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SUMMARY

The Towa Supreme Court affirmed the dismissal of Norman Wayne Davis IV’s postconviction-relief

application as untimely. The court declined to adopt a judicial prison-mailbox rule, holding that under

Iowa statutes and procedural rules an application is filed when received by the clerk of court, not when

delivered to prison officials for mailing. The court concluded that adopting such a rule is a matter for

the legislature.
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Davis appealed the Iowa District Court for Polk County's dismissal of
his application for postconviction relief as untimely under Iowa Code
section 822.3. He asked the Supreme Court of Iowa to adopt the

prison-mailbox rule and deem his application filed when he delivered

it to prison officials for mailing.

The court interpreted Iowa statutes and court rules de novo and

reviewed the timeliness issue under the governing filing requirements.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Iowa should adopt the prison-mailbox rule for postconviction-relief applications so that an

inmate's application is deemed filed when delivered to prison officials for mailing.

2. Whether Davis's application was timely under Iowa Code section 822.3 and the Iowa filing statutes and

rules.

HOLDINGS

1. Iowa does not recognize a prison-mailbox rule for postconviction-relief applications under the statutes
and rules presently in effect. An application is filed only when received and filed by the clerk of the

district court, not when delivered to a prison official for mailing.

2. Davis's application was untimely because it was not filed with the clerk of court by September 27, 2024,

the end of the three-year limitations period.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Whatever the mode of filing, our rules define a document as “filed” only when it has been received.” (7-8)

»

“The decision to adopt a prison-mailbox rule for postconviction-relief applications is one for the legislature.

8

“There’s little question, in our view, that the law as it stands requires that for an application to be filed, it

must be filed with the clerk of court and not simply provided to a prison official.” (8)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Davis's conviction became final on September 27, 2021, making September 27, 2024, the deadline for filing his
postconviction-relief application under Iowa Code section 822.3. He claimed he handed the application to a
correctional officer for mailing on September 22, 2024; the envelope was postmarked September 25, but the
district-court clerk did not file it until October 4. Because the application was received and filed by the clerk

after the statutory deadline, the district court dismissed it as untimely.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Davis pleaded guilty to five crimes and was sentenced on September 27, 2021; the sentence was initially
suspended and he was placed on probation. After he violated probation, the district court ordered him to serve
the sentence on June 27, 2024. Davis submitted his postconviction-relief application to prison officials on
September 22, 2024, but the clerk filed it on October 4, 2024, after the three-year deadline. The district court
rejected the prison-mailbox argument and dismissed the application, and the Supreme Court of Iowa affirmed.
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