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BeforeBERGER, JACOBS, andRIDGELY, Justices.
ORDER
This 28" day of September 2012, it appears to the Couirt tha
(1) The plaintiff-appellant, John Doe'has petitioned this Court, pursuant

to Supreme Court Rule 42, to accept an appeal &ormterlocutory order of the

! John Doe 4 is the pseudonym plaintiff used imdjlthe complaint in the Superior Court. The
trial judge used this pseudonym in the captiont®forder denying certification of this appeal.



Superior Court, dated June 14, 2012, which ordefauhtiff to proceed with his
case using his legal identity.Plaintiff also appeals the Superior Court’s order
dated August 6, 2012, denying reargument.

(2) The plaintiff filed the application for certti@tion to take an
interlocutory appeal in the Superior Court on Augiy 2012. The Superior Court
denied the certification application on Septemhet0.2.

(3) Applications for interlocutory review are adslsed 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 be REFUSED. Plaintiff's maoticequesting to use a
pseudonym on appeal is moot.

BY THE COURT:

/sl Jack B. Jacobs
Justice

For consistency, we therefore also use this psegudan the caption of our order. We do not
otherwise rule on the plaintiff's motion requestioguse a pseudonym on appeal.

2 Plaintiff had not sought the Superior Court's pission to file the complaint using a
pseudonym.



