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Before STEWART, DENNIS, and WILSON, Circuit Judges.

PER CURIAM:"

This dispute stems from the SEC’s ongoing civil enforcement action
against Timothy Barton and others for alleged fraud. The district court
appointed a receiver over “entities that...Timothy Barton directly or
indirectly controls.” The receiver’s control extended to entities purportedly
controlled by Timothy Barton’s son Maximilien Barton via an identification
order entered by the district court. Maximilien Barton brought this appeal

challenging the scope of the receivership as to those entities.

While this appeal was pending, this court vacated the district court’s
receivership order in a separate appeal filed by Timothy Barton. See SEC ».
Barton, 79 F.4th 576, 581-82 (5th Cir. 2023). The vacatur was to take effect
90 days from the date of the mandate’s issuance. /4. On November 29,
2023 —the day the vacatur was to take effect—the district court entered a
series of orders, including a new receivership order. Relevant to this appeal,
the new receivership order retained the Maximilien Barton entities under the

receiver’s control.

Given the district court’s new receivership order, we asked the parties
for supplemental briefing as to the November 29 orders’ effect on this case.
The parties assert that the instant appeal is moot because it is impossible for
this court to grant “any effectual relief” to the prevailing party. U.S. Navy
SEALs 1-26 v. Biden, 72 F.4th 666, 672 (5th Cir. 2023) (citation omitted).
We agree. Because the subject of the appeal —the now-vacated receivership
order—no longer exists, there is no effectual relief that could be granted to
Appellants. Therefore, this appeal is DISMISSED AS MOOT.

" This opinion is not designated for publication. See 5TH CIR. R. 47.5.



