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PER CURIAM:

In these consolidated appeals, John Doe appeals the district court’s orders granting
in part and denying in part his motions to seal. We affirm three of the district court’s
sealing decisions. First, Doe challenges the portion of the district court’s order denying his
motion to seal an affidavit attached to a Government brief. Doe also challenges the district
court’s order declining to seal his motion requesting that the courtroom be sealed for any
proceedings related to his sealing requests. We have reviewed the record and conclude
that the district court did not err in denying the motions to seal these documents. Moreover,
while Doe also contends that the district court did not seal a motion to appoint counsel, our
review of the record reveals that the district court sealed this document. Therefore, we
affirm these portions of the district court’s orders.

However, Doe also challenges the district court’s denial of his motions to seal the
Government’s response brief to his motion to discontinue sentence and his “notice of case.”
Does further contends that the district court erred in denying his motion to proceed by
pseudonym. While these appeals were pending, we set forth the relevant standard to apply
and the interests to consider when addressing motions such as Doe’s. See United States v.
Doe, 962 F.3d 139, 142 n.1, 145-53 (4th Cir. 2020). The district court did not have the
benefit of our decision in Doe when ruling on these requests. Accordingly, we vacate these
portions of the district court’s orders and remand for reconsideration in light of Doe.

We deny Doe’s motions to appoint counsel and to schedule oral argument. We grant

the motion to proceed by pseudonym. We dispense with oral argument because the facts



and legal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before this court and
argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED IN PART, VACATED IN PART, AND REMANDED



