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Plaintiff-Appellant R chard Sanchez appeals the district
court’s order granting Defendants-Appellees’ notion for summary
judgnent. We review summary judgnents de novo and apply the sane
standard as the district court. Machinchick v. PB Power, Inc.,
398 F.3d 345, 349 (5th Cr. 2005).

Appellant filed suit in this case because his severely

" Pursuant to 5THCQR R 47.5, the court has deterni ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.



di sabl ed ten-year-old child becane seriously ill. He attributed
his child s illness to the feeding tube food manufactured by
Appel | ee Abbott Laboratories Inc. and shipped by Appell ee Medline
I ndustries Inc. In granting the notion to dismss, the district
court found that proxi mate causati on had not been shown between
any potential contam nation or spoilage of the food and the
child s subsequent illness. Appellant’s brief advances several
argunent s regardi ng what he argues were inproper excl usions of

W tness testinony and an affidavit by the district court. The
district court concluded, though, that even if the evidence had
been admtted, it still failed to show proxi mate causati on of the
child s illness.

Appel lant’s brief concerns itself with adm ssion of the
testinony and the affidavit and does not neaningfully contest the
i ndependent causation ground for summary judgnent. See FED. R
App. P. 28(a)(9) (A (“[T]he argunent . . . nust contain
appellant’s contentions and the reasons for them with citations
to the authorities and parts of the record on which the appell ant
relies.”). W thus deemthe argunent to be conceded. See Local
Union No. 898 of the Int’l Bhd. of Elec. Wrkers v. XL Elec.,
Inc., 380 F.3d 868, 871 (5th Cr. 2004) (“The Union has not made
any argunent challenging the nerits of the district court’s
ultimate conclusion that the Agreenent was properly term nated.
The Union thus waived any argunent along those lines . . . .”");

Green v. State Bar, 27 F.3d 1083, 1089 (5th Cr. 1994) (“A party



who i nadequately briefs an issue is considered to have abandoned
the claim”). Therefore, we affirm

AFFI RVED.



