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PER CURIAM: 

In December 2020, the district court denied Andre Youngblood’s motion for 

compassionate release under 18 U.S.C. § 3582(c)(1)(A).  We vacated that judgment and 

remanded for further proceedings.  United States v. Youngblood, 858 F. App’x 96 

(4th Cir. 2021) (No. 20-7836).  On remand, the district court denied Youngblood’s motion 

again, concluding that he had failed to demonstrate extraordinary and compelling reasons 

for compassionate release and that, in any event, the 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a) factors counseled 

against a sentence reduction.  On appeal, Youngblood challenges only the district court’s 

analysis of the § 3553(a) factors. 

On appeal, we confine our review to the issues raised in the informal brief.  See 

4th Cir. R. 34(b).  Because Youngblood’s informal brief does not challenge the district 

court’s conclusion that he failed to demonstrate extraordinary and compelling reasons for 

compassionate release, Youngblood has forfeited appellate review of this dispositive 

ruling.  See Jackson v. Lightsey, 775 F.3d 170, 177 (4th Cir. 2014) (“The informal brief is 

an important document; under Fourth Circuit rules, our review is limited to issues 

preserved in that brief.”).  Accordingly, we affirm the district court’s judgment.  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 
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FLOYD, Senior Judge, dissenting: 

Upon review of the record and the informal brief, I respectfully dissent and would 

vacate the district court’s order and remand for further proceedings. 


