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Ramon Rubio appeals from the district court’s order denying his motion for
compassionate release under 18 U.S.C. § 3582(c)(1)(A)(1). We have jurisdiction

under 28 U.S.C. § 1291. Reviewing for abuse of discretion, see United States v.

Aruda, 993 F.3d 797, 799 (9th Cir. 2021), we affirm.

*

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).



Rubio contends that the district court abused its discretion by concluding
that his medical conditions and the COVID-19 pandemic were not extraordinary
and compelling reasons warranting release. The record reflects that the district
court thoroughly considered Rubio’s health conditions, his medical care during the
COVID-19 pandemic, and the conditions at his facility. The court denied release
because of the low rate of infection at his facility, the high percentage of
vaccinated inmates at his facility, and the Bureau of Prisons’ ability to provide
adequate medical care for Rubio. Contrary to Rubio’s argument, the district
court’s conclusions were reasonable and adequately supported by the record. See
United States v. Robertson, 895 F.3d 1206, 1213 (9th Cir. 2018) (district court
abuses its discretion only if its decision is illogical, implausible, or without support
in the record). Moreover, the court did not abuse its discretion by declining to
address the 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a) factors or conduct any further analysis after
concluding that Rubio lacked extraordinary and compelling reasons warranting
release. See United States v. Keller, 2 F.4th 1278, 1284 (9th Cir. 2021) (“[A]
district court that properly denies compassionate release need not evaluate each
step.”).

AFFIRMED.
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