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PER CURIAM:  Joseph Edward McMullen appeals the Master-in-Equity's order 
finding in favor of Terra Oaks Architectural Committee (Terra Oaks).  On appeal, 
McMullen argues the Master erred in determining his request to divide his property 
was not approved by the inaction of Terra Oaks in the allocated fifteen-day period 
within the covenants of the Terra Oaks subdivision.  After filing the appeal, 
McMullen sold his property in the Terra Oaks subdivision.  Because this court 
cannot provide effectual relief regarding Terra Oaks' denial of McMullen's request 
to divide his property, we dismiss the appeal as moot pursuant to Rule 220(b), 
SCACR, and the following authorities:  Sloan v. Greenville Cty., 380 S.C. 528, 
535, 670 S.E.2d 663, 667 (Ct. App. 2009) ("The court does not concern itself with 
moot or speculative questions."); id. ("An appellate court will not pass judgment on 
moot and academic questions; it will not adjudicate a matter when no actual 
controversy capable of specific relief exists."); id. ("A case becomes moot when 
judgment, if rendered, will have no practical legal effect upon the existing 
controversy."); id. ("Mootness also arises when some event occurs making it 
impossible for the reviewing court to grant effectual relief.").  

APPEAL DISMISSED.1 

WILLIAMS, THOMAS, and HILL, JJ., concur. 

1 We decide this case without oral argument pursuant to Rule 215, SCACR. 


