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OPINION

PER CURIAM:

Defendant W.P.L., a juvenile, appeals the district court’s
imposition of a condition of supervised release that he register
as a sex offender “if required by law.” Reviewing for abuse
of discretion, United States v. T.M., 330 F.3d 1235, 1240 n.2
(9th Cir. 2003), we affirm.

The district court did not make a legal determination that
Defendant must register as a sex offender. Instead, it imposed
the condition that he register only “if required by law.”1 It is
within a district court’s discretion to impose a condition of
supervised release that a defendant comply with mandatory
legal duties. 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a). Indeed, district courts com-
monly and properly impose a condition of supervised release
that the defendant not violate federal, state, or local laws. We
therefore reject Defendant’s facial challenge to the condition

1Defendant expresses concern that the district court’s oral pronounce-
ment at the sentencing hearing varies from its written pronouncement,
quoted in text. Cf. United States v. Bergmann, 836 F.2d 1220, 1222 (9th
Cir. 1988) (holding that, in cases of direct conflict between a court’s oral
pronouncement of sentence and the written judgment, the oral pronounce-
ment controls). We see no direct conflict. In context, it is apparent that the
condition placed on Defendant’s supervised release was that he comply
with federal and state sex-offender registration requirements. If those
requirements do not apply to him, then compliance with the district court’s
oral pronouncement requires nothing of him. 
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of supervised release. See United States v. T.K.N., 286 F.
App’x 388, 389-90 (9th Cir. 2008) (unpublished) (rejecting a
facial challenge to a nearly identical condition of supervised
release).

Our decision does not foreclose an as-applied challenge in
some later proceeding should the district court revoke Defen-
dant’s release and should Defendant seek to challenge
whether he was subject to the particular registration law at
issue. In this appeal, though, the question whether Defendant
must in fact register under federal or state law is not ripe for
decision. See id. at 390 n.2 (holding that the defendant may
bring an as-applied challenge to a nearly identical condition
of supervised release only if the district court later revokes
supervised release).

AFFIRMED.
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