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BeforeSTRINE, Chief JusticeYALIHURA, andSEITZ, Justices.
ORDER

This 8" day of July 20186, it appears to the Court that:

(1) On April 6, 2016, the appellant, Augustus Hebfevans, Jr., filed a
“notice of interlocutory appeal” from the SuperiGourt’'s order dated March 2,
2016 and letter dated March 16, 2016, in Criminetidn No. 0609011528A. The
March 2 order rejected Evans’ sixth motion for gostviction relief. The March
16 letter advised Evans that while the March 2 ovaes on appedlthe court was

without jurisdiction to rule on several other apptions filed by Evans.

! Evans filed an appeal from the March 2, 2016 ooteMarch 11, 2016, iEvans v. StateDel.
Supr. No. 121, 2016.



(2) By Order dated December 1, 2015, this Courbiaegd Evans from
filing anything further related to Criminal ActioNo. 0609011528A unless the
filing was accompanied by the Court’s filing feeamotion to proceenh forma
pauperisin compliance with 1Mel. C.§ 8803(e), and the motion was granted by
the Court When filing his “notice of interlocutory appeasn April 6, 2016,
Evans did not submit the filing fee or a motionpimceedin forma pauperisn
compliance with 1@el. C.§ 8803.

(3) On April 6, 2016, the Clerk issued a noticesdiing Evans to show
cause why the appeal should not be dismissed basethis Court’'s lack of
jurisdiction to entertain a criminal interlocutoappeal and for Evans’ failure to
pay the filing fee or file the motion to proceidforma pauperis On April 19,
Evans filed a response to the notice to show caansethe motion to proceead
forma pauperis In his response to the notice to show causen&aegues that the
March 16 letter is a final, appealable order, amakt the appeal should not be
dismissed.

(4) Having considered Evans’ response to the ndtcghow cause, his
motion to proceedn forma pauperisand the dictates of our December 1, 2015
Order, the Court concludes that Evans’ “noticeraé&ilocutory appeal” from the

March 2 order and March 16 letter is not approved filing and must be

2 Evans v. State2015 WL 7758307, at *2 (Del. Dec. 1, 2015).
% Del. Supr. Ct. R. 29(b).

2



dismissed. The March 2 order was the subjectpifa appeal that was dismissed
on April 1, 2016, when Evans failed to respond twtice to show caude Evans
cannot file a second appeal from the March 2 orddre March 16 letter advising
Evans that the Superior Court was without jurisdictto rule on his other
applications while the March 2 order was on appeabt a final, appealable order.
This Court lacks jurisdiction to consider an intertory appeal in a criminal case.

(5) The Court received an undated letter from Evam3April 27, 2016
that contained obscene, insulting, and threatelainguage directed to the Justices
of this Court. The letter was not docketed in ahjvans’ cases but was referred
to both the Capitol Police and the Department afr€dion. Evans is notified that
any similar future correspondence will result inc@&ns against him, which could
include monetary sanctions, loss of good time, #red filing of new criminal
charges against him.

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that Evans’ appeapga are
stricken and this matter is DISMISSED.

BY THE COURT:

/s/ Collins J. Seitz, Jr.
Justice

* Evans v. State2016 WL 2585786 (Del. April 1, 201&gh’g denieg Del. Supr., No. 121, 2016
(April 21, 2016). By Order dated April 21, 2016etCourt denied Evans’ motion seeking a
rehearingen bancof the April 1 dismissal, ruling that even if Exahad filed a timely response
to the notice to show cause, the Court would neelgranted him leave to appeal the March 2
order.

® Del. Const. art. IV, § 11(1)(b).



