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PER CURIAM: 
 
Sydney Andrea Crandon pled guilty to sex trafficking of a minor, in violation of 18 

U.S.C. § 1951(a)(1), (b)(2).  The district court sentenced Crandon to 133 months’ 

imprisonment.  Crandon now appeals the district court’s imposition of a $30,000 restitution 

order for future medical and mental health expenses for the victim of her offense pursuant 

to the Mandatory Victims Restitution Act (MVRA), 18 U.S.C. §§ 3663A, 3664.∗ 

We review restitution orders for abuse of discretion “but assess de novo any legal 

questions raised with respect to restitution issues.”  United States v. Diaz, 865 F.3d 168, 

173 (4th Cir. 2017) (internal quotation marks omitted).  A district court may order 

restitution after the MVRA’s statutory timelines under 18 U.S.C. § 3664(d)(1), (5), have 

expired, if the court “made clear that restitution was applicable” within 90 days after 

sentencing.  Dolan v. United States, 560 U.S. 605, 620 (2010) (internal quotation marks 

omitted).  A district court’s failure to comply with those statutory timelines is harmless 

error unless the defendant proves that her substantial rights were prejudiced by the delay.  

United States v. Johnson, 400 F.3d 187, 199 (4th Cir. 2005).  Upon review, we conclude 

that the court did not abuse its discretion when it imposed restitution despite non-

compliance with the statutory time limits. 

When, as here, a district court has statutory authority to impose restitution, “[t]he 

government bears the burden of proving by a preponderance of the evidence that the 

 
∗ We previously dismissed the portion of the appeal pertaining to the award of lost 

wages as barred by the waiver provision in Crandon’s plea agreement.  See United States v. 
Crandon, No. 21-4230 (Jan. 7, 2022) (unpublished order). 



4 
 

defendant’s offense of conviction directly and proximately caused harm to the victim.”  

United States v. Ritchie, 858 F.3d 201, 211 (4th Cir. 2017); see also 18 U.S.C. § 3664(e).  

“[T]he amount of restitution need not be proven with exactitude,” but “[t]he district court 

should establish the amount of the victim’s losses with some reasonable certainty.”  United 

States v. Saddler, 789 F. App’x 952, 955 (4th Cir. 2019) (Nos. 18-4417, 18-4891) (internal 

quotations omitted).  We have reviewed the record and we conclude that the district court 

abused its discretion when it imposed a restitution award for future medical expenses after 

it explicitly found that the Government failed to show that Crandon’s conduct proximately 

caused or worsened any of the identified medical conditions. 

Accordingly, we reverse the restitution order as it pertains to future medical and 

mental health expenses.  We dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal 

contentions are adequately presented in the materials before this court and argument would 

not aid the decisional process. 

REVERSED IN PART 


