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Aleksandr Kocharov (“Appellant”) appeals pro se the district court’s grant of

summary judgment in favor of JPMorgan Chase Bank, N.A. (“Chase”) for his state

law breach of contract claim. As the parties are familiar with the facts, we do not
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recount them here except as they pertain to our ruling. We have jurisdiction under
28 U.S.C. § 1291, and we affirm.

Reviewing the terms of the Deposit Account Agreement (“DAA”) de novo,
no contractual provision obligated Chase to protect Appellant from falling victim to
third-party fraud. Instead, the DAA provides that that Chase “will not be liable for
anything [Chase does] when following your instructions.” Failure to provide
evidence of such a duty is fatal to Appellant’s claim. See Graham v. Asbury, 540
P.2d 656, 657 (Ariz. 1975).

Nor did Chase violate the express terms of the DAA. The DAA states that
Chase “may subtract from your balance the amount of any check or other item that
you or any person you authorize created or approved.” Nothing in the DAA required
Chase to prevent the attempted reversals, given Appellant’s apparent authorization,
and thus no breach occurred. See id.

We decline to address Appellant’s remaining arguments on damages given the
failure to demonstrate a prima facie breach of contract claim. See Simeonov v.
Ashcroft, 371 F.3d 532, 538 (9th Cir. 2004) (observing that courts are not required
to reach issues that are “unnecessary to the results they reach”) (citation omitted).

Appellant’s motion to order a transcript of the district court proceedings [Dkt.
Entry No. 6] is denied.

AFFIRMED.

2 23-4458



