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PER CURI AM

Gregory Kent Huffer and Janey Lowel|l Bryant each pled guilty
to ai ding and abetting an attenpted arned bank robbery in viol ation
of 18 U S.C A § 2113(a), (d) (West Supp. 2000), 18 U S.C. § 2
(1994). Huf fer was sentenced to a term of fifty-one nonths im
pri sonment. Bryant received a sentence of thirty-seven nonths
i nprisonnment. Huffer and Bryant appeal their sentences, contending
that the district court erred when it failed to depart on the

ground of aberrant conduct. See U.S. Sentencing Guidelines Manual

Ch. 1, Pt. A 4(d) (1998) (departure permtted for “single acts of
aberrant behavior”). W dismss the appeals for lack of
jurisdiction.

I n sentenci ng each defendant, the district court specifically
acknow edged its authority to depart for aberrant behavior. The
court nonethel ess decided that a departure was not warranted in
either case. In this circunstance, the district court's exercise

of its discretion is not reviewable on appeal. See United States

v. Bayerle, 898 F.2d 28, 31 (4th Cir. 1990); see also United States

v. Brock, 108 F.3d 31, 33 (4th Cr. 1997).

We therefore dismss the appeals. W di spense with oral argu-
ment because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately pre-
sented in the materials before the court and argunent would not aid
t he deci sional process.
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