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PER CURIAM: 

Public-Sector Solutions, Inc. (“PSS”) appeals the district court’s order affirming the 

bankruptcy court’s order denying PSS’s motion to reopen its bankruptcy case.  “In 

reviewing the judgment of a district court sitting in review of a bankruptcy court, we apply 

the same standard of review that was applied by the district court.”  Copley v. United States, 

959 F.3d 118, 121 (4th Cir. 2020).  Thus, “we review the bankruptcy court’s legal 

conclusions de novo, its factual findings for clear error, and any discretionary decisions for 

abuse of discretion.”  Id. 

 As a threshold matter, we mostly agree with Appellee Hunt & Associates, P.C. that 

PSS has forfeited appellate review by either failing to raise its arguments before the 

bankruptcy court or failing to challenge the basis of the bankruptcy court’s decision.  See 

Hicks v. Ferreyra, 965 F.3d 302, 310 (4th Cir. 2020); Grayson O Co. v. Agadir Int’l, LLC, 

856 F.3d 307, 316 (4th Cir. 2017); Rusnack v. Cardinal Bank, N.A., 695 F. App’x 704, 711 

(4th Cir. 2017) (No. 16-1676) (argued but unpublished).  We conclude that PSS properly 

preserved its challenge to the bankruptcy court’s factual findings.  But we find no clear 

error in these findings. 

 Accordingly, we affirm the district court’s order.  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 


