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PER CURIAM:

Robert Finch appeals the district court’s iImposition
of a life term of supervised release following iImprisonment,
coupled with numerous special conditions, after he pled guilty
to one count of failing to register as a sex offender, 1In
violation of the Sex Offender Registration and Notification Act,
18 U.S.C. 8 2250 (2006). Finch argues that the district court
failed to explain the length and conditions of the selected term
of supervision.! We conclude that the district court failed to
adequately explain the length and conditions of supervision and
that the sentence i1s thus procedurally unreasonable.

A term of supervised release i1s part of the sentence
and is reviewed for reasonableness, both procedurally and
substantively. Because Finch requested a lesser sentence than
the one he received, review iIs for abuse of discretion. United

States v. Hayes, 404 Fed. App’x 753, 756 (4th Cir. 2010). A

district court must provide an individualized assessment of its

selected sentence. United States v. Carter, 564 F.3d 325, 328

1 Finch also contends that certain conditions were not

warranted and that the district court improperly delegated its
authority to the probation office. We conclude that the
district court did not improperly delegate 1its authority.
Because the sentence 1s procedurally unreasonable, we do not
address Finch’s substantive arguments.



(4th Cir. 2009). Failure to do so constitutes procedural error.
Id.

Here, although the district court was statutorily
permitted to impose a term of supervised release up to life, the
court failed to explain why i1t was denying Finch’s specific
request for a lesser term of supervision. While the court
announced 1ts consideration of the appropriate sentencing
factors, it did not articulate i1ts application of those factors
to Finch’s case or explain why those factors necessitated a term
of lifetime supervision.

Further, the district court fTailed to sufficiently
explain the special conditions 1t 1i1mposed on the term of
supervision. Because “district courts have broad latitude to

impose conditions on supervised release,” this court reviews

such conditions only for abuse of discretion. United States v.

Armel, 585 F.3d 182, 186 (4th Cir. 2009). The district court
may 1Impose any condition that is reasonably related to the
relevant statutory sentencing factors in 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a)
(2006) . Armel, 585 F.3d at 186. The sentencing court must
ensure that the condition iInvolves no greater deprivation of
liberty than 1is reasonably necessary to afford adequate
deterrence, protect the public, and provide the defendant with
training, care, or treatment. 18 U.S.C. 8 3583(d)(2); United

States v. Dotson, 324 F.3d 256, 260-61 (4th Cir. 2003). A

3



particular restriction does not require ‘“an offense-specific

nexus,” United States v. Perazza-Mercado, 553 F.3d 65, 70 (1st

Cir. 2009), but the court must explain its reasons for iImposing
the conditions. Armel, 585 F.3d at 186.

The district court did not provide an adequate basis
for appellate review of its sentencing rationale 1iIn this
instance. Critically, the court failed to articulate the
necessity of the sex offender conditions, iIncluding sex offender
treatment and severe limitations on Finch’s use of computers.
See Armel, 585 F.3d at 186 (because the district court did not
provide an adequate explanation, the court could not “determine
the reasonableness of the challenged special conditions” on
appeal). We therefore conclude that the district court abused
its discretion because it failed to explain its rationale for
the conditions of supervision It imposed.

Accordingly, we conclude that the sentence of
supervised release is procedurally unreasonable.? We therefore
vacate the judgment as to the sentence of supervised release and
remand for reconsideration. We affirm the remainder of the
judgment. We dispense with oral argument because the facts and

legal contentions are adequately presented in the materials

2 Finch does not challenge his conviction or the sentence of
imprisonment.



before the court and argument would not aid the decisional

process.

AFFIRMED IN PART;
VACATED IN PART




