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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Brandon K. Colliers and Keonta C. King pled guilty, pursuant to
separate plea agreements to distribution of crack cocaine. Each
Appellant hasfiled atimely notice of appea and raises two issues;
their cases have been consolidated in this court. For the reasons that
follow, we affirm their convictions and sentences.

In hisfirst issue, Colliers alleges that the Government breached its
plea agreement with him. Because Colliers raises thisissue for the
first time on appeal, we review this claim for plain error. See United
States v. McQueen, 108 F.3d 64, 65-66 (4th Cir. 1997). We do not
find that the Government breached its plea agreement with Colliers.
Second, Colliers aleges that the district court should have granted
him a downward departure. This claim fails, however, because a
denial of amotion to depart is not reviewable on appeal unlessthe
district court misunderstood its power to depart. See United Statesv.
Darby, 37 F.3d 1059, 1068 (4th Cir. 1994).

Similarly, King's allegation that the district court erroneously

denied his motion to depart based upon diminished capacity* is not
reviewable on appeal. See Darby, 37 F.3d at 1068. Finally, we do not
find that the district court clearly erred in determining the amount of
drugs for which King was responsible. See United Statesv. D'Anjou,
16 F.3d 604, 614 (4th Cir. 1994). Accordingly, we affirm the sentence

*See U.S. Sentencing Guideline Manual § 5K2.13, p.s. (1998).
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and conviction for Colliers and for King. We dispense with oral 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



