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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Delaware dismissed John R. Pierre-Louis’s appeal as untimely. The Court held

that the appellant failed to establish that his late filing resulted from court personnel or the court’s

electronic filing system, and that pro se status did not excuse noncompliance with the jurisdictional

filing deadline.
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1. Whether the Supreme Court could consider an appeal filed after the jurisdictional deadline when the

appellant claimed that technical problems with the electronic filing system caused the delay.



2. Whether the appellant's pro se status excused his failure to comply strictly with the deadline for filing a

notice of appeal.

HOLDINGS
1. An untimely appeal cannot be considered unless the appellant demonstrates that the failure to file a

timely notice of appeal was attributable to court personnel; Pierre-Louis failed to make that showing.

2. A pro se litigant is not excused from strict compliance with the jurisdictional requirements governing the
filing of a notice of appeal.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Time is a jurisdictional requirement. A notice of appeal must be received by the Office of the Clerk of this
Court within the applicable time period in order to be effective.” (at 2)

“An appellant’s pro se status does not excuse a failure to comply strictly with the jurisdictional requirements
of Supreme Court Rule 6. Therefore, unless an appellant can demonstrate that the failure to file a timely

notice of appeal is attributable to court personnel, an untimely appeal cannot be considered.” (at 2-3)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The Superior Court's July 14, 2017 order denied Pierre-Louis's motion to reopen a sheriff's sale. His notice of
appeal was received on August 16, 2017, although the applicable thirty-day deadline expired on August 14,
2017. Pierre-Louis claimed that technical difficulties with File & ServeXpress prevented timely electronic filing,

but he did not explain why he failed to file by mail or in person or contact the clerk's office for assistance.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Superior Court entered an order on July 14, 2017 denying Pierre-Louis's motion to reopen a sheriff's sale.
Pierre-Louis filed a notice of appeal on August 16, 2017, two days after the August 14 deadline. After being
ordered to show cause, he asserted that technical difficulties with the electronic filing system prevented timely
filing, but the Supreme Court concluded that the record did not establish that the delay was attributable to court
personnel and dismissed the appeal.
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