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

No. 98-30795
Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
RODNEY ANTONI O LUSK

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Eastern District of Louisiana
USDC No. 97-CR-116-ALL-C
March 5, 1999

Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM JONES, and DENNI'S, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Rodney Lusk appeals his jury conviction of possession wth
intent to distribute over five grans of cocai ne base and possessi on
wWth intent to distribute cocaine hydrochl oride. Lusk contends
that 1) the search warrant was invalid because it listed the wong
address for Lusk’s house and that the district court erred in
denying the notion to suppress the evidence obtained during the
search and Lusk’ s subsequent confession and 2) that the district

court should have excluded the Drug Enforcenent Adm nistration

Pursuant to 5THCGR 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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(DEA) agent’s expert testinony regarding drug trafficking because
it inproperly gave an opi ni on about whether Lusk had the intent to
di stribute and because the Governnent’s evidence of such an intent
was weak.

Qur review of the record reveals that the search warrant’s
listing of the wong address did not render it so facially
deficient that the officers would have been unreasonable in
presum ng the warrant valid and that there was no possibility that
the officers would have searched the wong house. The officers
acted in good faith when executing the warrant, and the district
court’s denial of the notion to suppress evidence and Lusk’s

conf essi on was not error. See United States v. Gordon, 901 F.2d

48, 50 (5th Gir. 1990).

The district court did not abuse its discretion in admtting
the DEA agent’s expert testinony about drug trafficking. United
States v. Washington, 44 F.3d 1271, 1283 (5th Gr. 1995); United

States v. Gonzales, 131 F.3d 928, 936 (5th Cr. 1997), cert.

denied, 118 S. Ct. 726 (1998).
AFFI RVED.



