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PER CURIAM:*

Micah Seth Droddy appeals his conviction and sentence following his
guilty plea to being a felon in possession of a firearm.  His guilty plea reserved
the right to appeal the denial of his motion to suppress. Droddy argues that the
district court erred in denying his motion to suppress evidence seized during a
search of his residence. Droddy asserts that the good-faith exception does not
apply because the affidavit supporting the warrant was a “bare bones” affidavit
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and the warrant was so lacking in indicia of probable cause that no reasonable
officer could rely on the warrant in good faith.

In reviewing the denial of a motion to suppress evidence obtained
pursuant to a search warrant, this court determines: (1) whether the good-faith
exception to th exclusionary rule applies; and (2) if not, whether probable cause
supported the warrant.  United States v. Cavazos, 288 F.3d 706, 709 (5th Cir.
2002).

The warrant affidavit stated that a confidential informant (known to the
affiant, an experience officer, to be reliable and to have previously furnished
affiant accurate information) had on the date of the affidavit (and warrant)
reported to the affiant having seen Droddy in possession of methamphetamine
in his (Droddy’s) residence within the past seventy-two hours. The affidavit also
stated that Droddy had sold methamphetamine to an undercover police officer
within the past year, that he had been arrested for possession of marihuana in
the past year, that he was a convicted felon with a history of family violence, and
that a confidential informant had recently seen him in possession of several
firearms. It further stated that several anonymous complaints had been
received within the last few months regarding Droddy selling narcotics.  Since
the affidavit that provided the basis for the warrant included facts and
circumstances that would allow a magistrate to independently determine
probable cause, it was more than a “bare bones” affidavit, so the police had a
good-faith basis for relying on the warrant when they conducted the search.  See

United States v. McKnight, 953 F.2d 898, 904-05 (5th Cir. 1992); United States

v. Satterwhite, 980 F.2d 317, 320-23 (5th Cir. 1992). Therefore, the district court
did not err in denying Droddy’s motion to suppress.

Accordingly, the judgment of the district court is 
AFFIRMED.  


