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BeforeHOLLAND, BERGER, andJACOBS, Justices.
ORDER

This 6" day of March 2014, it appears to the Court that;

(1) The plaintiffs-appellants, Debra and WilliamriBett, have petitioned
this Court, pursuant to Supreme Court Rule 42, doept an appeal from an
interlocutory order of the Superior Court dated &aber 13, 2013. The trial
court’'s order denied defendant USAA’s motion fortjah summary judgment. In
denying USAA’s motion, the Superior Court notedtthlae Bennetts did not
contest USAA’s interpretation of the policy prowass, including the policy limits.

The Bennetts sought reargument, contending thatStiperior Court’s decision



effectively eliminated their claim for consequehtiamages. The Superior Court
denied reargument on February 5, 2014.

(2) The Bennetts filed their application for cedition to take an
interlocutory appeal in the Superior Court on Feabyul4, 2014. The Superior
Court denied the certification application on Felmyu26, 2014, noting that the
Bennetts misinterpreted the trial court's denial WSAA’s motion for partial
summary judgment as a complete denial of theintfar consequential damages.

(3) Applications for interlocutory review are adssed to the sound
discretion of this Court. In the exercise of itsadetion, this Court has concluded
that the application for interlocutory review doest meet the requirements of
Supreme Court Rule 42(b) and should be refused.

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the withi
interlocutory appeal is REFUSED.

BY THE COURT:

/sl Carolyn Berger
Justice




