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PER CURIAM:

Brandon Lee Caudle appeals the district court’s order
revoking his term of supervised release and imposing an eleven-
month sentence with no further term of supervised release. The
only 1issues Caudle raises on appeal challenge the district
court’s decision to revoke his supervised release and to impose
an active prison sentence. Because Caudle’s appeal is moot, we
dismiss the appeal.

Caudle’s present term of supervised release began in
September 2012. In October 2012, the probation officer
petitioned the court for an arrest warrant, alleging that Caudle
had violated several terms of his supervised release. After a
hearing, the court found that Caudle had violated two of those
terms. Accordingly, the court revoked Caudle’s supervised
release and sentenced him to eleven months” i1mprisonment, but
did not impose an additional term of supervised release.

During the pendency of this appeal, Caudle was
released from iImprisonment. Accordingly, his arguments
challenging the district court’s decision to revoke his

supervised release and iImpose sentence are moot. See United

States v. Hardy, 545 F.3d 280, 282-85 (4th Cir. 2008) (holding

that, when defendant i1s no longer serving revocation sentence
and no additional term of supervised release i1s imposed, appeal

is moot); Friedman’s, Inc. v. Dunlap, 290 F.3d 191, 197 (4th

2



Cir. 2002) (whether this court is “presented with a live case or

controversy is a question [the court] may raise sua sponte since

mootness goes to the heart of the Article 111 jurisdiction of
the courts” (internal quotation marks omitted)).

Accordingly, we dismiss the appeal as moot. 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



