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BeforeBERGER, JACOBS andRIDGELY, Justices.
ORDER
This 29" day of November 2011, it appears to the Court that
(1) On November 10, 2011, the Court received ppebant’s notice
of appeal from the Superior Court's April 5, 201&ntencing ordet.
Pursuant to Supreme Court Rule 6, a timely notiteppeal from the
Superior Court’s sentencing order should have Ibigsth on or before May

5, 20112

! The appellant also appeals from the Superior Gouatenial of his postconviction
motion. However, the Superior Court docket refidtiat the Superior Court has not yet
decided the motion and, in fact, returned the nmotm the appellant on November 16,
2011, due to his noncompliance with Superior CRule 61.

2 The Superior Court docket reflects that the appellwho represented himself at trial,
initially filed his appeal in the Superior Court dfay 18, 2011, thirteen days beyond the
due date.



(2) On November 10, 2011, the Clerk issued a aoparsuant to
Rule 29(b) directing the appellant to show causyg thle appeal should not
be dismissed as untimely filed. The appellantfiies response to the notice
to show cause on November 18, 2011. The appeitatds only that he has
sent a copy of the notice to an attorfey.

(3) Pursuant to Rule 6(a)(ii), a notice of appeam a sentencing
order must be filed within 30 days of the datedéetence is imposed. Time
is a jurisdictional requiremefit.A notice of appeal must be received by the
Clerk of the Court within the applicable time perio order to be effective.
An appellant’spro se status does not excuse a failure to comply stneith
the jurisdictional requirements of Rule®6. Unless the appellant can
demonstrate that the failure to file a timely netaf appeal is attributable to
court-related personnel, his appeal may not beidered’

(4) There is nothing in the record before us wtitg that the
appellant’s failure to file a timely notice of agben this case is attributable

to court-related personnel. Consequently, thig cies not fall within the

% While the appellant states in his notice of appleal he was not aware until November
2011 that his notice of appeal had been filed é@vthong forum, he does not explain why
his initial notice of appeal was untimely.

* Carr v. Sate, 554 A.2d 778, 779 (Del. 1989).

® Supr. Ct. R. 10(a).

® Carr v. State, 554 A.2d at 779.

" Bey v. Sate, 402 A.2d 362, 363 (Del. 1979).



exception to the general rule that mandates thelyirfiling of a notice of
appeal. Thus, the Court concludes that this appaat be dismissed.
NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED, pursuant to Supredaoirt
Rule 29(b), that this appeal is DISMISSED.
BY THE COURT:

/sl Jack B. Jacobs
Justice




