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PER CURIAM:   

 Wayne Anderson Vance has noted an appeal from the district court’s judgment 

revoking his supervised release and sentencing him to 11 months in prison, arguing that 

the prison term is plainly unreasonable and greater than necessary to achieve the goals of 

sentencing.  We dismiss the appeal.   

 Vance’s term of supervised release commenced in April 2020.  The probation 

officer later petitioned the district court to revoke Vance’s supervised release, alleging he 

had committed multiple violations of the terms of his supervision.  Vance admitted to the 

violations alleged at the revocation hearing, and the district court revoked his supervised 

release and sentenced him to 11 months in prison.  The district court did not impose an 

additional term of supervised release.   

 During the pendency of this appeal, Vance was released from prison.  Because 

Vance has served his revocation prison term and faces no subsequent term of supervised 

release, there is no longer a live controversy regarding the prison term.  This appeal is 

therefore moot.  United States v. Hardy, 545 F.3d 280, 282-85 (4th Cir. 2008); see United 

States v. Ketter, 908 F.3d 61, 65 (4th Cir. 2018).   

 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 


