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BeforeHOLLAND, RIDGELY, andVALIHURA, Justices.
ORDER

This 13" day of October 2014, it appears to the Court that:

(1) On September 23, 2014, the Court received &ppgeAngel Galindez’s
notice of appeal from “various” orders of the SupeCourt issued in Civil Action
No. S12A-11-001. The Superior Court docket in ttede reveals that, on January 4,
2014, the Superior Court dismissed Galindez’s ddpaa an interlocutory ruling of
the Industrial Accident Board. The Superior Calsb refused Galindez’s attempt to
reopen his appeal.

(2) The Senior Court Clerk issued a notice to GeEmto show cause why
the appeal should not be dismissed as untimely fileder Supreme Court Rule

6(a)(i). Galindez filed a response to the notecslow cause on September 30, 2014.



He asserts that the appeal was untimely becauelleved that his counsel below
had filed a notice of appeal on his behalf. Hesabk Court to accept his appeal and
to direct his counsel to provide him with certaotdments and records.

(3) Time is a jurisdictional requiremeht. A notice of appeal must be
received by the Office of the Clerk of this Couithin the applicable time period in
order to be effectivé. Unless an appellant can demonstrate that theréaib file a
timely notice of appeal is attributable to couttated personnel, an untimely appeal
cannot be consideréd.In this case, even if we assume Galindez’s dilegs are
correct, Galindez's lawyer is not court-relatedsoenel. Accordingly, this case
does not fall within the exception to the geneus that mandates the timely filing of
a notice of appeal. Thus, the Court concludes that within appeal must be
dismissed.

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED, pursuant to Supre@Gmurt Rule
29(b), that the within appeal is DISMISSED.

BY THE COURT:

/s/ Henry duPont Ridgely
Justice
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