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Submitted December 8, 2022**
Before: -WALLACE, TALLMAN, and BYBEE, Circuit Judges.
California state prisoner Robert Stanley Woods appeals pro se from the

district court’s summary judgment in his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action alleging

deliberate indifference to his serious medical needs and retaliation. We have

*

This disposition is not appropriate for publication and is not precedent
except as provided by Ninth Circuit Rule 36-3.

- The panel unanimously concludes this case is suitable for decision
without oral argument. See Fed. R. App. P. 34(a)(2).
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jurisdiction hnder 28 U.S.C. § 1291. We fcview de novo, Colwell v. Bannister,
763 F.3d 1060, 1065 (9th Cir. 2014), and we afﬁrm.

The district court properly granted ‘summary Jjudgment on Woods’s
deliberate indifference claim because Woods failed to raise a genuine dispute of
material fact as to whether defendantsBre.én and Taylor were deliberately
indifferent to his chervnic keloids. See id ellt..10‘6..'8.'(stati”1.1g that a difference of
opinion between a physician and a prisoner concerning approprivate medical care
does not amount to deliberate indifferenvce)_; Toguchi v. Cl?ung, 391 F.3d 1051,
1057-60 (explaining that a. prison official is deliberately indifferent only if he or
she knows of.andv disregards an excessive risk to inméte health; medical
malpractice or negligence does not amount to deliberate indifference).

The district court properly granted sﬁmmary judgment on Woods’s
retaliation claim Because Woods failed to r‘a-i's_e a genuine di_siohte of material fact as
to whether defeﬁdant Haar’s recommendation to.transfer 'Woods did not reasonably
advance a legitim.ate’cofrectional goal. See Bi‘od/aein1 v. Cry, 584 F.3d 1262, 1271
(9th Cir. 2009) (“To pfevail ona r.etaliation cblvaihq., a prisoner must show that the .
challenged action did not feasonably adva.n‘cvlé: a 1égitiniate Vcorre'ctioﬁal goal.”
(citation and internal Quotation marks omitted)).

We do not cénsider matters not'spe_ci'ﬁca.ll.y and diétinctly raised and argued

in the opening brief, or arguments and allegations raised for the first time on
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appeal. See Padgett v. 'Wright, 587 F.3d 983, 985 n.2 (9th Cir. 2009).

AFFIRMED.
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