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PER CURIAM:

Tracey Terrell Grady seeks to appeal the district court’s order (1) dismissing, on 28
U.S.C. § 1915A frivolity review, some, but not all, of the claims raised in Grady’s amended
42 U.S.C. § 1983 civil rights complaint and denying Grady’s request for preliminary
injunctive relief; (2) denying as moot Grady’s motions to reconsider the court’s prior
rulings; and (3) denying Grady’s motions for the appointment of counsel and recusal of the
district court judge. We dismiss in part and affirm in part.

This court may exercise jurisdiction only over final orders, 28 U.S.C. § 1291, and
certain interlocutory and collateral orders, 28 U.S.C. § 1292; Fed. R. Civ. P. 54(b); Cohen
v. Beneficial Indus. Loan Corp., 337 U.S. 541, 545-46 (1949). That portion of the order
dismissing Grady’s action in part as to certain claims against certain defendants, and
denying Grady’s motions for reconsideration, appointment of counsel, and recusal of the
district court judge, is not a final order nor appealable interlocutory or collateral order.
Accordingly, we dismiss this appeal, in part, for lack of jurisdiction.

We do, however, have jurisdiction to review the order as related to Grady’s request
for preliminary injunctive relief. See 28 U.S.C. § 1292(a)(1). This court reviews the denial
of a preliminary injunction for abuse of discretion. Roe v. Dep’t of Def., 947 F.3d 207, 219
(4th Cir. 2020). In evaluating the district court’s decision, “we review factual findings for
clear error and assess legal conclusions de novo.” Fusaro v. Cogan, 930 F.3d 241, 248
(4th Cir. 2019).

In order to receive a preliminary injunction, a plaintiff “must establish that he is

likely to succeed on the merits, that he is likely to suffer irreparable harm in the absence of

2



preliminary relief, that the balance of equities tips in his favor, and that an injunction is in
the public interest.” Roe, 947 F.3d at 219. A preliminary injunction is “an extraordinary
remedy that may only be awarded upon a clear showing that the plaintift is entitled to such
relief.” Winter v. Nat. Res. Def. Council, Inc., 555 U.S. 7,22 (2008). If the district “court
applied a correct preliminary injunction standard, made no clearly erroneous findings of
material fact, and demonstrated a firm grasp of the legal principles pertinent to the
underlying dispute,” no abuse of discretion occurred. Centro Tepeyac v. Montgomery
Cnty., 722 F.3d 184, 192 (4th Cir. 2013) (en banc).

Upon review of the record in conjunction with these authorities, we discern no abuse
of discretion in the district court’s denial of preliminary injunctive relief. We therefore
affirm the appealed-from order to the extent that it denied preliminary injunctive relief.
Grady v. B.S., No. 3:20-cv-00095-MR (W.D.N.C. Feb. 23, 2021).

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.

DISMISSED IN PART,
AFFIRMED IN PART



