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PER CURIAM:

Kahsim Ray pled guilty, pursuant to a Fed. R. Crim. P. 11(c)(1)(C) plea agreement,
to aiding and abetting Hobbs Act robbery, in violation of 18 U.S.C. §§ 2, 1951(a). On
appeal, Ray argues that the district court reversibly erred in announcing special conditions
of supervised release that differ from those listed in the written judgment. We affirm.

We review de novo whether the sentence imposed in the written judgment matches
the district court’s oral pronouncement of the sentence. United States v. Rogers, 961 F.3d
291, 295-96 (4th Cir. 2020). In Rogers, we vacated the defendant’s sentence and remanded
to the district court based on the court’s failure to orally announce the standard, but
discretionary, conditions of supervision in the written judgment. Id. at 296-301. We
explained that “the requirement that a district court expressly adopt a written list of
proposed conditions is not a meaningless formality: It is a critical part of the defendant’s
right to be present at sentencing.” Id. at 300 (internal quotation marks omitted).

Here, the written descriptions of the special conditions in the judgment match the
recommended conditions contained in the presentence report (PSR). However, the district
court only orally summarized these conditions at the sentencing hearing. We agree with
the Government that the added language did not impose new conditions on Ray but “may
be construed fairly as a clarification of an otherwise vague oral pronouncement.” Rogers,
961 F.3d at 299 (internal quotation marks omitted). The district court referred to the PSR
when it asked counsel if he had reviewed the mandatory and standard conditions of
supervised release with Ray, and then it summarized the additional conditions it was

imposing. The inclusion of the added language in the written judgment clarifies any
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ambiguity between the court’s oral pronouncement and the conditions recommended in the
PSR. Thus, there was no Rogers error.

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



