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PER CURIAM: 

David Glenn Green appeals the district court’s orders denying his motions for 

compassionate release and for reconsideration. The district court concluded that Green 

failed to demonstrate extraordinary and compelling reasons for relief and that the relevant 

18 U.S.C. § 3553(a) factors independently weighed against early release. United States v. 

Green, No. 5:00-cr-00034-KDB-1 (W.D.N.C. July 19, 2021). In his opening brief on 

appeal, Green challenges only the district court’s extraordinary-and-compelling-reasons 

determination, thereby abandoning any argument as to the § 3553(a) factors. See Brown v. 

Nucor Corp., 785 F.3d 895, 918 (4th Cir. 2015). Because the district court’s § 3553(a) 

analysis, which we find to be well reasoned and supported by the record, constituted an 

independent basis for the denial of Green’s motions, we affirm the district court’s judgment 

on that ground without expressing any views on the court’s extraordinary-and-compelling-

reasons determination. See United States v. Bethea, 54 F.4th 826, 831 (4th Cir. 2022). 

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 in the 

decisional process.   

          AFFIRMED 


