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BeforeSTRINE, Chief JusticeY AUGHN, andSEITZ, Justices.
ORDER

This 20" day of April 2017, it appears to the Court that:

(1) On November 29, 2016, the Court received apptlDominique
Tisinger’s notice of appeal from a Superior Coudes dated October 7, 2016.
The Superior Court’s order sentenced Tisinger @ersé criminal convictions and
a violation of probation following his guilty pleaUnder Supreme Court Rule
6(a)(iii), a timely notice of appeal should havebdiled on or before November 7,
2016.

(2) The Senior Court Clerk issued a notice direrftinsinger to show
cause why his appeal should not be dismissed amelgyt Tisinger filed a

response on December 9, 2016. He contends thahdiise of appeal was



untimely because: (i) his appointed counsel faitedespond to his requests about
filing an appeal; (ii) he did not have access ® ldw library to find out the rules
for filing an appeal; and (iii) he thought thatHeed ninety days to file his appeal.

(3) The Court requested Tisinger's court-appointednsel to reply to
Tisinger's response. After an extension, the Coeceived counsel’s reply on
March 15, 2017. Counsel asserts that that shedlsztdissed the appeal process
with Tisinger the day before he was sentenced afaimed him of the 30 day
appeal period. Tisinger did not request counselilloan appeal and did not
contact her after his sentencing to inquire abaw@peal.

(4) Time is a jurisdictional requiremeht.A notice of appeal must be
received by the Office of the Clerk of this Couithwn the applicable time period
in order to be effectivé. This Court cannot consider an untimely appeatssian
appellant can demonstrate that the failure to diléimely notice of appeal is
attributable to court-related personfelisinger has not made such a showing in
this case. Thus, the Court concludes that hisappest be dismissed.

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that the appeal iISMISSED.

BY THE COURT:

/5] Collins J. Seitz, Jr.
Justice
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