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PER CURIAM:

Keith F. Kraemer appeals from the district court’s April 26, 2017, order denying
his motion seeking leave to amend his complaint and its April 28, 2017, order granting
summary judgment to Defendant on the claims in his civil action for breach of contract
and insurance bad faith, insofar as the claims relate to the termination of benefit
payments on his 65th birthday. Kraemer’s appellate arguments fail to explain how the
district court reversibly erred in denying leave to amend his complaint. Accordingly, we
deem this issue abandoned. See 4th Cir. R. 34(b) (directing appealing parties to present
specific arguments in an informal brief and stating that this court’s review on appeal is
limited to the issues raised in the informal brief); United States v. Holness, 706 F.3d 579,
592 (4th Cir. 2013) (noting the *“oft-cited rule that contentions not raised in the argument
section of the opening brief are abandoned” (internal quotation marks omitted));
Williams v. Giant Food Inc., 370 F.3d 423, 430 n.4 (4th Cir. 2004) (noting that appellate
assertions not supported by argument are deemed abandoned).

We also have reviewed the record and find no reversible error in the district
court’s grant of summary judgment to Defendant. Accordingly, we affirm for the reasons
stated by the district court. Kraemer v. Mass. Mut. Life Ins. Co., No.
2:15-cv-04571-CWH (D.S.C. Apr. 26 & 28, 2017). We dispense with oral argument
because the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

this court and argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



