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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Varian Stradwick and Stefon Stradwick appeal the sentences

imposed as aresult of their guilty pleas to offenses stemming from
their rolesin a crack cocaine distribution conspiracy. Varian Strad-
wick pled guilty to distribution of crack cocaine and distribution of
crack cocaine within 1000 feet of a school in violation of 21 U.S.C.
§841(a)(1) (1994), and 21 U.S.C. § 860 (1994), respectively. Stefon
Stradwick pled guilty to conspiracy to possess with intent to distribute
crack cocainein violation of 21 U.S.C. 8§ 846 (1994). Finding no error
in the district court's sentences, we affirm.

Both Appellants suggest that the district court committed clear

error in determining the amount of crack cocaine to be attributed to
each of them for sentencing purposes. See United Statesv. Love, 134
F.3d 595, 606 (4th Cir. 1998), cert. denied,  U.S.__ , 66
U.S.L.W. 3790 (U.S. June 15, 1998) (No. 97-9085). This Court
affords due deference to the district court's choice to credit the grand
jury testimony of a co-conspirator over the Appellants denials of
involvement in determining the amount of crack cocaineincluded in
the Appellants relevant conduct. See United States v. Williams, 977
F.2d 866, 870 (4th Cir. 1992). Our review of the record and relevant
documents reveal s nothing that would suggest that the district court
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abused its broad discretion by crediting that testimony. See United
Statesv. Falesbork, 5 F.3d 715, 722 (4th Cir. 1993). We find that
there was no clear error on the part of the district court in determining
the drug amounts for sentencing purposes.

In addition, the district court properly declined to award Varian
Stradwick two-level reductions under USSG 8§ 5C1.2, see United
Statesv. McQuilkin, 78 F.3d 105, 108 (3d Cir. 1996), and did not
clearly err in refusing a similar reduction under USSG § 3B1.2. See
Love, 134 F.3d at 606. Finally, we conclude that there was no viola-
tion of Stefon Stradwick's due process right to obtain potentially
favorable information that wasin the possession of the government
because the information the government failed to sharein this
instance was not material and would not have affected the result of
the sentencing proceeding. See Brady v. Maryland , 373 U.S. 83, 87
(1963); see also Kylesv. Whitley, 514 U.S. 419, 433-34 (1995).

Finding no merit to any of the Appellants' assignments of error, we
affirm their convictions and sentences. We dispense with ora argu-
ment because the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented
in the materials before the court and argument would not aid the deci-
sional process.

AFFIRMED



