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Before WILKINSON, AGEE, and THACKER, Circuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.
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PER CURIAM:

Stacy Facemire appeals from the district court’s order dismissing her suit as barred
by claim and issue preclusion. In her opening brief, Facemire fails to challenge the basis
for the district court’s order. Even after being alerted to her failure in Appellees’ brief,
Facemire still did not address res judicata in her reply brief. Accordingly, we conclude
that Facemire has waived any objection to the district court’s conclusions. See
Suarez-Valenzuela v. Holder, 714 F.3d 241, 248-49 (4th Cir. 2013) (citing Fed. R. App. P.
28(a)). As such, we affirm. 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



