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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Tarik Siwatu Lane appeals his conviction and sentence based upon
aguilty pleato one count of conspiracy to possess with the intent to
distribute crack in violation of 21 U.S.C.A. § 846 (West Supp. 1999).
Lane was sentenced to aterm of 262 months' imprisonment and
ordered to pay a $100 special assessment. On appeal, Lane contends
that: (1) the district court's findings as to the amount and nature of
the drugs attributabl e to him for the purpose of sentencing were
clearly erroneous, and (2) the court clearly erred in not granting him
aminor role reduction. In addition, Lane has filed amotion to file a
pro se supplemental brief in which he argues that his due process
rights were violated because the court did not require the Government
to prove that the substance attributed to him was in fact crack cocaine.
Finding no error, we affirm.

In his plea agreement, Lane stipulated that the quantity of drugs
involved was at least 150 grams and |ess than 500 grams of cocaine
base ("crack") and that his offense level, for the purposes of sentenc-
ing, was thirty-four. The court questioned Lane extensively concern-
ing his plea agreement and guilty plea.

Plea agreements are viewed as contracts and interpreted as such so
that both parties receive the benefit of the bargain. See United States
V. Garcia, 956 F.2d 41, 43 (4th Cir. 1992). A defendant may not pick
and choose which provisions of the plea agreement he wishesto abide
by. See United Statesv. Martinez, 122 F.3d 421, 423 (7th Cir. 1997).
The Government presented the plea agreement, the court heard testi-
mony during an evidentiary hearing, viewed a video tape recording

of the controlled buy, and listened to an audio tape recording of a
phone conversation between Lane and the seller. Viewing the evi-
dencein its entirety, we find that the court did not clearly err inits
determination of the amount and nature of the drugs for which Lane
was held accountable. See United Statesv. D'Anjou, 16 F.3d 604, 614
(4th Cir. 1994).

Furthermore, we find that the court did not clearly err in denying
Lane areduction for hisrolein the conspiracy to which he plead
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guilty. See U.S. Sentencing Guidelines Manua 8§ 3B1.2(b) (1997);
United States v. Daughtrey, 874 F.2d 213, 219 (4th Cir. 1989) (hold-
ing that the determination concerning the defendant's role in a crimi-
nal offenseis based not only on comparing defendant's cul pability to
that of other participants, but aso on "measuring each participant's
individual acts and relative culpability against the elements of the
offense of conviction").

We grant Lane's motion to file a pro se supplemental brief but find
his argument without merit. Accordingly, we affirm Lane's convic-
tion and sentence. We dispense with oral argument because the facts
and legal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before
the court and oral argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



