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PER CURIAM: 

  Anthony Scott Miller appeals the district court 

judgment imposing a sentence of eight months’ imprisonment and a 

thirty-year term of supervised release following the revocation 

of Miller’s supervised release term.  On appeal, Miller 

challenges a special condition of supervised release requiring 

him to undergo a psychosexual evaluation and to participate in 

any recommended treatment program.  We affirm. 

  District courts are afforded broad latitude in 

imposing conditions of supervised release, which we review for 

abuse of discretion.  United States v. Worley, 685 F.3d 404, 407 

(4th Cir. 2012).  Although a particular condition of supervised 

release need not be connected to the underlying offense, id., 

the sentencing court must provide an explanation for the 

conditions it imposes.  United States v. Armel, 585 F.3d 182, 

186 (4th Cir. 2009). 

  Miller challenges the special condition requiring 

psychosexual evaluation and compliance with treatment 

recommendations, arguing that his underlying conviction for 

failing to register and update registration as required by the 

Sex Offender Registration and Notification Act (“SORNA”), 18 

U.S.C. § 2250 (2006), does not involve actual sexual misconduct, 

and that his only sex offense conviction occurred in 2003.  In 

imposing the special condition of supervised release, the 
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district court took into account that Miller’s underlying 

conviction was a SORNA violation, and considered his history and 

characteristics, including his admission to his probation 

officer that he had masturbated to images of minors.  Under 

these circumstances, we find no abuse of discretion in the 

district court’s imposition of the special condition of 

supervised release. 

  Accordingly, we affirm the district court’s judgment.  

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. 

 

AFFIRMED 

 


