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Patrick Brady, a California state prisoner, appeals pro se from the district

court’s summary judgment to Defendants in Brady’s 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action

alleging deliberate indifference to serious medical needs.  We have jurisdiction

under 28 U.S.C. § 1291.  We review de novo summary judgment.  Lovell v.

Chandler, 303 F.3d 1039, 1052 (9th Cir. 2002).   We affirm.

The district court properly concluded that Brady did not raise a triable issue

as to whether Defendants were deliberately indifferent.  Brady’s disagreement with

prison doctors regarding his access to Ritalin medication does not constitute

deliberate indifference to his Attention Deficit and Hyperactivity Disorder

(“ADHD”).  See Sanchez v. Vild, 891 F.2d 240, 242 (9th Cir. 1989) (a difference of

opinion regarding medical treatment does not amount to deliberate indifference). 

Moreover, whether Defendants had a written policy discontinuing Ritalin in the

California prison system is not a material issue of fact because Brady does not

demonstrate that Ritalin was the only way to treat Brady’s ADHD.  Rather, it is

undisputed that Defendants prescribed another ADHD medication and continued to

treat Brady’s condition.  See id. 

To the extent Brady attempts to appeal the denial of a claim under the

Americans with Disabilities Act (“ADA”), this contention fails because he does not

develop any arguments on appeal; all of his substantive arguments on appeal
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concern his claims under section 1983, not the ADA.  See United States v. Kimble ,

107 F.3d 712, 715 n.2 (9th Cir. 1997) (“because this argument was not coherently

developed in his briefs on appeal, we deem it to have been abandoned.”).

Finally, Brady’s contention that the district court failed to view the facts in

the light most favorable to Brady is without merit.

AFFIRMED.


