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OPINION

PER CURIAM: 

Kevin M. Griffin, a Virginia inmate, appeals the district court’s
order denying his petition filed under 28 U.S.C.A. § 2254 (West 1994
& Supp. 2000), in which he challenged his conviction for malicious
wounding of a police officer. We have reviewed the record, the dis-
trict court’s opinion, and Griffin’s informal brief filed in this court.
Griffin does not argue on appeal that the district court erred with
regard to two of his claims: (1) that the trial court erred by not
instructing the jury that parole had been abolished; and (2) that coun-
sel was ineffective for failing to object to the prosecutor’s statements
in closing argument it was undisputed Griffin fired a gun at the officer
and that Griffin was angry. Because Griffin did not raise these issues
in his informal appellate brief, he has not preserved them for our
review. See 4th Cir. R. 34(b). We therefore deny a certificate of
appealability in part and dismiss this portion of the appeal. 

With regard to Griffin’s remaining claims, we note that the district
court construed Griffin’s challenge to the jury instructions and closing
arguments as independent claims rather than as claims raised under
the rubric of ineffective assistance of counsel. Because the record on
appeal does not contain the relevant portions of the state court record,
we are unable to review these claims or the district court’s disposition
of Griffin’s claims that counsel provided ineffective assistance by
failing to obtain the victim officer’s medical records, to subpoena an
expert witness, and to move to strike the evidence on the ground that
the evidence was insufficient. See 28 U.S.C.A. § 2254(f) (providing
that if petitioner is unable to produce the record due to indigency or
other reason, "the State shall produce such part of the record and the
Federal court shall direct the State to do so"); Rule 3, Rules Govern-
ing Section 2254 Cases (requiring respondent to attach to answer rele-
vant transcripts of pretrial, trial, post-trial, and post-conviction
proceedings and decisions from appellate and post-conviction courts).

Accordingly, we grant a certificate of appealability in part, vacate
the remaining portion of the district court’s order, and remand for fur-
ther proceedings consistent with this opinion. We dispense with oral
argument because the facts and legal contentions are adequately pre-
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sented in the materials before the court and argument would not aid
the decisional process.

DISMISSED IN PART, VACATED
IN PART, AND REMANDED
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