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Civil Administration
M GRAHAM

Dominic J. Morgan, pro se
PO Box 1011
Marlton, NJ 08053
(610) 364-3367
HERBERT J. NEVYAS, M.D., and : COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
ANITA NEVYAS-WALLACE, M.D., and : TRIAL DIVISION
NEVYAS EYE ASSOCIATES, P.C., ; Philadelphia County

Plaintiffs : NOVEMBER TERM, 2003

: NO. 946
VS. :

DOMINIC MORGAN, and X Control Number 01-09111466
STEVEN A FRIEDMAN . Jury Trial demanded on Counterclaim

Defendants :

PRO SE DEFENDANT MORGAN’S SUR-REPLY TO PLAINTIFFS’ REPLY BRIEF IN
SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION FOR INTERLOCUTORY APPEAL

Plaintiffs assert that, if trial occurs with plaintiffs designated limited purpose public
figures, they will appeal post-trial. Plaintiffs thus purport that is in everyone's interest to have an

interlocutory appeal now, purportedly to save time, etc.

Plaintiffs lack credibility since, as the United States Supreme Court states, interlocutory
appeals can increase trial court difficulty, delay, add costs, diminish coherence, and create

additional and unnecessary appellate court work:

... interlocutory appeals - appeals before the end of district court proceedings -
are the exception, not the rule.... An interlocutory appeal can make it more
difficult for trial judges to do their basic job - supervising trial proceedings. It
can threaten those proceedings with delay, adding costs and diminishing
coherence. It also risks additional, and unnecessary, appellate court work either
when it presents appellate courts with less developed records or when it brings
them appeals that, had the trial simply proceeded, would have turned out to be
unnecessary.

Johnson v. Jones, 515 U.S. 304 at 309, 115 S. Ct. 2151 at 2154 (1995)

Case ID: 031100946
Control No.: 09111466



Plaintiffs lack credibility since, as defendant Friedman notes in his Sur-Reply to
Plaintiffs” Reply Brief, none of the cases cited by plaintiffs are relevant to the issue

before this Court.

Plaintiffs lack credibility since, as defendant Morgan’s unopposed cross-motions
currently before this Court show, plaintiffs” entire case should be dismissed.

This Court’s October 4, 2009 Order complies with the Superior Court remand and
does not abuse discretion. Plaintiffs” Motion for interlocutory appeal should be denied.
VERIFICATION:

I, Dominic J. Morgan, defendant pro se verify these statements to be true, and

understand that these statements are made subject to penalties of 18 Pa.C.S. Sec. 4904
relating to unsworn falsification to authorities.

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE:
| certify that a true and correct copy of the attached document has been e-mailed
or mailed first class prepaid to the persons listed below on the date listed below:

Leon Silverman, Esquire

Stein & Silverman, P.C.

230 South Broad Street, 18™ Floor
Philadelphia, PA. 19102

Maureen Fitzgerald, Esquire

Eckert Seamans Cherin & Mellott, LLC
2 Liberty Place

50 South 16" Street - 22" Floor
Philadelphia, PA 19102
mfitzgerald@eckertseamans.com

Respectfully submitted,
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Dated December 23, 2009

Dominic J. Morgan, pro se
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