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PER CURIAM: 

 Leron J. Fuller appeals the district court’s order 

revoking his term of supervised release and imposing a six-month 

sentence with no further term of supervised release.  The only 

issue Fuller raises on appeal is whether the district court 

committed a procedural error rendering his sentence plainly 

unreasonable.  Because his appeal is moot, we dismiss the 

appeal. 

  Fuller was convicted of obstruction of justice, in 

violation of Va. Code Ann. § 18.2-460(B) (2009), as assimilated 

by 18 U.S.C. §§ 7, 13 (2006), Count Four of a superseding 

indictment.  The court imposed a sentence of four months’ 

imprisonment, followed by one year of supervised release.  

Supervision began on February 1, 2012. 

 On August 27, 2012, the probation officer filed a 

petition for revocation of supervised release with three 

violations of conditions: failure to satisfactorily participate 

in mental health treatment, failure to work regularly, and 

possession of marijuana.  After a hearing, the court revoked 

Fuller’s supervised release, finding that Fuller committed all 

three violations.  The court sentenced Fuller to six months of 

imprisonment.  After imprisonment, the supervision was to be 

terminated.  Because Fuller has completed serving his sentence, 

his argument that the district court procedurally erred in 
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imposing his sentence is moot.  See Friedman’s, Inc. v. Dunlap, 

290 F.3d 191, 197 (4th Cir. 2002) (whether the court is 

“presented with a live case or controversy is a question [the 

court] may raise sua sponte since mootness goes to the heart of 

the Article III jurisdiction of the courts” (internal quotation 

marks omitted)). 

 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 the 

court and argument would not aid the decisional process. 

 

DISMISSED 

 


