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BeforeBERGER, JACOBS, andRIDGELY, Justices.
ORDER

This 12" day of February 2013, it appears to the Court that

(1) On January 14, 2013, the Court received apmé&lanotice of
appeal from a Superior Court December 10, 2012rottkt denied his
motion for postconviction relief. Pursuant to Sape Court Rule 6, a
timely notice of appeal should have been filed phefore January 9, 2013.

(2) The Clerk issued a notice pursuant to Supremat@Rule 29(b)
directing appellant to show cause why his appealilshnot be dismissed as

untimely filed> Appellant filed a response to the notice to shuawse on

'DEL. SuPR CT. R. 6(a)(iii) (2013).



February 11, 2013. His response does not addnessgutisdictional bar
imposed by the untimely notice of appeal.

(3) Time is a jurisdictional requirementA notice of appeal must be
received by the Office of the Clerk of this Couithin the applicable time
period in order to be effectivie An appellant'9ro se status does not excuse
a failure to comply strictly with the jurisdictioheequirements of Supreme
Court Rule 6. In this case, appellant has not demonstratechthdéilure to
file a timely notice of appeal is attributable touc-related personnal.
Thus, his appeal cannot be considered.

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED, pursuant to Supreboeirt
Rule 29(b), that the appeal is DISMISSED.

BY THE COURT:

/sl Jack B. Jacobs
Justice
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