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PER CURIAM: 

  Debra Roach appeals from the district court’s order 

adopting the report and recommendation of the magistrate judge 

and determining that Roach’s remaining claims in her 

employment-related action were both unexhausted and meritless.  

We have reviewed the record in this case, as well as Roach’s 

brief on appeal, and we find no reversible error in the district 

court’s ruling.  Accordingly, we affirm substantially on the 

reasoning of the district court.  See Roach v. Gates, Nos. 

2:07-cv-00136-DCN; 2:07-cv-01574-DCN (D.S.C. May 30, 2012).  In 

addition, we note that, on appeal, Roach has not challenged the 

district court’s substantive ruling on the merits of her causes 

of action.*  As such, she has waived any challenge to this 

decision.  See 4th Cir. R. 34(b) (“The [c]ourt will limit its 

review to the issues raised in the informal brief.”); Edwards v. 

City of Goldsboro, 178 F.3d 231, 241 n.6 (4th Cir. 1999) (issues 

not raised in opening brief are deemed abandoned).  We deny 

Roach’s motion for transcripts.  We dispense with oral argument 

                     
* Roach did challenge the district court’s procedural 

consideration of the merits, averring that the court erred by 
examining the merits prior to a hearing and other proceedings.  
We reject this claim of error. 
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because the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented 

in the materials before the court and argument would not aid the 

decisional process. 

AFFIRMED 

  

 


