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Opinion 

PER CURIAM 

 
*1 Opheila Azriel De’Lonta appeals from the district court’s order denying a temporary restraining order and preliminary 
injunctive relief. To the extent De’Lonta appeals the denial of a temporary restraining order, no circumstance warrants 
excepting this case from the general rule that such denials are ordinarily not apealable. See Virginia v. Tenneco, Inc., 538 
F.2d 1026, 1029-30 (4th Cir.1976). We therefore dismiss this portion of the appeal. Insofar as De’Lonta appeals the denial of 
an injunction, we find that the court applied the proper legal standard and did not abuse its discretion. See Direx Israel, Ltd. v. 
Breakthrough Medical Corp., 952 F.2d 802, 814-15 (4th Cir.1991). Accordingly, we affirm on the reasoning of the district 
court. See De’Lonta v. Angelone, No. CA-99-642-7 (W.D.Va. January 13, 2000). Finally, we deny DeLonta’s motion to 
expedite appeal as moot. We dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in 
the materials before the court and argument would not aid the decisional process. 
  
AFFIRMED IN PART; DISMISSED IN PART. 
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