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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

William Y ates, Jr. and Demetrius Lloyd challenge their jury con-
victions and sentences for possession with intent to distribute cocaine
basein violation of 21 U.S.C. § 841(a)(1) (1994). Finding no merit
in the appellants’ contentions, we affirm.

The court did not plainly err by admitting the voice identification
testimony of Officer Sole. See Fed. R. Crim. P. 52(b); Manson v.
Brathwaite, 432 U.S. 98, 114 (1977); United States v. Wilkinson, 137
F.3d 214, 223 (4th Cir.), cert. denied, 119 S.Ct. 172 (1998); United
States v. Robinson, 707 F.2d 811, 814 (4th Cir. 1983). The court did
not err in denying Y ates motions for judgment of acquittal. See
Glasser v. United States, 315 U.S. 60, 80 (1942); United Statesv.
Romer, 148 F.3d 359, 364 (4th Cir. 1998), cert. denied, 119 S.Ct.
1032 (1999); United States v. Burgos, 94 F.3d 849, 862 (4th Cir.
1996) (en banc). The court did not clearly err by instructing the jury
on the doctrine of aiding and abetting. See 18 U.S.C. § 2 (1994); Fed.
R. Crim. P. 30; Ross v. Saint Augustine's College, 103 F.3d 338, 344
(4th Cir. 1996); Wellsv. Murray, 831 F.2d 468, 477 (4th Cir. 1987);
United Statesv. Arrington, 719 F.2d 701, 705 (4th Cir. 1983). Finally,
Y ates arguments that the sentencing disparity between cocaine base
(crack) and powder cocaine is unconstitutionally discriminatory and
aviolation of the Equal Protection Clause are without merit. See
United States v. Fisher, 58 F.3d 96, 99-100 (4th Cir. 1995); United
Statesv. D'Anjou, 16 F.3d 604, 612 (4th Cir. 1994).
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We dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal conten-
tions are adequately presented in the materials before the court and
argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



