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BeforeSTEELE, Chief JusticeJACOBS andRIDGELY, Justices.
ORDER
This 28" day of March 2013, upon consideration of the motmd
supplemental notice of interlocutory appeal, itegs to the Court that:
(1) On March 18, 2013, defendant/appellant, Bristd@licopters,
Inc. (hereinafter “Bristow”), petitioned this Coyntirsuant to Supreme Court
Rule 42 to accept an interlocutory appeal fromSheerior Court’s order of

February 20, 2013 that denied Bristow’s motion éopen under Superior



Court Civil Rule 60(b). By order dated March 1913, the Superior Court
denied Bristow’s application for certification.

(2) Applications for interlocutory review are adssed to the
sound discretion of this Court and are granted omlyexceptional
circumstances. Having examined the transcripthef Eebruary 19, 2013
hearing held on Bristow’s motion to reopen, therbaby 20, 2013 order
denying the motion to reopen, the underlying Novem®0, 2012 opinion
denying Bristow’'s motion to dismiss for forum nooneeniens, and the
criteria set forth in Supreme Court Rule 42, we eéhaoncluded that
exceptional circumstances meriting interlocutoryiees do not exist in this
case.

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

BY THE COURT:

/s/ Henry duPont Ridgely
Justice




