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PER CURIAM: 
 

Trey Alexander Williams, a South Carolina inmate, seeks to appeal the district 

court’s order denying his motion for injunctive relief.  Although neither party questions 

our jurisdiction over the appeal, we “have an independent obligation to verify the existence 

of appellate jurisdiction.”  Williamson v. Stirling, 912 F.3d 154, 168 (4th Cir. 2018) 

(internal quotation marks omitted).  An order denying a preliminary injunction is an 

immediately appealable interlocutory order.  28 U.S.C. § 1292(a)(1) (2018).  However, we 

lack jurisdiction to review the denial of a temporary restraining order.  Office of Pers. 

Mgmt. v. Am. Fed’n of Gov’t Emps., 473 U.S. 1301, 1303-05 (1985); Drudge v. McKernon, 

482 F.2d 1375, 1376 (4th Cir. 1973) (per curiam).   

Williams’ motion requested both a temporary restraining order and a preliminary 

injunction.  Because a “court may issue a preliminary injunction only on notice to the 

adverse party,” Fed. R. Civ. P. 65(a)(1), and Williams did not provide any notice of the 

motion to the Defendants, we construe Williams’ motion as requesting only a temporary 

restraining order.  Accordingly, we dismiss Williams’ appeal for lack of jurisdiction. 

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 
 


