IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 97-11099 c/w
No. 97-11122 c/w
No. 97-11125
Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
LEON JOSEPH STEPHENS, al so known as Joe Bl ow,

Def endant - Appel | ant ;
ANDRA DEMON HUBBARD, al so known as Pooh,

Def endant - Appel | ant ;
LAMARCUS TYRONE W LLI AMS, al so known as T- Dog,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeals fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 4:97-CR-50-1-A
USDC No. 4:97-CR-50-4
USDC No. 4:97-CR-50-A-3

) July 2, 1998
Bef ore DUHE, DEMOSS, and DENNI'S, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM ~

Leon Joseph St ephens, Andra Denon Hubbard, and Lamarcus Tyrone

WIllians appeal the district court’s denial of their notions to

Pursuant to 5THGOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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suppress evi dence.

Appel l ants contend that the warrant was based on an affidavit
that contained material omssions critical to a finding of probable
cause. The appellants have not shown that any om ssion in the
affidavit was intentional or reckless or that intent should be
inferred because the omtted information was critical to a finding

of probable cause. See United States v. Cronan, 937 F.2d 163, 165

(5th Gr. 1991).

St ephens al so contends that warrant was issued based on a
“bare bones” affidavit. The affidavit supporting the search
warrant was not so lacking in indicia of probable cause as to
render official belief inits existence entirely unreasonable. See

United States v. MKnight, 953 F.2d 898, 905 (5th Gr.

1992) (hol ding that an affidavit based on the personal observations
of drug manufacturing by an informant who had furnished reliable
information in the past was not “bare bones”). St ephens has
offered no evidence to support his claim that the magistrate
abandoned his judicial role in issuing the warrant.

Appel I ants have not shown that the good-faith exception to the
exclusionary rul e does not apply. Thus, the evidence obtained by
A adney in objectively reasonable good-faith reliance upon the

search warrant is adm ssi bl e. See United States v. Satterwhite,

980 F.2d 317, 320-21 (5th Cr.1992). The district court did not

err in denying the appellants’ notions to suppress.
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AFFI RMED.



