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Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.
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Unpublished opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.



PER CURIAM:

Julie A. Gaskins appeals the district court’s amended order denying without
prejudice her emergency motion for a temporary restraining order and a preliminary
injunction and dismissing her civil complaint for lack of subject matter jurisdiction. On
appeal, we confine our review to the issues raised in the informal brief. See 4th Cir.
R. 34(b). Gaskins’ informal brief does not challenge or address the district court’s
determination that she failed to meet the substantive requirements for a temporary
restraining order or a preliminary injunction and that it otherwise lacked jurisdiction over
the complaint due to the binding arbitration agreement. Gaskins therefore has forfeited
appellate review of these dispositive rulings. See 4th Cir. R. 34(b); see also Jackson v.
Lightsey, 775 F.3d 170, 177 (4th Cir. 2014) (“The informal brief is an important document;
under Fourth Circuit rules, our review is limited to issues preserved in that brief.”).
Accordingly, we affirm the district court’s amended order denying relief on these grounds. *
Gaskins v. EK Real Est. Fund I, LLC, No. 1:23-cv-01132-GLR (D. Md. Apr. 28, 2023).
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 her informal brief, Gaskins takes issue with the district court’s determination
that she failed to meet the procedural requirements under Fed. R. Civ. P. 65 for obtaining
a temporary restraining order or a preliminary injunction. Because we affirm the district
court’s unchallenged determination that Gaskins failed to meet the substantive
requirements for a temporary restraining order or a preliminary injunction, we decline to
address this alternate ground cited by the district court for denying relief.
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