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MEMORANDUM* 

 

Appeal from the United States District Court  

for the District of Arizona 

James Alan Soto, District Judge, Presiding 

 

Submitted July 29, 2026** 

 

Before: McKEOWN, TALLMAN, and MENDOZA, JR., Circuit Judges. 

 Devin Andrich appeals pro se from the district court’s judgment dismissing 

his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action alleging constitutional violations arising from 
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defendants’ failure to release his medical records under the Health Insurance 

Portability and Accountability Act.  We have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291.  

We affirm. 

Because Andrich does not raise in his opening brief the district court’s 

dismissal of his action on the independent, alternative grounds that Andrich’s 

action was barred by res judicata and that Andrich failed to allege facts sufficient 

to state a plausible claim, Andrich has abandoned any challenge.  See Indep. 

Towers of Wash. v. Washington, 350 F.3d 925, 929 (9th Cir. 2003) (explaining that 

“we will not consider any claims that were not actually argued in appellant’s 

opening brief”). 

The district court did not abuse its discretion in denying Andrich’s motions 

to allow electronic filing.  See Preminger v. Peake, 552 F.3d 757, 769 n.11 (9th 

Cir. 2008) (reviewing for an abuse of discretion the district court’s decisions 

regarding management of litigation).  We reject as without merit Andrich’s 

contentions that the district court violated his constitutional rights.   

 AFFIRMED. 


