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SUMMARY

The Pennsylvania Supreme Court denied the appellee's motion to quash the Commonwealth's appeal

from an order granting post-conviction relief and a new trial. The Court held that the appeal was

timely because the Commonwealth electronically filed its notice of appeal within the applicable thirty-

day period, even though the clerk did not immediately time-stamp it due to perceived defects. Under

Pennsylvania Rules of Appellate Procedure 902 and 905(a)(3), a timely notice of appeal is self-

perfecting and the lower court clerk lacks authority to reject it as defective.
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The Commonwealth appealed directly from a Philadelphia County
Court of Common Pleas order granting Christopher Williams relief
under the Post Conviction Relief Act and awarding him a new trial.
Williams moved to quash the appeal as untimely, arguing that the
Commonwealth's notice of appeal was not filed until the clerk time-

stamped an amended notice on January 30, 2014.

Plenary review and de novo review because the timeliness of an appeal
and application of appellate procedural rules present a pure question of

law.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether a lower-court clerk must accept and immediately time-stamp a notice of appeal that is filed

within the Rule 903(a) deadline but contains procedural defects.

2. Whether the Commonwealth's timely electronic filing perfected the appeal and invoked the Supreme
Court's jurisdiction despite the clerk’s failure to time-stamp the original notice of appeal.

HOLDINGS

1. A lower-court clerk lacks authority to reject a notice of appeal as defective when it is timely filed; under

Pa.R.A.P. 905(a)(3), the clerk must immediately time-stamp the notice upon receipt.

2. The Commonwealth perfected its appeal by filing the notice of appeal on January 29, 2014, within thirty
days of the PCRA court's order; the clerk's failure to time-stamp the filing did not deprive the Supreme
Court of jurisdiction.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Thus, to perfect an appeal from a lower court order, an appellant need only file a notice of appeal with the

clerk of the lower court within the applicable time period allotted by Rule 903.” (587)

“A timely notice of appeal triggers the jurisdiction of the appellate court, notwithstanding whether the notice
of appeal is otherwise defective.” (587-588)

“The clerk of courts and prothonotary are not permitted to interpret statutes or challenge court actions.”
(588)

“Accordingly, the Commonwealth perfected its appeal pursuant to Rule 902 of the Rules of Appellate

Procedure, and this Court has jurisdiction over this timely appeal.” (590)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The Philadelphia County PCRA court entered an order granting Williams a new trial on December 30, 2013. The
Commonwealth electronically transmitted a notice of appeal to the Philadelphia County Clerk of Courts on
January 29, 2014, the thirtieth day after entry of the order, and received electronic confirmation that the filing
had been received. The clerk did not time-stamp the notice that day because it believed the filing was defective,

and instead accepted and time-stamped an amended notice on January 30.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Williams was convicted of three counts of first-degree murder and sentenced to death for murders committed in
September 1989. The Pennsylvania Supreme Court affirmed the judgment of sentence on direct appeal, and later
reversed an earlier PCRA-court order and remanded for resolution of remaining claims. On remand, the PCRA
court granted a new trial on December 30, 2013, based on ineffective assistance of trial and appellate counsel.

The Commonwealth electronically filed a notice of appeal on January 29, 2014, within the thirty-day period, but
the clerk declined to time-stamp it because of perceived filing defects; an amended notice was filed and time-

stamped on January 30. The Supreme Court denied the motion to quash.
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