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PER CURIAM:

Pakuja Crystal Vang appeals the district court’s order dismissing with prejudice her
pro se civil action as frivolous and malicious.! On appeal, we confine our review to the
issues raised in the informal brief. See 4th Cir. R. 34(b). Because Vang’s informal brief
does not challenge the district court’s reasons for dismissing her civil action, she has
forfeited appellate review of the court’s order. See Jackson v. Lightsey, 775 F.3d 170, 177
(4th Cir. 2014) (“The informal brief is an important document; under Fourth Circuit rules,
our review is limited to issues preserved in that brief.”). And even if Vang had not forfeited
appellate review of that order, we would conclude that the district court did not abuse its
discretion in dismissing Vang’s civil action. See Nagy v. FMC Butner, 376 F.3d 252,
254-55 (4th Cir. 2004) (explaining standard of review for similar dismissal orders).

Accordingly, we affirm the district court’s dismissal order, Vang v. Valdese Weaver,
No. 1:24-¢v-00159-MR-WCM (W.D.N.C. July 31, 2024), as modified to reflect dismissal
without prejudice as to all claims except for those against Valdese Weaver, see King v.
Rubenstein, 825 F.3d 206, 225 (4th Cir. 2016) (recognizing that dismissal of pro se
complaint generally should be without prejudice if district court did not give plaintiff

opportunity to amend nor discuss why amendment would be futile).? We dispense with

! Vang has filed a motion to transfer this case to the Supreme Court of the United
States. (ECF No. 13). We deny the motion.

2 The district court found that allowing Vang to amend her claims against Valdese
Weaver would be futile, but the court did not address the possibility of amendment as to
Vang’s remaining claims.



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 AS MODIFIED



