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Sammy Davis Dewitt Morgan appeals pro se 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, and we affirm.

Morgan contends that the district court did not consider his argument that his
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health conditions, role as caregiver to his mother, and post-sentencing
rehabilitation constituted extraordinary and compelling reasons for compassionate
release, and wrongly treated U.S.S.G. § 1B1.13 as binding in violation of United
States v. Aruda, 993 F.3d 797, 802 (9th Cir. 2021). The record reflects, however,
that the district court sufficiently considered Morgan’s arguments. See Chavez-
Meza v. United States, 138 S. Ct. 1959, 1965-67 (2018) (affirming use of a form
order by the original sentencing judge to deny a sentence reduction motion and
noting that the judge certified on the form that he had reviewed the motion).
Moreover, the court did not cite § 1B1.13 or otherwise indicate that it relied on it
to deny Morgan’s motion. Instead, the court concluded that relief was not
warranted in light of the substantial time remaining on Morgan’s sentence and the
18 U.S.C. § 3553(a) factors. The court did not err in deciding the motion solely on
the basis of the § 3553(a) factors, nor did it abuse its discretion in concluding that
those factors did not support compassionate release in Morgan’s case. See United
States v. Keller, 2 F.4th 1278, 1281, 1284 (9th Cir. 2021) (stating standard of
review and explaining that a district court need not decide whether defendant has
shown extraordinary and compelling reasons before denying compassionate release
on the basis of the § 3553 factors).

AFFIRMED.
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