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BEFORE: BOGGS, ROGERS, and COOK, Circuit Judges.

BOGGS, Circuit Judge. Exilis not a pleasant experienceYet its purpose in the case
before us was less punitive than preventive. Bedeantanen repeatedly broke the conditions of
his supervised release, leadittga number of modifications tihose conditions and returns to
custody. Many of these violatie involved drugs, alcohol, or persons in Baraga County,
Michigan. At his latest sentencing for violating his superviseshesl conditions, Rantanen
acknowledged that living in Baraga County wasvong ruinous for his ability to return to the
straight and narrow path. Rantanen informeal $bntencing judge that he needed to remove

himself from Baraga County to make the right decisions, become a petsen, and avoid the

! See, eg., Psalm 137:1-6 (“By the rivers of Babylon, there we sat down, yea, we wept, when we remembered
Zion. . .. If | forget thee, O Jerusalem, let my right hand forget her cunnidgZ, 5.); Ovid,Tristia I11.53-54 (c.
A.D. 10) (“When | lost my homeland, ittk of that as when | perished: it was earlier and harder death to me.”);
Dante Alighieri,Paradiso XVI1.55-57 (1321) (“You will leave every beloved thing you hold most dear; and this is
that arrow the bow of exile shtxofirst.”); William Shakespear&omeo and Juliet act 3, sc. 3 (“ROMEQ.: . .. [Ble
merciful, say ‘death;’ For exile hath more terror in his look, Much more than death: do not say ‘banishment.”).
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temptations that had diverted him in the pa$he district court obligd, finding that keeping
Rantanen out of Baraga County was essentidlv@as no greater a restriction than necessary.
The court imposed a sentencing condition barring him from the county for all purposes. Having
entreated the court to remove him from Bar&yanty, Rantanen appears to have had second
thoughts. He now requests that we vacage dbndition keeping him from Baraga County.
Nevertheless, we affirm thastrict court’s sentence.
I

Eugene Walter George Rantanen was hatrmgple keeping the terms of his supervised
release. He was initially charged and conviadédexual abuse of a minor in Indian country
after a trial in December 2069See 18 U.S.C. § 2243(a). Pending sentencing, he was released
on bond with a number of conditions, including notig® or possess any alcohol, not to contact
certain witnesses and victims or their familgembers, and to follow certain electronic-
monitoring restrictions. Two mams later, Rantanen violatede terms of his bond by leaving
his residence without authorizat. When contacted by probai officers who were monitoring
him remotely, Rantanen became belligerent and told them to “send the marshals”; he was later
found with a blood-alcohatontent of .33 percent (over foumies the legal limit for driving in
Michigan). A warrant was issued for Rantaneareest for violating the terms of his bond by
drinking alcohol and noncompliae with his electronic-monitoring sedule. He waarrested in
Baraga, Michigan, and held until his sentencivearing. At sentencing, the court noted his
history of frequent violations of court omde and sentenced him to fifty-seven months’

imprisonment, to be followed bg ten-year period of supervisedlease. He appealed his

2 The behavior for which Rantanen was convicted veasensual sexual acts witis minor girlfriend when
she was fourteen years old and he was eighteen. Plicape federal law prohibits any such acts on Indian
territory where the parties have areatjfference of four years or more;rbgthe age difference was about four
years and three months. 18 U.S.C. § 2243(a){Bited Sates v. Rantanen, 467 F. App’x 414, 416 n.1 (6th Cir.
2012).
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conviction and sentence, and we affirmed bothited Sates v. Rantanen, 467 F. App’x 414
(6th Cir. 2012). Rantanen completed his prisentence in November 2013 and thereafter began
his ten years of supervised release.

On June 19, 2014, Rantanen was arregted’Anse, Baraga County, Michigan, on
allegations of having assaulted his then-girlfriend, interfering with her attempt to communicate
with police, failing to attend substance-abum®d sex-offender treatment, using controlled
substances, and associating with a felon: all atlwkvere violations of his supervised release.
He admitted guilt as to the failure to attend treattmassociation with a convicted felon, and two
use-of-controlled-substances violations, and @und in violation of two additional use-of-
controlled-substance violationsThe court found that Rantandrad not interfered with his
girlfriend’s attempt to communicate with po#i, and the prosecution dismissed the other
violation allegations. As a result of the \atbns, Rantanen was sentenced to 11 months in
custody and 120 months of supervised release to follow.

In January of 2015, he pleaded guilty to theeants of contempt of court for violating a
no-contact order issued by the court by sendingrieto his girlfriend whildhe was incarcerated.
He was given an additional four months of incarceration to be served consecutive to his eleven-
month sentence, and an additibnansecutive four-month pericaf probation. Seven months
later, Rantanen failed to pay for his probatioogpam and was sentenced to six more months of
incarceration. In December of 2015, Rantanen’'seseetwas further modifiei restrict him to
a single prescribing doctor becausfeconcerns regarding hisrcumventing orders intended to
monitor his medication use.

The latest chapter of this saga begaugust 2016, when the government once again

sought to revoke Rantanen’s supervised releaBee government alleged that Rantanen had
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attempted to steal a baatJuly 2014 while intoxicated, resest a police officerysed alcohol on

six occasions in a two-and-a-half-month sparsspesed and used fentanyl (a potent opioid), and
assaulted a man in Baraga, Michigan. Rantanen admitted all violations except the assault
allegation, which was dismissed. At sentencingindecated his desire tbe placed somewhere
outside of Baraga County, which he believed wastributing to his caimued violation of his
supervised release conditions: ‘@got to remove myself from thatea.” Specifically, he noted

that the lack of employment and the long tragistances required to receive treatment meant
that he was disposed to return to his badthakRantanen’s counsel also noted an assessment
where a doctor at Rantanen’s previtnesatment facility observed that:

“Mr. Rantanen seems to do good for a whaled then make some type of poor

choice that gets him re-involved withetllegal system. Although he talks a good

game, it seems he still is impulsive.” . . .

After he is done with whatever @itional prison time, he would do well

not to return to the Baraga County area, and there are a lot of bad influences

awaiting him there.

Rantanen’s supervised release was revoketlhee received a fourteen-month sentence
for the violations and a new supervised releas@gef eight years and ten months. The district
court agreed with Rantanen that “Baraga Cgustnot the place for him.” Accordingly, the
court added as a condition of supsed release that Rantanen would be “bar[red] . . . from that
county, for all purposes.” The district court found that the supervised-release conditions
“involve[d] no greater deprivatioof liberty than is reasonablyecessary for the purposes of
sentencing.” Rantanen did not object to anthefconditions, but timelgppealed his sentence.

Il
Although sentencing conditions are usuallyieeved for an abuse of discretion, where

(as here) a defendant declined to object tocthlition after being asked whether he wanted to

do so, our review is for plain erronited Statesv. Zobel, 696 F.3d 558, 572 (6th Cir. 2012). In
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order for an appellate court to rese for plain error, there must have been “(1) an error, (2) that
was obvious or clear, (3) that efted [the defendant’s] substahtights, and (4) that affected
the fairness, integrity, or public reptita of his judicial proceedings.United Sates v. Inman,

666 F.3d 1001, 1003-04 (6th Cir. 2012) (per curiahen reviewing a sentencing condition of
supervised release, we initially “determine wigetthe district court adequately stated in open
court at the time of sentemg ‘its rationale for mandatg [the] special conditions.”United
Sates v. Brogdon, 503 F.3d 555, 563 (6th Cir. 2007) (quotidgited Sates v. Carter, 463 F.3d
526, 529 (6th Cir. 2006)). Next, we determine “wiee the ‘condition of gpervised release is
reasonably related to the dual goals of pramatthe rehabilitation of the defendant and the
protection of the public.” Ibid. (quotingUnited Sates v. Ritter, 118 F.3d 502, 504 (6th Cir.
1997)). We also ensure that the condition:

(1) is reasonably related to the factorsfeeth in [18 U.S.{. section 3553(a)(1),

(@)(2)(B), (a)(2)(C), and (a)(2)(D); (2hvolves no greater deprivation of liberty

than is reasonably necessary for theppaes indicated in section 3553(a)(2)(B),

(@)(2)(C), and (a)(2)(D); and (3) is consigtavith any pertinent policy statements

issued by the Sentencing Conssibn pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 994(a).

18 U.S.C. § 3583(d).

The district court made cledhat the rationale for its spat condition (the ban from
Baraga County) was to remove Rantanen frorerarironment that he admitted was detrimental
to his ability to meet his legal obligation§&eographical limitations are expressly permitted as
special conditions, as are “any otlendition[s] [a districtcourt] considers to be appropriate.”
18 U.S.C. § 3583(dgee also id. 8 3563(b)(13) (permitting conditions that require defendants to

“refrain from residing in a specified place or area”). Witharel to whether the condition is

reasonably related to aghrelevant § 3553 factorsit is quite plain that the condition has a

% Those factors are: (1) the nature and circumstancésedfffense and the history and characteristics of the
defendant, 18 U.S.C. 8§ 3553(a)(1); (2) the needatfwrd adequate determmee to criminal conduct;d.
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reasonable connection to the factors. Rantdmeh a history of violating court orders and
conditions and attributed this history to himéi in Baraga County. The condition was aimed to
take account of this historynd to promote effective treatmeas well as to protect the public
(and the defendant himself) from future crimest theemed likely to occur if Rantanen remained
in Baraga County. If doing the same thing repelytfailed to bring about different results, then
the district court was certainly reasonable ingdering Rantanen’s recing violations and in
desiring to change one constant factor indtigons, hoping to achiexebetter outcome for both
Rantanen and the public.

Recognizing this, Rantanen directs his angat at the deprivation of his liberty,
contending that the absolutetma of his exclusion from Baga County is greater than is
reasonably necessary. He cites a number adsctsat permitted special conditions excluding
defendants from an area or requiring them to rerraa specific area in order to distinguish
them from this caseSee United Sates v. Watson, 582 F.3d 974 (9th Cir. 200Q)nited States v.
Alexander, 509 F.3d 253 (6th Cir. 20070nited Sates v. Scher, 239 F.3d 289 (3d Cir. 2000).
Those cases, he argues, had allowed some method of accessing the forbidden zone with
permission of a probation officewhereas the ban in this case prevents him from returning to
Baraga County for any purpose: to visit family and his tritbe participate in festivals or
religious ceremonies; or to attend funerals. Sactotal bar, he asserts, is greater than is
reasonably necessary, and he offers as alteesatim exclusion from Baraga County with an
exception for permission by a probation officer or further order of the ocoesten an expansion

of the geographic prohibitioto the Upper Peninsula withe same two exceptions.

§ 3553(a)(2)(B); (3) the need to protect the public from further crimes of the defeidd83553(a)(2)(C); and (4)
the need to provide the defendant with needed educhtioracational training, medical care or other correctional
treatment in the most effective mannidr,§8 3553(a)(2)(D).

4 Rantanen is a member of the Keweenaw Bay In@iammunity, whose lands are mainly located in Baraga
County, with some land in Marquette County.
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We are acutely aware that “a district court should not lightly impose a geographical
restriction as a condition of supervised release, and least of all one that takes a person several
hundred miles from his family and communityAlexander, 509 F.3d at 256. But, as with the
defendant inAlexander, earlier attempts to fashion supieed-release conditions that would
rehabilitate Rantanen andopect the public had unquestiongbailed. Rantanen accrued
numerous violations on multiple occasions andtiooed to fall into the same patterns that led
him to disregard or defy his special-releasaditions. Although Rantan&nlatest violations
occurred in nearby Delta County rather thaBaraga County, the district court can hardly be
criticized as imposing too great restriction by barring Raarten from only Baraga County
rather than from the entire Upper Peninsulant®aen, his lawyer, andshdoctor all agreed that
Baraga County was harmful to him and thatig/there was contributing to his problems.

Rantanen argues that the duration of the condition is greater than necessary. A similar
case from the First Circuit is instructive. Wmited Sates v. Garrasteguy, 559 F.3d 34 (1st Cir.
2009), the First Circuit, also reviewing for plagrror, upheld a ban of two defendants from
Suffolk County, Massachusetts (which includes it @f Boston), for the r&t of their terms of
supervised release—eight and twelve years, respectil@iat 43. That case, unlike the Fourth
and Ninth Circuit cases cited by Rantanerd dbt have an exception for permission by a
probation officer. Instead, likeithcase, the only possibility foelief was 18 U.S.C. § 3583(e),
which permits a court to modify conditions of supseed release. Like the First Circuit, we are
uneasy at the length of the condition (here, nearly nine years) without any exceptions; the Sixth
Circuit's Alexander case involved a one-year restrictioBut Rantanen’s violations were worse
than the no-trespass-order violationattiwvere the basis of the condition Garrasteguy and

more numerous than those Alexander: Rantanen was using dmigand alcohol and then
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committing crimes while under their influence. Had a history of repeatedly violating court
orders and making poor decisiomsBaraga County. According to Rantanen himself, he was
“thriv[ing] in other areas othehan Baraga,” but fell off the wagon sometime after he returned
home due to a family member becoming ill. niay well be that a clean break from Baraga
County is necessary. Should the situation geamhether through demdreted rehabilitation

or family emergency, a districiourt may be inclined to mdgithe condition, so long as the
modification still meets the requirement that itesisonably related to Ri@nen’s rehabilitation
and the protection of the publicSee United Sates v. Lowenstein, 108 F.3d 80, 85 (6th Cir.
1997). But on plain-error reviewye cannot find any obvious error the sentence, nor does it

affect the fairness, integrity, or public regtibn of Rantanen’s judicial proceedings.

For the foregoing reasons, we affithe district court’'s sentence.



