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PER CURIAM: 

William Graham appeals the district court’s order denying his 18 U.S.C. 

§ 3582(c)(1)(A) motion for compassionate release, which Graham primarily predicated on 

the caretaking needs of his ailing mother.  See U.S. Sentencing Guidelines Manual 

§ 1B1.13(b)(3)(C), p.s. (2025) (establishing “[t]he incapacitation of the defendant’s parent 

when the defendant would be the only available caregiver for the parent” as an 

extraordinary and compelling reason for release).  Unfortunately, Graham’s mother passed 

away during the pendency of this appeal.  Accordingly, we find that this part of the appeal 

is now moot.  See Fleet Feet, Inc. v. NIKE, Inc., 986 F.3d 458, 463 (4th Cir. 2021) (“If an 

event occurs during the pendency of an appeal that makes it impossible for a court to grant 

effective relief to a prevailing party, then the appeal must be dismissed as moot.” (citation 

modified)). 

Graham also contended that his rehabilitation while incarcerated warranted relief.  

But as the district court correctly observed, “[r]ehabilitation of the defendant alone shall 

not be considered an extraordinary and compelling reason” for compassionate release.  

28 U.S.C. § 994(t).  Accordingly, we dismiss the part of the appeal pertaining to Graham’s 

mother, and we affirm the rest of the district court’s order.  We deny as moot Graham’s 

motions for emergency relief.  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. 

DISMISSED IN PART, 
AFFIRMED IN PART 


