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PER CURIAM: 
 
  Kenneth Awe appeals the district court’s order 

dismissing his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 (2012) action pursuant to Fed. 

R. Civ. P. 12(b)(6) for failure to state a claim.  On appeal, we 

confine our review to the issues raised in the informal brief.  

See 4th Cir. R. 34(b).  Because Awe does not challenge the 

district court’s conclusion that his complaint failed to state a 

cognizable claim, he has forfeited appellate review of this 

issue.  Instead, Awe challenges the district court’s refusal to 

authorize discovery, to order the Virginia Department of 

Corrections to provide him with photocopying loans, and to 

review a videotape of the incident giving rise to his excessive 

force claim.  Awe’s case was resolved solely by reference to the 

face of the complaint, and he fails to demonstrate how discovery 

or photocopies were necessary or why the court was required to 

review evidence to issue a ruling on the Rule 12(b)(6) motion.  

We find no reversible error by the district court on these 

grounds.  Accordingly, we affirm the district court’s judgment.  

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 

 


