have a Workload which is lower than an MDC with less total cases.   

The guidelines given to each President Judge state, inter alia, the following: “No magisterial 
district should have a total workload which is 15% higher or lower than the workload of any 
other district in the judicial district.”  Therefore, Workload, as opposed to case filings, is the 
main consideration for assessing the balance of MDC volumes.   

While mathematical averaging and comparison was applied to considering the number of MDCs 
to properly handle the workload of Delaware County, the fluid process revealed that other 
considerations also impacted this determination.  For example, a reduction to twenty-four (24) or 
twenty-five (25) MDCs was considered.  However, these further reductions resulted in much 
greater splitting of municipalities and school districts in order to meet the goal of distributing the 
Workload equitably.  Likewise, omnibus plans for twenty-seven (27) or twenty-eight (28) MDCs 
also resulted in less equitably distributed Workload volumes.  After consideration of many 
options, it is recommended that twenty-six (26) is the appropriate number of MDCs to address 
the needs to the 32nd Judicial District over the next ten (10) years. 

The average workload volume for the thirty (30) current MDCs in Delaware County is 33,873.  
The average Workload volume for the one-hundred-and-thirteen (113) current MDCs in the five 
(5) Class 2A Counties is 38,685.  The new adjusted average Workload volume for the twenty-six 
(26) proposed MDCs in Delaware County is projected to be 39,085.  Thus, this Recommendation 
brings the average Workload for the MDCs in the 32nd Judicial District to a level slightly higher 
than the average Workload for all of the one-hundred-and-thirteen (113) current Class 2A 
County MDCs. 

 

Elimination of Certain MDCs 

It is fair to say that every MDC, with the exception of those having the highest Workload 
volumes, was considered for possible elimination at some point in the process of creating this 
Recommendation.  Aside from the effect on the incumbent MDJ and local community, the 
proposed elimination of each MDC was weighed against the obvious rippling effect such 
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elimination would cause as Workload volume shifted to other MDCs.  In some cases, the 
elimination of a certain MDC would impact the Workload volume of many other courts, some of 
which were several districts away on the other side of the county.   

Consideration was given to eliminating the MDCs of MDJs who were approaching mandatory 
retirement age, as articulated by the guidelines.  Consideration was also given to eliminating or 
combining MDCs with low Workload volumes. The three (3) MDCs with current vacancies were 
the first districts considered for elimination. 

MDC 32-1-22 (City of Chester) has a current vacancy.  However, the high workload volume in 
the district itself, as well as in the surrounding area, prohibit the elimination of this district 
without causing other significant negative effects. 

MDC 32-1-28 (Media, Swarthmore and parts of Nether Providence) has a current vacancy.  This 
MDC, with below average Workload, is entirely surrounded by other MDCs with below average 
Workload.  The elimination of this MDC and redistributing the Workload to other nearby MDCs 
will create a more equitable distribution of Workload volume throughout.  

MDC 32-1-35 (parts of Upper Darby) has a current vacancy.  This MDC, with slightly below 
average Workload, borders two (2) MDCs with below average Workloads and two (2) MDCs 
with very high Workloads.  Elimination of this MDC and redistributing the Workload to other 
nearby MDCs will create a more equitable distribution of Workload volume in the region. 

MDC 32-1-24 (parts of Marple and parts of Haverford) has a very low Workload volume and is 
surrounded by other MDCs with low Workload volume.  The current term of the incumbent MDJ 
ends on December 31, 2023, when the incumbent MDJ will be within two (2) years of mandatory 
retirement age.  The elimination of this MDC and redistributing the Workload to other nearby 
MDCs will create a more equitable distribution of Workload volume throughout this area. 

MDC 32-1-25 (parts of Haverford) has a very low Workload volume and is surrounded by other 
MDCs with low Workload volume.  The current term of the incumbent MDJ ends on December 
31, 2023, when the incumbent MDJ will be within two (2) years of mandatory retirement age.  
Elimination of this MDC and redistributing the Workload to other nearby MDCs will create a 
more equitable distribution of Workload volume in the region. 

 

Residence of Incumbent MDJs 

The residence of the incumbent MDJ is within the district for twenty-five (25) of the twenty-six 
(26) proposed MDCs in the Recommendation.  The one (1) exception is MDC 32-2-43, where 
the term of the current MDJ ends on December 31, 2023, when the incumbent MDJ will be 
within two (2) years of mandatory retirement age.  Significantly, the incumbent MDJ in 32-2-43 
informed the President Judge in writing that he would not be seeking reelection to a new term.  
Thus, this only and slight deviation from the guidelines should have no negative impact.  To the 
contrary, it furthers a goal of the guidelines by forestalling the need to split another municipality, 
Newtown Township.  
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Equitable Distribution of Workload 

The current Workload among the thirty (30) MDCs is far from equitably shared.  The highest 
volume MDCs currently have Workload volumes which are three (3), four (4) and even five (5) 
times that of the lowest volume MDCs.  When considering the 15% range goal articulated in the 
guidelines, currently only eight (8) MDCs fall in such a range near the average Workload for the 
County.  The table below shows this current extreme Workload disparity, with the highest MDC 
having 520.4% of the Workload of the lowest MDC (67,051 divided 12,884 = 520.4%). 

 

Current 32nd Judicial District (Delaware County) Magisterial Courts by Workload 

 

County/MDC Criminal
Non-

Traffic
Private 

Criminal
Private 

Summary
Traffic Civil

Landlord/
Tenant

Misc. 
Docket

  Total 
Workload

32-2-37 26286 22280 6 535 6557 2794 6130 2464 67051
32-1-33 21164 14280 9 177 10684 2248 6185 2064 56812
32-2-47 11928 9763 5 1377 11598 3422 13768 1868 53728
32-1-36 20019 10674 20 2066 8428 2788 6053 3182 53229
32-2-44 18783 8865 4 41 8986 2606 2438 2780 44501
32-2-39 17877 8397 14 1156 9575 2489 3905 782 44195
32-2-52 9125 7720 7 143 12972 3134 5659 2247 41008
32-1-21 20582 5599 65 1824 2047 959 2920 2649 36645
32-1-22 17112 3879 61 1751 2091 1786 8010 1955 36643
32-2-51 12699 3063 4 261 3540 2609 8111 3800 34087
32-2-43 10857 4697 0 201 13697 2486 722 879 33538
32-2-46 14713 2541 9 93 12176 887 533 1672 32625
32-1-35 10062 3295 0 133 9423 2692 3659 2529 31792
32-2-49 16653 2643 11 302 6101 2506 722 2824 31762
32-1-31 14285 6544 0 68 4289 1686 3103 1477 31452
32-2-40 8966 7126 7 104 7809 3113 2942 1205 31272
32-1-30 9902 8302 0 64 5974 2348 3403 706 30700
32-1-28 10783 4028 13 86 7181 3138 845 2617 28689
32-1-20 11812 2816 52 1192 1818 1433 8215 1293 28629
32-2-42 7859 7815 2 23 6624 1707 3350 478 27858
32-1-34 4327 11164 2 77 6907 1487 2160 1499 27622
32-1-23 8005 6124 5 70 7048 1433 2399 967 26049
32-1-27 9064 5406 0 9 8554 1517 350 631 25531
32-2-48 13733 3544 4 115 4045 1611 599 1455 25106
32-2-38 10392 4547 9 904 3091 2799 1303 1542 24587
32-1-32 11096 4128 4 344 3350 0 0 1358 20278
32-1-24 8391 1666 0 9 2740 1647 632 1064 16149
32-1-25 5410 2275 0 224 4690 1404 531 804 15338
32-2-54 3398 3573 199 33 1456 3343 1820 684 14504
32-2-53 4566 2368 9 45 2860 1566 862 609 12884

Average Annual Workload per MDC/County = Total Workload/# of years (6, 3 for MD)/# of commissioned 
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Under this Recommendation, the projected Workload volume for twenty-five (25) of the twenty-
six (26) realigned MDCs fall within a 15% deviation from lowest to highest, and therefore also 
are within 15% from highest to lowest.  Only one (1) MDC does not fit within this range, MDC 
32-2-49.  However, MDC 32-2-49 encompasses an area which is expected to grow at a much 
higher rate in both population and job growth than the rest of County according to the Delaware 
County Planning Commission.  Thus, consistent with the guidelines, the consideration of this 
expected growth suggests that the Workload volume of MDC 32-2-49 will move into the 15% 
range well before the next reestablishment in ten (10) years.   
 
The table below shows the projected Workloads for each MDC under this Recommendation: 

Projected Workloads under Recommended Reestablishment Plan 

 

Deviation without Lowest MDC (expecting significant growth)  = Difference between Highest   
  and Second Lowest Divided by Second Lowest (all but one (1) MDC), or  
   42,018-36,558 = 5,460;   5,460 Divided by 36,558 = 14.94% 
 

Maximum Deviation = Difference between Highest and Lowest Divided by Lowest, or 
 42,018-33,907 = 8,111;  8,111 Divided by 33,907 = 23.92% 



Summary of Recommended Reestablishment Plan for the Magisterial District Courts of the 32nd Judicial District Page 10 of 15 

Comparison of Workloads of Current MDCs to Projected Workloads 
after Realignment and Eliminations per Recommendation 

 

For specific details outlining the changes to each District, please refer to the accompanying draft 
recommendations. 
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Workload Considerations Effecting the Realignment or Elimination of each District 

Assigning most of Darby Borough to MDC 32-1-23 will increase its Workload from below 
average currently to slightly above the new adjusted County average.  It will also alleviate the 
excessive burden in MDC 32-2-37, which covers Colwyn, Darby Borough and Sharon Hill 
currently, and has a Workload which is twice the County average presently. In order to balance 
the Workloads of both MDCs, 32-1-23 will need to lose some of its Workload from Collingdale.  
MDC 32-2-42, which currently has a below average Workload, borders Collingdale to the South, 
and thus can benefit from the added contiguous Workload.  The proposed reassignment of these 
Workloads will bring all three (3) MDCs (32-1-23, 32-2-37 and 32-2-42) close to the adjusted 
twenty-six (26) Court County average. 

MDC 32-2-44, which currently has a very high Workload, encompasses Tinicum Township, 
Prospect Park and Ridley Park Boroughs.  The Workload of MDC 32-2-44 will be brought close 
to the new County average by reassigning Ridley Park Borough to MDC 32-1-31.  This will have 
a synergistic benefit of not only giving 32-1-31 needed Workload, but it will also enable 32-1-31 
to be wholly contiguous.  Currently 32-1-31 has four (4) non-contiguous parts. 

MDC 32-1-20, one (1) of the three (3) Courts in the City of Chester, has a low volume currently.  
This can be corrected by adding additional precincts from the City, from both MDCs 32-1-21 
and 32-1-22.  MDCs 32-1-21, which will need more Workload to be close to the adjusted County 
average, will lose two precincts to 32-1-20, but gain two (2) Wards from 32-1-22.  32-1-22 will 
retain two (2) of its four (4) Wards in the City of Chester and add Trainer and Marcus Hook 
Boroughs to the South.  These Boroughs are currently in 32-1-36, which presently has an 
excessive Workload requiring reduction.  

MDC 32-1-36 will retain Lower Chichester and net one (1) Ward in Upper Chichester Township, 
as well as handle all matters filed by the Chichester School District, which includes Lower 
Chichester, Upper Chichester, Trainer and Marcus Hook Boroughs. This realigned Court is 
projected to be close to the adjusted County average Workload.   

 MDC 32-2-38 will lose two (2) Wards in Upper Chichester but add a different Ward from Upper 
Chichester which has a higher Workload Volume.  32-2-38 will also add Chester Township, 
which also has a significant Workload relative to its size.  With the addition of all Penn Delco 
School District matters, this Court is projected to be close enough to the adjusted County average 
Workload to meet the 15% range goal set in the guidelines.   

MDC 32-2-39 will lose Chester Township, but add Rose Valley which has a much lower 
Workload.  The net effect will reduce the overall Workload of MDC 32-2-39 which is currently 
well above the County average. However, the Workload is still projected to be close enough to 
the adjusted County average Workload to meet the 15% range goal set in the guidelines.   

By losing Rose Valley, MDC 32-2-46 will no longer have a non-contiguous part.  MDC 32-2-46 
which currently has a lower than average Workload, will benefit from adding the Borough of 
Media from MDC 32-1-28, which is being eliminated. MDC 32-2-46 will also be assigned the 
new Special Victims Court, which will bring its overall Workload close to the County average.  
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The elimination of MDC 32-1-28 also necessitates that most of Nether Providence Township be 
reassigned.  MDC 32-1-30, which currently has the Southern part of Nether Providence will add 
additional precincts.  By also including all of the cases from the Wallingford-Swarthmore School 
District 32-1-30 will increase its Workload to be above the adjusted County average. 

The remainder of Nether Providence Township will be assigned to adjoining MDC 32-2-48.  
With this addition, and the retention of the Drug Task Force specialty court, 32-2-48 will have an 
appropriate Workload, even with losing Chester Heights to MDC 32-2-49.   

MDC 32-2-49 will still be an outlier on the lower end of the Workload projections with the 
addition of Chester Heights.  However, according to data provided by the Delaware County 
Planning Commission, over the next ten (10) years the District is expected to experience 
extensive growth in population, jobs and business development relative to the rest of the County.  
It is anticipated that MDC 32-2-49 will thus have a Workload above the County adjusted average 
before the end of the decade.   

The elimination of MDC 32-1-28 also necessitates the reassignment of the Borough of 
Swarthmore.  Swarthmore Borough will be assigned to 32-1-32, which has a low Workload 
currently.  This will also eliminate the non-contiguity in 32-1-32 caused by a municipal non-
contiguity in Springfield Township. With this reassignment, and some additional precincts from 
Springfield Township, 32-1-32 will have an appropriate Workload.   

Four (4) Contiguous municipalities at the northwestern end of the County (Radnor, Newtown, 
Marple and Haverford Townships) are currently divided by five (5) MDCs.  Radnor and Marple 
are split by two (2) MDCs currently, and Haverford is split by three (3).  Three (3) of the current 
MDCs have Workloads which are less than half of the current thirty (30) Court County average, 
and the other two (2) MDCs are also below that average.  Two (2) of the incumbent MDJs were 
elected to new terms in November of 2021.  The terms of the other three (3) MDJs all end on 
December 31, 2023, when each of those three (3) incumbents will be only two (2) years from 
their mandatory retirement age.   

Case filing data suggests that Marple and Newtown together would have a projected Workload 
close to the adjusted County average.  Likewise, Radnor by itself would also have enough 
Workload for one (1) MDC.  Both can be achieved by assigning all of Marple and Newtown to 
MDC 32-1-27, with a recently reelected incumbent; and, assigning all of Radnor to MDC 32-2-
43.  This is proposed to be done as of December 31, 2023, the end of the term of the incumbent 
MDJ from 32-2-43, who will be two (2) years from mandatory retirement age, and who has also 
indicated in writing that he will not be seeking reelection.  This is the sole and sensible exception 
where the incumbent MDJ’s residence would not be in the realigned District.   

To accomplish the unification of Marple, MDC 32-1-24 would be eliminated as of December 31, 
2023, the end of the term of the incumbent MDJ, who will also be two (2) years from mandatory 
retirement age at that time.  With this elimination, and the elimination of MDC 32-1-25, 
Haverford Township could be unified into MDC 32-2-53.  MDC 32-1-25 would also be 
eliminated as of December 31, 2023, the end of the term of the incumbent MDJ, who will also be 
two (2) years from mandatory retirement age.   
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Even with these proposed eliminations, MDC 32-2-53 would still have a low Workload without 
adding more cases.  This can be accomplished by assigning part of neighboring Upper Darby 
Township.   

Upper Darby must be significantly redrawn to balance the Workloads, and to reassign the 
volume from MDC 32-1-35, which has a current vacancy and is proposed for elimination. An 
omnibus reconfiguration of the MDCs in Upper Darby, which is the sixth (6th) largest 
municipality in Pennsylvania with a high overall Workload, is achievable in a manner allowing 
for equitability.   

MDC 32-2-40, with a slightly below average Workload, will take Aldan Borough from adjoining 
Upper Darby MDC 32-2-52, which has a higher than average volume presently.  MDC 32-1-33, 
which has very high Workload will shift some of its cases to 32-1-34 and 32-2-53, while adding 
some volume from 32-2-51, resulting also in 32-2-51 taking some of the excessive volume from 
neighboring 32-2-47.  Assigning East Lansdowne to 32-2-51 will also resolve the current non-
contiguity in 32-2-47. MDC 32-1-34, will shift eastward, allowing MDC 32-2-54 to also move 
eastward and raise its Workload significantly, bringing it close enough to the County adjusted 
average to meet the 15% range goal. 

For specific details outlining the changes to each District, please refer to the accompanying draft 
Recommendations. 

 

Contiguity 

The guidelines require that all parts of each MDC be contiguous.  That is, the MDC should be 
one (1) continuous stretch of geography with no gaps separating it into more than one (1) piece.   
Currently, six (6) of the thirty (30) MDCs in Delaware County have non-contiguous parts.   

This recommended reestablishment plan reduces the number of non-contiguous districts to only 
two (2) MDCs.  Notably, both proposed non-contiguities are related to municipal non-
contiguities.   

The proposed realigned MDC 32-2-40 would have the same non-contiguity it presently has 
relating to Darby Township, which is comprised of two (2) non-contiguous pieces. Likewise, the 
proposed realigned MDC 32-2-52 includes Upper Darby Township, which also has two (2) non-
contiguous parts.  In both cases, it is preferable to recommend that these municipal non-
contiguities be incorporated into the recommended plan, as opposed to further splitting 
neighboring municipalities and school districts to strictly comply with the guideline.   

 

Court Facilities 

Currently, several MDCs share facilities, and have done so for many years.  This 
Recommendation anticipates that the following shared facilities continue to operate in the same 
manner: 
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• City of Chester MDCs 32-1-20, 32-1-21 and 32-1-22 
• Newtown Square MDCs 32-1-27 and 32-2-43 
• Springfield MDCs 32-1-32 and 32-2-54 
• Upper Darby MDCs 32-1-33, 32-1-34 and 32-2-51 

Currently, MDC 32-1-25 shares a facility with MDC 32-2-53.  However, with the elimination of 
MDC 32-1-25, MDC 32-2-53 will remain at the location, which will be within its boundaries.  

The precinct where the facility of MDC 32-2-37 is located is proposed to be reassigned to MDC 
32-1-23.  A separate petition will be filed asking that both District Courts share the facility at the 
current location in Darby Borough.  This combination also will have the added advantage of 
combining staff resources, and relocating MDC 32-1-23 to a newer, larger, better all around 
facility, while keeping MDC 32-2-37 at its current location.  Both MDCs serve Darby Borough 
under this Recommendation. 

The proposed Recommendation would call for the closure of the facility where MDC 32-1-23 is 
currently located, as well as for the closure of the facility where MDC 32-1-24 is presently 
situated.  It is recommended that the facility where MDC 32-1-28 is currently located remain the 
site of the video arraignment court.  However, should the pending proposal for a countywide 
central booking facility come to fruition, this facility would also be closed if the On-Duty 
arraignment MDJ operation can be relocated to that facility. 

 

Splitting Municipalities 

Currently, several of the forty-nine (49) municipalities in Delaware County are split by more 
than one (1) of our thirty (30) MDCs.  For this Recommendation, splitting municipalities was 
required to balance the Workloads in an equitable manner among the suggested twenty-six (26) 
MDCs.  The preference was to minimize the number of such splits.  Upper Darby Township, 
with over 86,000 residents and a significant case volume undoubtedly requires more than one (1) 
MDC.  Similarly, the City of Chester with a high volume of cases also requires splitting.   

Additional current splits remain in the following Municipalities:  Nether Providence, Ridley, 
Springfield, and Upper Chichester.  Both MDCs covering Springfield are co-located in the same 
building, thus minimizing the impact of that split.   

New splits were required in Darby Borough and Collingdale to balance the significant caseload 
in those adjoining communities.  Like Springfield, MDCs covering Darby Borough are proposed 
to be co-located in the same building, thus minimizing the impact of that split also.   

Current splits will be eliminated in the following Municipalities:  Marple, Radnor and Haverford 
(currently split three (3) ways).  The total number of Municipalities being split under this 
Recommendation is modestly less than the current total. 
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Specialty Courts 

Currently, there is one (1) countywide specialty court, in which Drug Task Force cases are 
assigned to MDC 32-2-48.  The Recommendation proposes to keep this arrangement.  
Additionally, per the request of the District Attorney of Delaware County, another specialty 
court will be created for “Special Victims”, criminal cases with young victims.  This proposal 
recommends that this new specialty court be assigned to MDC 32-2-46, which is centrally 
located in the County, and would benefit from the added Workload.   

 
School Districts 

Many school districts are currently served by multiple MDCs.  In some cases, all truancy and 
other school related matters are assigned to one (1) MDC, while in other school districts the 
cases are not so combined.  The jurisdiction related to each school district in the County was 
reviewed for the Recommendation.  An assessment for each school district and MDC was made 
based on convenience for the district, the residents and the need to distribute Workload volume 
equitably among MDCs.  In all but two (2) school districts, such matters are assigned to just one 
(1) MDC under this Recommendation.   

The table below outlines the recommended assignment of School District cases: 

 

School District SD Municipalities in Delaware County District Court
Chester Upland All 32-1-20
Chichester All 32-1-36
Garnet Valley All 32-2-49
Haverford All 32-2-53
Interboro All 32-2-44
Marple Newtown All 32-1-27
Penn Delco All 32-2-38
Radnor All 32-2-43
Ridley All 32-1-31
Rose Tree/Media All 32-2-48
Southeast Delco Darby Twp. & Folcroft 32-2-40
Southeast Delco Collingdale & Sharon Hill 32-2-37
Springfield All 32-2-54
Unionville All 32-2-49
Upper Darby All 32-1-34
Wallingford Swarthmore All 32-1-30
West Chester All 32-2-49
Wm. Penn Colwyn & Darby Borough 32-2-37
Wm. Penn Aldan, East Lansdowne, Lansdowne & 

Yeadon
32-2-51
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McDonald, Charles

From: McDonald, Charles
Sent: Friday, January 14, 2022 5:01 PM
To: editor@delcotimes.com; 

cbrennan@inquirer.com; 
vvella@inquirer.com; 
pbennett@myspiritnews.com; dbjorkgren@delco.today

Subject: Notice of Posting
Attachments: 32nd Judicial District Reestablish Recommendation Notice of Posting.pdf

Good afternoon:  Please see the attached Notice of Posting of the Recommended Reestablishment Plan for the 32nd 
Judicial District (Delaware County).  
 
Charles E. McDonald, Esquire 
Administrator for Magisterial District Courts 
Delaware County, PA 
610-565-6990 
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McDonald, Charles

From: McDonald, Charles
Sent: Friday, January 14, 2022 4:51 PM
To: Bill Baldwin
Subject: Notice of Posting
Attachments: 32nd Judicial District Reestablish Recommendation Notice of Posting.pdf

Good afternoon Bill:  Per our conversation, please see the attached regarding the Notice of Posting of the 
Recommended Reestablishment Plan for the 32nd Judicial District (Delaware County).  Thanks for your help.   
 
Best regards, 
Charles E. McDonald, Esquire 
Administrator 
Delaware County Administrative Office for Magisterial District Judges 
610-565-6990 
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McDonald, Charles

From: Bill Baldwin <bill@delcobar.com>
Sent: Friday, January 14, 2022 5:25 PM
To: McDonald, Charles
Subject: (EXTERNAL) RE: Notice of Posting

Thanks, Chuck.  I will get this onto our website and publish it in the January 28th edition of the Legal Journal.  Have a 
good weekend! 
 
Bill 
 

From: McDonald, Charles <McDonaldC@co.delaware.pa.us>  
Sent: Friday, January 14, 2022 4:51 PM 
To: Bill Baldwin <bill@delcobar.com> 
Subject: Notice of Posting 
 
Good afternoon Bill:  Per our conversation, please see the attached regarding the Notice of Posting of the 
Recommended Reestablishment Plan for the 32nd Judicial District (Delaware County).  Thanks for your help.   
 
Best regards, 
Charles E. McDonald, Esquire 
Administrator 
Delaware County Administrative Office for Magisterial District Judges 
610-565-6990 
 

 Caution: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 
recognize the sender and know the content is safe. When in doubt, contact your IT Department  
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McDonald, Charles

From: Kelly, Kevin F.
Sent: Friday, January 14, 2022 4:30 PM
To: Taylor, Monica; Schaefer, Elaine; Madden, Kevin; Reuther, Christine; Womack, Richard
Cc: Stollsteimer, Jack; Welsh, Christopher; Martin, William; Lazarus, Howard; jviola; Eiserman, 

Chris; Montella, Gerald; McDonald, Charles
Subject: MDJ Reestablishment Recommendation
Attachments: 32nd Judicial District Reestablish Recommendation Summary.pdf; 32nd Judicial District 

Reestablish Recommendation Jan162022.pdf; 32nd Judicial District Reestablish 
Recommendation Notice of Posting.pdf

Dear Council Members, 
 
Attached should be various documents salient to this court’s magisterial district court reestablishment plan 
which was posted this afternoon, inter alia, on the magisterial district judges page of the court’s website for 
public comment through February 22, 2022, as follows: https://delcopa.gov/courts/districtjudges/index.html.   
 
If you’ve any questions, comments and/or concerns about that attached and/or this subject matter generally, 
please don’t hesitate to contact me. 
 
Your continued support in this and the many other matters of mutual interest is very much appreciated. 
 
Kevin Kelly 
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https://www.delcotimes.com/2022/02/01/new-magisterial-districts-unveiled-for-delco/ 1/6
 

By By PETE BANNANPETE BANNANPETE BANNAN |  |  |  |  | Pbannan@Mainlinemedianews.comPbannan@Mainlinemedianews.com | The Delaware | The Delaware | The Delaware | The Delaware | The Delaware

County Daily TimesCounty Daily Times
PUBLISHED: PUBLISHED: February 1, 2022 at 3:52 a.m.February 1, 2022 at 3:52 a.m. | UPDATED:  | UPDATED:  | UPDATED:  | UPDATED:  | UPDATED: February 1, 2022 at 4:38February 1, 2022 at 4:38
a.m.a.m.

A new Magisterial District Judge map has been proposed for Delaware County.A new Magisterial District Judge map has been proposed for Delaware County.
(submitted)(submitted)

NEWSNEWSPOLITICSPOLITICSELECTIONELECTION

New Magisterial Districts unveiledNew Magisterial Districts unveiled
for Delaware Countyfor Delaware County

https://www.delcotimes.com/author/pete-bannan/
mailto:Pbannan@Mainlinemedianews.com
https://www.delcotimes.com/news/
https://www.delcotimes.com/news/politics/
https://www.delcotimes.com/news/politics/election/


2/1/22, 8:31 AM New Magisterial Districts unveiled for Delaware County

https://www.delcotimes.com/2022/02/01/new-magisterial-districts-unveiled-for-delco/ 2/6

Redistricting is a hot topic as the once-in-a-decade change in voting districtsRedistricting is a hot topic as the once-in-a-decade change in voting districts

occurs not just for Congress and state government, but also at the local level withoccurs not just for Congress and state government, but also at the local level with

Magisterial District Judges.Magisterial District Judges.

In Delaware County, that process is nearing its competition. Superior Court putsIn Delaware County, that process is nearing its competition. Superior Court puts

the task to each county’s top judge and in Delco, it’s President Judge Kevin F.the task to each county’s top judge and in Delco, it’s President Judge Kevin F.

Kelly in charge.Kelly in charge.

After gathering data, working with existing district justices, and consulting otherAfter gathering data, working with existing district justices, and consulting other

officials and law enforcement, Kelly has released a proposed map for countyofficials and law enforcement, Kelly has released a proposed map for county

Magisterial District Judges positions who are elected to six-year terms.Magisterial District Judges positions who are elected to six-year terms.

Though at the first level of the judicial system, District Judges have a fair amountThough at the first level of the judicial system, District Judges have a fair amount

of power handling all traffic cases, minor criminal cases and civil cases involvingof power handling all traffic cases, minor criminal cases and civil cases involving

amounts up to $12,000. They also set bail and conduct preliminary hearings inamounts up to $12,000. They also set bail and conduct preliminary hearings in

misdemeanor and felony criminal cases to determine if the cases should bemisdemeanor and felony criminal cases to determine if the cases should be

dismissed or transferred to the Court of Common Pleas for further proceedings.dismissed or transferred to the Court of Common Pleas for further proceedings.

The MDJ position can be a stepping stone to higher office, as with newly electedThe MDJ position can be a stepping stone to higher office, as with newly elected

Common Pleas Judge Deborah Krull, who was formerly Media’s District Justice.Common Pleas Judge Deborah Krull, who was formerly Media’s District Justice. 

And while they don’t earn the $220,000 the President Judge is paid, the latestAnd while they don’t earn the $220,000 the President Judge is paid, the latest
cost-of-living adjusted salary for a Magisterial District Judge in Pennsylvania iscost-of-living adjusted salary for a Magisterial District Judge in Pennsylvania is

$98,565 a year.$98,565 a year.

The newly proposed map calls for a reduction of the number of district courts inThe newly proposed map calls for a reduction of the number of district courts in

Delaware County from 30 to 26. Three of the existing court positions are presentlyDelaware County from 30 to 26.  Three of the existing court positions are presently

vacant – one in Upper Darby, one in Chester, and the one serving Swarthmore-vacant – one in Upper Darby, one in Chester, and the one serving Swarthmore-

Nether Providence-Media.Nether Providence-Media.

As with many such subjective decisions as assigning elected districts, notAs with many such subjective decisions as assigning elected districts, not

everyone is happy with the proposals.everyone is happy with the proposals.

Delaware County Councilwoman Christine Reuther said as a resident andDelaware County Councilwoman Christine Reuther said as a resident and

Democratic leader of Nether Providence, she has some concerns with the newDemocratic leader of Nether Providence, she has some concerns with the new
maps.maps.

“Our township and school district are broken up in ways that can only make sense“Our township and school district are broken up in ways that can only make sense

if you assume a partisan gerrymander,” Reuther said. “There is no community ofif you assume a partisan gerrymander,” Reuther said. “There is no community of

interest with Middletown, where the north wards now go for MDJ proceedings. interest with Middletown, where the north wards now go for MDJ proceedings.  

Nether and Middletown are contiguous in a way that can best be described asNether and Middletown are contiguous in a way that can best be described as

technical. It will force our police to drive a distance to the Middletown MDJ Courttechnical.  It will force our police to drive a distance to the Middletown MDJ Court

which makes no sense. Our school will be split between 4 MDJs which meanswhich makes no sense.  Our school will be split between 4 MDJs which means

there is no possibility of a workable youth aid panel.”there is no possibility of a workable youth aid panel.”
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Reuther said with that split, incumbent Republican MDJs will not have to face aReuther said with that split, incumbent Republican MDJs will not have to face a

competitive race, absent major demographic shifts.competitive race, absent major demographic shifts.

“I knew we would lose the court that served Media, much of Nether and“I knew we would lose the court that served Media, much of Nether and

Swarthmore, because Judge Krull was elected to the Common Pleas Court.Swarthmore, because Judge Krull was elected to the Common Pleas Court.

Unfortunately, this now breaks up municipalities that do have a community of Unfortunately, this now breaks up municipalities that do have a community of

interest internally,” Reuther said. “We are not the only place where this happened.”interest internally,” Reuther said. “We are not the only place where this happened.”

At the Upper Darby Council meeting in January, Brian Burke, councilman-at-large,At the Upper Darby Council meeting in January, Brian Burke, councilman-at-large,

brought up concerns that the changing District Justice seats will affect residents inbrought up concerns that the changing District Justice seats will affect residents in

the township.the township.

“Where I live…the people of that district will not be able to vote for district judge for“Where I live…the people of that district will not be able to vote for district judge for

six years because that judge just won in Springfield. So Springfield’s judge will besix years because that judge just won in Springfield. So Springfield’s judge will be

overseeing our residents in some parts of the first (council district). I don’t thinkoverseeing our residents in some parts of the first (council district). I don’t think

Springfield gets Upper Darby,” Burke said.” I don’t think it is fair to our residents.”Springfield gets Upper Darby,” Burke said.” I don’t think it is fair to our residents.”

Burke also noted that the Haverford District Court will be responsible for a differentBurke also noted that the Haverford District Court will be responsible for a different

section of Upper Darby.section of Upper Darby.

One of Burke’s concern was that police officers will need to spend more timeOne of Burke’s concern was that police officers will need to spend more time

traveling to distant District Courts, which will keep them off street patrol.traveling to distant District Courts, which will keep them off street patrol.

Upper Darby Chief Operating Officer Vincent Rongione agreed, saying thatUpper Darby Chief Operating Officer Vincent Rongione  agreed, saying that

District Courts are incredibly important on the local level. At present, there are sixDistrict Courts are incredibly important on the local level. At present, there are six

different districts in the township.different districts in the township.

“All of those judges are Upper Darby people who know Upper Darby and their“All of those judges are Upper Darby people who know Upper Darby and their

neighborhoods, and I think we would do well putting pressure on people drawingneighborhoods, and I think we would do well putting pressure on people drawing

those maps,” Rongione said.those maps,” Rongione said.

Councilman Andrew Hayman pointed out that District Courts are drawn using theCouncilman Andrew Hayman pointed out that District Courts are drawn using the

number of cases they have as part of the criteria.number of cases they have as part of the criteria.

“I haven’t read through every new district but I have a very hard time believing that“I haven’t read through every new district but I have a very hard time believing that

all of Haverford Township and half of the fourth council district have as manyall of Haverford Township and half of the fourth council district have as many
cases as 12,000 people in Secane and Clifton Heights,” Hayman said.cases as 12,000 people in Secane and Clifton Heights,” Hayman said.

In creating the maps, population is not the key concern; workloads for the judgesIn creating the maps, population is not the key concern; workloads for the judges

is the priority. Kelly is required to compare county workloads to other counties ofis the priority.  Kelly is required to compare county workloads to other counties of

the same class in the state, as well as providing similar workloads among thethe same class  in  the state, as well as providing similar workloads among the

districts in the county. Bucks Montgomery and Chester counties are all in thedistricts in the county. Bucks Montgomery and Chester counties are all in the

same class 2A as Delco.same class 2A as Delco.
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With the proposed maps, court documents state that 25 of the new 26 courts willWith the proposed maps, court documents state that 25 of the new 26 courts will

have cases within 15 percent of the workload range, compared to only eight thathave cases within 15 percent of the workload range, compared to only eight that

currently fall in that range.currently fall in that range.

Other requirements officials take into consideration when creating the mapsOther requirements officials take into consideration when creating the maps

include: making each district contiguous; no sitting judge can have their seatinclude: making each district contiguous; no sitting judge can have their seat

eliminated; the residence of the incumbent judge must be within their district aseliminated; the residence of the incumbent judge must be within their district as
well as the court facility. There are exceptions to the latter if the President Judgewell as the court facility.  There are exceptions to the latter if  the President Judge

petitions to the Supreme Court.petitions to the  Supreme  Court.

Officials are also told to consider population changes over time and the ability ofOfficials are also told to consider population changes over time and the ability of

residents to access the facility.residents to access the facility.

As part of the process, residents have until Feb. 22 to make their views known, inAs part of the process, residents have until Feb. 22 to make their views known, in

writing, to Magisterial District Court Reestablishment c/o President Judge Kevinwriting, to Magisterial District Court Reestablishment c/o  President  Judge  Kevin

F. Kelly, 201 W. Front St., Media, PA 19063. The Judge will submit the final planF. Kelly, 201 W.  Front St., Media, PA  19063. The Judge will submit the final plan

to the Supreme Court six days later.to the Supreme Court six days later.

The caseload is determined through a formula comparing average case filingsThe caseload is determined through a formula comparing  average  case  filings

with a variety of cases which are weighted from least to most time intensive. Fromwith a variety of cases which are weighted from least to most time intensive. From

traffic, non-traffic, civil, landlord/tenant, miscellaneous being given lower weighttraffic, non-traffic, civil, landlord/tenant, miscellaneous being given lower weight
and criminal cases given the highest. The aim is to have all courts within 15and criminal cases given the highest. The aim is to have all courts within 15

percent of the others.percent of the others.

Most District Courts throughout the county will see some changes. For example,Most District Courts throughout the county will see some changes. For example,

Radnor will go from having two district courts to one, while Haverford Township willRadnor will go from having two district courts to one, while Haverford Township will

also be consolidated into one since two judges in that area are nearing mandatoryalso be consolidated into one since two judges in that area are nearing mandatory

retirement.retirement.

Marcus Hook and Trainer will be moved out of Judge David’s Griffin’s LowerMarcus Hook and Trainer will be moved out of Judge David’s Griffin’s Lower

Chichester Court into a court with parts of Chester. Griffin will gain one voting wardChichester Court into a court with parts of Chester. Griffin will gain one voting ward

in Upper Chichester and will handle all matters filed by the Chichester Schoolin Upper Chichester and will handle all matters filed by the Chichester  School

District.District.

Ridley Park will move from Tinicum’s court to Ridley Township. Most of DarbyRidley Park will move from Tinicum’s court to Ridley Township. Most of Darby

Borough will join Collingdale District Court with the rest of the borough remainingBorough will join Collingdale District Court with the rest of the borough remaining

in Darby along with Colwyn and Sharon Hill.in Darby along with Colwyn and Sharon Hill.

Concord’s District Court will fall below the average of 15 percent guideline of otherConcord’s District Court will fall below the average of 15 percent guideline of other

courts but with expected population growth in that area, it should become one ofcourts but with expected population growth in that area, it should become one of

the busiest courts by the end of the decade.the busiest courts by the end of the decade.
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McDonald, Charles

From: Kelly, Kevin F.
Sent: Friday, January 14, 2022 5:43 PM
To: Lazarus, Howard
Cc: Madden, Kevin; Montella, Gerald; McDonald, Charles
Subject: RE: MDJ Reestablishment Recommendation

Howard, 
 
Once approved by the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania, the plan would thereafter be implemented in 
phases.  I’m given to believe from discussions with AOPC that those recommended changes attendant to 
presently vacant local judge seats would be effectuated on the High Court’s approval via a president judge’s 
administrative order parceling those areas to immediately proximate MDJ’s per the plan.  The balance of the 
recommendations will take place at the end of the terms of those MDJ’s whose districts are suggested for 
elimination which should allow the same to come to fruition approximately January 2024. 
 
The budget implications of the plan include the closing of two (2) existing local court facilities and the related 
saving of those rents.  One of these sites slotted for closure may be able to be effectuated over the next several 
months; however, the same does require that I secure permission for the same from the Pennsylvania Supreme 
Court as I’m seeking to have a local court site outside of the MDJ’s district.  The second closing would occur at 
the end of December 2023 on that local judge’s district being eliminated.  The Media district court is currently 
being used for the video central arraignment processing given the wholesale absence of such an appropriate 
space otherwise.  Should a central booking center as has been discussed open at Lima, I intend to relocate that 
operation to the booking center and that rent will then be saved.  Please note that the plan does recommend a 
“new” MDJ district in Radnor Township which may necessitate the renting of such an appropriate space in that 
community.  Lastly, the plan does not result in a reduction of needed local court staff as the number of those 
personnel required is a function of caseload and not the number of MJD’s and nothing in the recommendation 
and/or its underlining data indicates a decrease in the aggregate, countywide workload, but to the contrary 
concludes over the next ten (10) years such will increase. 
 
Should you have any additional questions, comments and/or concerns about that above and/or this subject 
matter generally, please don’t hesitate to contact me. 
 
Kevin Kelly 
 
 

From: Lazarus, Howard  
Sent: Friday, January 14, 2022 4:40 PM 
To: Kelly, Kevin F.  
Subject: RE: MDJ Reestablishment Recommendation 
 
Judge Kelly: 
 
Thank you for copying me on this communication.  If the recommendation is adopted, when would it become effective 
and what would be the impact on the MDJ budget?  Thank you. 
 
Howard S. Lazarus 
Executive Director 
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County of Delaware 
Government Center Building 
201 W. Front Street, Room 202 
Media, PA  19063 
T:  610.891.4453 
F:  610.891.0647 

 
 

 

From: Kelly, Kevin F.  
Sent: Friday, January 14, 2022 4:30 PM 
To: Taylor, Monica  

 
 

 
 

 

Subject: MDJ Reestablishment Recommendation 
 
Dear Council Members, 
 
Attached should be various documents salient to this court’s magisterial district court reestablishment plan 
which was posted this afternoon, inter alia, on the magisterial district judges page of the court’s website for 
public comment through February 22, 2022, as follows: https://delcopa.gov/courts/districtjudges/index.html.   
 
If you’ve any questions, comments and/or concerns about that attached and/or this subject matter generally, 
please don’t hesitate to contact me. 
 
Your continued support in this and the many other matters of mutual interest is very much appreciated. 
 
Kevin Kelly 
 



Accompanying Documents Related to 32nd Judicial District 
Reestablishment Recommendation 

 

Items related to input prior to creating Draft Recommendation 
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McDonald, Charles

From: Kelly, Kevin F.
Sent: Tuesday, November 16, 2021 4:21 PM
To: McDonald, Charles
Subject: FW: SVU District Court
Attachments: Letter in Support of SVU Court.pdf

Chuck, 
 
FYI.  As discussed, I do want as part of the reestablishment process to  make a local court designation for child 
complainants. 
 
Regarding any needed and confirmed case numbers should you believe such are needed beyond those 
referenced in Mr. Rouse’s letter, please contact the DA’s SVU Chief, Kristin Kemp (610 891-4390). 
 
Thank you as always. 
 
Kevin  
 
 
 

From: Rouse, Tanner  
Sent: Tuesday, November 16, 2021 3:20 PM 
To: Kelly, Kevin F.  
Cc: Stollsteimer, Jack <StollsteimerJ@co.delaware.pa.us> 
Subject: SVU District Court 
 
Your Honor- 
 
Please consider the attached letter as a formal request for the creation of a district court designated to the handling of 
Special Victims Unit cases. 
 
Thank you in advance for your consideration, 
 
Tanner Rouse 
First Assistant District Attorney 
Delaware County District Attorney’s Office 

 
 

 



OFFICE OF THE DISTRICT ATTORNEY 
DELAWARE COUNTY COURTHOUSE 

MEDIA, PENNSYLVANIA 19063 
 

(610) 891-4162 
 
 

JACK STOLLSTEIMER 
DISTRICT ATTORNEY 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
President Judge Kevin Kelly 
Re: Special Victims Cases at the District Court Level 
 
Your Honor: 
 
I write today to follow-up on a conversation that we had several months ago and to formally request 
that Your Honor consider the creation of a specialty court, akin to Judge Strohl’s Drug Court, to 
effectuate the handling of criminal cases involving child victims and victims of sexual assault. 
 
As Your Honor is aware, the pandemic has been both a trying and learning experience for all of us.  
One of the most troubling ramifications of our collective state of existence has been an influx in cases 
involving children as victims of abuse.  Simultaneously, the pandemic has heightened our own 
awareness of the difficulties that some of our District Court facilities posed for children and victims of 
sexual trauma as they readied themselves to testify.  Simply put, with over 30 different venues in use, it 
is impossible for our SVU ADAs and the victim advocates working throughout the county to create a 
comfortable environment in each space.  While every Defendant deserves his or her day in court, so too 
do our victims deserve every effort we can spare to make them feel safe telling the truth.  It is our firm 
belief that this would best be accomplished through the utilization of one court facility wherein we 
could file and conduct hearings for all child victim and sex assault victim cases.   
 
This influx of cases has had a practical effect, as well.  Currently, members of our SVU have 
approximately 150 cases involving child victims, a significant percentage of which are still at the 
District Court level.  With the advent of the new Major Crimes Unit in the Public Defender’s Office and 
the recent departure of ADA Boggs, there are very real physical constraints that lead us to request 
consideration.  Asking a representative from each office to be present and accounted for at a specific 
court two days a week is a demand that each office should meet without question and should be 
effectuated without interruption to any other courtroom or proceeding in the County.  Their appearance 
in one of 30 locations at any time during the week while also managing to appear promptly in Common 
Pleas courtrooms is a strain on lawyers, judges and victims alike.  With the increase in cases occurring 
during the pandemic, this strain stands to grow, not relent. 
 
Finally, establishing regularity would greatly benefit our partners in law enforcement and would allow 
us to expand the use of the Child Abuse Task Force.  As I’m sure Your Honor would agree, cases in 
which children are victimized and crimes of a sexual nature should be handled by officers with 
familiarity and training in these areas.  The DA’s creation of the Child Abuse and Exploitation Task 
Force was designed to ensure exactly that.  As time has gone by, however, practical hurdles have  

 



 

hindered participation and utilization of this Task Force.  Simply put- it’s not all it could be.  We firmly 
believe that further systematizing the County’s handling of these matters allows us to further 
incentivize that participation, granting victims the professionalism they deserve and using all of the 
means at our disposable to guarantee that only the right cases are brought to Common Pleas 
courtrooms. 
 
On behalf of this office and of the victims of crime that whose lives would be made even slightly less 
painful by this change, I thank you for your consideration. 
 
 
       Sincerely, 
 
 
       Tanner Rouse 
       First Assistant District Attorney 
       Delaware County District Attorney’s Office 
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McDonald, Charles

From: Kelly, Kevin F.
Sent: Wednesday, November 3, 2021 6:02 PM
To: McDonald, Charles
Subject: FW: Reestablishment Input Follow-up

Chuck, 
 
FYI. 
 
Kevin  
 

From: Vann, Dawn  
Sent: Wednesday, November 3, 2021 4:16 PM 
To:  
Subject: Re: Reestablishment Input Follow-up 
 
Judge Kelly, 
Thank you so very much.  
 Also, I did not include the Commodore Barry Bridge which entrance and exits are is located in 
Chester.  Recently learning that those  cases are heard in Brookhaven's Court Judge Kelly, I would be more 
happy to be assigned those matters.  
 
Sincere regards, 
Dawn L. Vann 
Magisterial District Judge 
Chester District Court 32-1-21 

 
 

 
      

From: Kelly, Kevin F.  
Sent: Wednesday, November 3, 2021 1:25 PM 
To: Vann, Dawn  
Subject: RE: Reestablishment Input Follow-up  
  
Judge Vann,  
  
Receipt is appreciatively acknowledged of you below referenced correspondence. 
  
Kevin Kelly 
  

From: Vann, Dawn  
Sent: Monday, November 1, 2021 3:53 PM 
To: Kelly, Kevin  
Subject: Reestablishment Input Followup 
  



  
 
 

  
 

 

 COUNTY OF DELAWARE 
          DAWN L. VANN 
    MAGISTERIAL DISTRICT JUDGE 
                  521 PENN ST 
            CHESTER, PA 19013       
                      32-1-21 
(O) (610-874-7180 * (F) (610)874-7864                      
   

  
 

 

   
 

Honorable Kevin F. Kelly 
President Judge 
201 W. Front Street 
Media, PA 19063 
        November 1, 2021 
 
Dear Judge Kelly, 
 
Please find this correspondence as additional information for your consideration. 
 
There were suggestions given by the President of Delco MDJ Association, Judge Burns. 
I would like to speak specifically on the suggestions for all Pennsylvania State Police cases to be 
held in one court. Judge Holefelder, echoed by including the Casino, Harrah’s Philadelphia. 
 
Judge Kelly, Harrah’s Philadelphia is in my direct jurisdiction. The Gaming Floor is the only area 
that the PSP has authority, Corporal Rayna Todd of the Pennsylvania State Police.   All other 
areas, including the Simulcast Horse Racing and the Garage, are handled by the City of Chester 
Police Department. I know the Chester Police Department often work hand in hand with the 
Pennsylvania State Police who are assigned to Harrah’s Philadelphia. I only ask that the Harrah’s 
Philadelphia not be considered in that possibility of sending PSP cases to a specific court. 
 
My relationship with that entity has been exemplary and I would like to continue having that 
location in my jurisdiction. 
 
Also, mentioned was the geographic make up of Chester in the next ten years. A developer has 
made contact with me in reference to a 200,000,000.00 Project, Velar Properties, LLC, 600 Ave. 
of the States, Chester, Pa 19013. This Project is in my jurisdiction and has an increase in residents 
projected in the next ten years. I’ve attached a layout that I asked them to send.  
 
Thank you Judge Kelly for allowing further input in the Reestablishment and Redistricting 
process. 
 
Sincere Regards. 
 
 
 
Dawn L. Vann 
Magisterial District Judge 
 



Accompanying Documents Related to 32nd Judicial District 
Reestablishment Recommendation 

 

Public Comment Related to Collingdale Borough 

 

 
 

 









































































































































Accompanying Documents Related to 32nd Judicial District 
Reestablishment Recommendation 

 

Public Comment Related to Proposed Elimination of Magisterial District 
Court 32-1-28 
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Reestablishment Recommendation 

 

Public Comment Related to Proposed Elimination of Magisterial District 
Court 32-1-35 

 

 

 
 

 


























































































