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SUMMARY

The Texas Court of Appeals, Third District, dismissed Mark Suniga’s criminal appeal as moot. The
trial court had failed to orally pronounce sentence in Suniga’s presence, but during an appellate
abatement it pronounced the jury-assessed sentence, granting the relief Suniga sought.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the appeal remained justiciable after the trial court orally pronounced Suniga's sentence in his
presence during the appellate abatement.

2. Whether the appeal should be dismissed as moot because the relief sought by Suniga had been granted.

HOLDINGS

1. An appeal becomes moot when subsequent events eliminate the live controversy and the appellate
court's judgment can no longer have a practical legal effect. Because the trial court orally pronounced
Suniga's sentence in his presence during the abatement, the controversy was no longer live.

2. The appeal must be dismissed as moot when the appellant has received the relief requested and no live
controversy remains.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A court of appeals has no jurisdiction to decide moot controversies and issue advisory opinions.” (at 2)

“The mootness doctrine applies to a case in which a justiciable controversy existed between the parties at the
time the case arose, but the live controversy ceased because of subsequent events.” (at 2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Suniga was charged with and convicted of indecency with a child by contact, and the jury assessed ten years'
imprisonment. Although the trial court entered a written judgment imposing that punishment, it did not formally
orally pronounce the sentence before releasing the jury. During an appellate abatement, the trial court
pronounced the sentence in Suniga's presence, providing the relief he had requested.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Suniga was convicted by a jury of indecency with a child by contact and sentenced to ten years' imprisonment.
The trial court entered a written judgment consistent with the verdict but did not orally pronounce the sentence.
On appeal, the Court abated the case and remanded it for oral pronouncement of sentence in Suniga's presence.
After the trial court did so, Suniga informed the Court that he had received the relief requested in his original
brief, and the Court dismissed the appeal as moot.
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