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PER CURI AM

CGeorge Thonas Cabel appeals his conviction and sentence after
ajury trial for one count of conspiracy to distribute cocai ne base
in violation of 21 U S. C § 846 (1994). Cabel clains on appea
that the district court erred by admtting testinony of co-
conspirators who were prom sed assistance from the Governnent if
their testinony was hel pful in Cabel’s prosecution, by applying a

four-level enhancement under U.S. Sentencing GCuidelines Mnual

8§ 3B.1.1(a) (1997) for being an organi zer or | eader of five or nore
persons, by applying a two-1evel enhancenent under USSG § 2D1. 1(b)
for possession of a firearmin the comm ssion of the conspiracy, in
determ ning that the sentencing di sparity between crack and cocai ne
is constitutional, and in holding that his conviction was supported
by sufficient evidence. W find that the court did not clearly err
on any of the sentencing issues, that the court did not plainly err
in admtting the testinony of Cabel’s co-conspirators, that the

crack to cocaine ratio is constitutional, see United States V.

D Anjou, 16 F.3d 604 (4th Cr. 1994), and that sufficient evidence

supported the conviction, see Gasser v. United States, 315 U. S

60, 80 (1942).

Cabel filed a notion to file a pro se supplenental brief. W
grant the notion. However, we find the clains raised to be either
duplicative of the formal brief, frivolous and w thout nerit, or

i neffective assistance of counsel issues, which may not be raised



on direct appeal because ineffective assistance does not appear
conclusively from the record. We dispense wth oral argunent
because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in

the materials before the court and argunment would not aid the

deci si onal process.
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