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PER CURI AM

In these consol i dated appeal s, Walter Lee Sadl er appeal s
the magistrate judge's order directing his detention pending a
heari ng on the revocation of his supervised rel ease (No. 03-4079),
and the district court’s order revoking his supervised rel ease and
inmposing a fourteen-nonth custodial sentence (No. 03-4243).

Sadler’s attorney filed a brief pursuant to Anders v. California,

386 U.S. 738 (1967), in which he asserts there are no neritorious
i ssues for appeal but exam nes the validity of the district court’s
revocati on order neverthel ess. Sadler has not filed a pro se
suppl enmental brief though notified of his opportunity to do so.
For the follow ng reasons, we dism ss both appeals.

Sadler’s appeal from the nmagistrate judge' s order
directing his pre-revocation detention is noot following his
stipulation to several violations of his supervised rel ease and t he

district court’s inposition of a post-revocation sentence. See

United States v. O Shaughnessy, 772 F.2d 112, 113 (5th Gr. 1985)

(citing Murphy v. Hunt, 455 U S. 478, 481-82 (1982)). Likew se,

because Sadl er has been unconditionally di scharged fromcustody and
because there are no continuing collateral consequences fromthe
district court’s revocation order and sentence, Sadler’s appea

fromthat order is al so npot. See Spencer v. Kema, 523 U. S 1,

10 (1998).



I n accordance with Anders, we have reviewed the entire
record in this case and have found no neritorious issues for
appeal. We therefore dism ss Sadler’s appeals as noot. This court
requires that counsel informhis client, in witing, of his right
to petition the Suprene Court of the United States for further
revi ew. If the client requests that a petition be filed, but
counsel believes that such a petition would be frivolous, then
counsel nmay nove in this court for leave to wthdraw from
representation. Counsel’s notion nust state that a copy thereof
was served on the client.

We dispense with oral argunment because the facts and
| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

the court and argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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