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SUMMARY

The Maryland Court of Appeals held that a plea agreement providing for a "cap of four years on any
executed incarceration" clearly and unambiguously limited only the executed portion of the sentence.
The court concluded that the circuit court could impose a ten-year sentence with six years suspended
and four years of probation without violating the agreement. It affirmed the denial of the petitioner's

motion to correct an illegal sentence.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the phrase "cap of four years on any executed incarceration" in the binding sentencing

agreement was clear and unambiguous.

2. If the sentencing-cap provision was ambiguous, whether a reasonable lay person in Ray's position would
have understood that the court could impose suspended incarceration in addition to four years of

executed incarceration.

3. Whether Ray's sentence was illegal and correctable under Maryland Rule 4-345(a).

HOLDINGS

1. The phrase "cap of four years on any executed incarceration" is clear and unambiguous and limits only

the executed portion of incarceration, not the total sentence including suspended incarceration.

2. Even assuming the phrase "executed incarceration" was ambiguous, a reasonable person in Ray's
position would have understood that the court could impose an additional unexecuted period of

incarceration as a suspended sentence.

3. Ray's sentence was not illegal because it complied with the binding sentencing agreement's four-year
cap on executed incarceration.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“First, we must determine whether the plain language of the agreement is clear and unambiguous as a matter
of law. If the plain language of the agreement is clear and unambiguous, then further interpretive tools are

unnecessary, and we enforce the agreement accordingly.” (at 573-74)
“The plain language of the disputed provision of the agreement was clear and unambiguous.” (at 575)

“a reasonable person in Petitioner’s position would have understood that he or she could be subject to an
additional but unexecuted period of incarceration imposed as a suspended sentence.” (at 576)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Ray entered into a written agreement with the State under which he would proceed on conspiracy to commit
theft and making a false statement charges by an agreed statement of facts, while the State would dismiss other
counts and accept a cap of four years on any executed incarceration. The circuit court imposed ten years'
incarceration, suspended six years, and ordered four years of probation. Ray contended that the agreement
limited his total sentence to four years, while the State maintained that only the executed portion was capped.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Ray pleaded not guilty on an agreed statement of facts to conspiracy to commit theft and making a false
statement to police pursuant to an agreement providing for a cap of four years on executed incarceration. The

circuit court sentenced him to ten years' incarceration, with six years suspended, followed by four years of



probation. The circuit court denied Ray's motion to correct the sentence, and the Court of Special Appeals

affirmed. The Court of Appeals of Maryland granted certiorari and affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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