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BeforeHOLLAND, VALIHURA, andSEITZ, Justices.
ORDER

This 20" day of April 2016, it appears to the Court that:

(1) On April 4, 2016, the Court received the apgafls notice of appeal
from the Superior Court’'s order, dated and dockétedch 2, 2016, denying the
appellant’s third motion for postconviction relieflUnder Supreme Court Rule
6(a)(iv), a timely notice of appeal should haverbéked on or before April 1,
2016.

(2) The Clerk issued a notice directing the appeélta show cause why
the appeal should not be dismissed as untimelyl fileThe appellant filed a

response to the notice to show cause on April T,62and a supplemental

Del. Supr. Ct. R. 29(b) (2016).



response on April 14, 2016. He asserts that lpgads not untimely because the
30-day time limit for filing his notice of appealas April 2, 2016, which was a
Saturday, and therefore he should have had untiiddy, April 4, 2016 to file his
appeal. Alternatively, the appellant contends thist appeal is not untimely
because he placed the notice of appeal in therpnsal before the due date and
the notice of appeal was mailed to the Court onddl&0 before it was due.

(3) The appellant is incorrect in both assertiotdnder Supreme Court
Rule 6(a)(iv), his notice of appeal was due ond&yjdApril 1, 2016, which was 30
days from the date the order on appeal was docketadithermore, time is a
jurisdictional requiremerft. A notice of appeainust be received by the Office of
the Clerk of this Court within the applicable tiperiod in order to be effective.
An appellant’s pro se status does not excuse aréaib comply strictly with the
jurisdictional requirements of Supreme Court Rule &lthough the Court has
considered doing sbijt has never adopted a prisoner mailbox rule. rdfoee,
unless the appellant can demonstrate that therdatiu file a timely notice of
appeal is attributable to court-related persortrislappeal cannot be considefed.

(4) Prison personnel are not court-related perdon@onsequently, even

assuming prison personnel delayed somehow in mgaihie appellant’'s notice of
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appeal, this case does not fall within the exceptitothe general rule that mandates
the timely filing of a notice of appeal. Thus, tGeurt concludes that the within
appeal must be dismissed.
NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED, under Supreme C&ute 29(b),
that the within appeal is DISMISSED.
BY THE COURT:

/sl Collins J. Saitz, Jr.
Justice




