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BeforeSTRINE, Chief JusticeY AUGHN, andSEITZ, Justices.
ORDER

This 16" day of May 2016, it appears to the Court that:

(1) On April 8, 2016, the Court received the appelamidtice of appeal
from a February 26, 2016 Superior Court order semtg him for a violation of
probation. Under Supreme Court Rule 6, a timelyiceoof appeal should have
been filed on or before March 28, 2016.

(2) The Senior Court Clerk issued a notice directirggappellant to show
cause why the appeal should not be dismissed asalntfiled. In his response to
the notice to show cause, the appellant conteratshih needed access to the law

library to file his notice of appeal. According tioe appellant, he was unable to



access the law library in a timely manner due ftuémza outbreaks at Sussex
Correctional Institute that caused sudden housimgt whanges and the
guarantining of his housing unit.

(3) Inits reply, the State provided information fromsSex Correctional
Institute reflecting that inmates can file a notideappeal without going to the law
library. The State also indicated that the app&Bahousing unit since April 2,
2016 was in quarantine between April 11, 2016 apdlA9, 2016. In response,
the appellant contended that he was subject tonaovtes and quarantines before
April 2, 2016 that prevented him from going to thev library and that he did not
know he could file an appeal without access tddhelibrary.

(4) In Delaware, the thirty day appeal period is a sgigtional
requirement. A notice of appeal must be received by the Offi€ehe Clerk of
this Court within the applicable time periddAn appellant's pro se status does not
excuse a failure to comply strictly with the juligttbnal requirements of Supreme

Court Rule 6 Unless the appellant can demonstrate that thedab file a timely
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assistance of law library and he could not obtdiraty appointment until after appeal deadline
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notice of appeal is attributable to court-relatestspnnel, his appeal cannot be
considered.

(5) There is nothing in the record to suggest thatieellant’s failure to
file a timely notice of appeal is attributable wuct-related personnel. This case
does not fall within the exception to the geneudd that mandates the timely filing
of a notice of appeal. Thus, the Court concludest this appeal must be
dismissed.

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED, under Supreme C&ute 29(b),
that this appeal is DISMISSED.

BY THE COURT:

/5] Collins J. Seitz, Jr.
Justice

* Bey v. State, 402 A.2d 362, 363 (Del. 1979).
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