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PER CURIAM:

Xavier Jeffrey Jones appeals his sentence, arguing only that the district court
committed a Rogers” error by imposing materially inconsistent conditions of supervised
release. Because Jones’s argument is foreclosed by our recent decision in United States v.
Aborisade, 163 F.4th 856 (4th Cir. 2026), we affirm.

“A Rogers error arises where a district court fails to orally pronounce discretionary
conditions of supervised release yet later such conditions appear in the written judgement.”
Id. at 866. “A discretionary condition constitutes a Rogers error only when a material
discrepancy appears between the written judgment and oral pronouncement of that
condition.” Id. In considering a claim of Rogers error, “we review the consistency of the
oral sentence and the written judgment de novo, comparing the sentencing transcript with
the written judgment to determine whether an error occurred as a matter of law.” Id. at 865
(citation modified).

At sentencing, the district court incorporated by reference the 13 standard conditions
of supervised release listed in the District of Maryland’s Standing Order 2020-13. As
reflected in Jones’s written judgment, the first such condition required him to “report to
the probation office in the federal judicial district where [he was] authorized to reside
within 72 hours of [his] release from imprisonment . . ..” (Emphasis added). However,
the written judgment also contained a freestanding condition—one that was not part of the

standing order—requiring Jones to “report to the probation office in the district to which
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[he was] released within 72 hours of release from the custody of the Bureau of Prisons.”
(Emphasis added). Jones contends that the “authorized to reside” condition is materially
inconsistent with the “released” condition.

This appeal is on all fours with Aborisade, which dealt with the same standing order,
the same freestanding condition, and the same alleged inconsistency between “authorized
to reside” and “released.” In that case, we held that the two conditions were consistent
because, “[u]nder current Federal Bureau of Prisons policy, inmates are ultimately released
into the community where they are authorized to reside, making these conditions
functionally the same.” Aborisade, 163 F.4th at 867. We concluded that, since “‘the
district to which a defendant is released’ does not outline an additional obligation beyond
the condition agreed to, it does not impose a new condition and is not Rogers error.” Id. at
868 (some internal quotation marks omitted). The same reasoning applies here.

Accordingly, we affirm Jones’s criminal 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



