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PER CURI AM

Dimtrios Sakpazis appeals fromhis conviction and forty-si x-
nonth sentence inposed following his guilty plea to distributing
cocaine in violation of 21 U S.C. 8§ 841(a) (1994). Sakpazis as-
serts that the district court violated his due process rights by
failing to enforce an alleged post-plea prom se that he would
receive only thirty-six nonths’ inprisonnent if he cooperated with
the governnent. He also challenges the district court’s rel evant
conduct determ nation of the ampbunt of drugs attributable to him

W have reviewed the briefs and the joint appendices, in-
cluding the presentence report, and find no reversible error
Sakpazi s’ due process claimfails because he did not show that the
gover nnment breached a prom se that was part of the inducenent for

his guilty plea. See Santobello v. New York, 404 U.S. 257, 262

(1971); United States v. Martin, 25 F.3d 211, 217 (4th Gr. 1994).
Nor did the district court clearly err in determ ning the anmount of

drugs attributable to Sakpazis. See United States v. Randall, 171

F.3d 195, 210 (4th Cr. 1999) (stating standard of review). Ac-
cordingly, we affirm Sakpazis’ conviction and sentence. W deny
Sakpazis’ notion for oral argunment because the facts and | egal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the
court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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