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PER CURI AM *
Manuel Garcia appeals his conviction and the sentence
i nposed following his guilty plea conviction to possession with
intent to distribute 500 grans or nore of cocaine and to
possession of a firearmin furtherance of a drug trafficking
crinme. Garcia was sentenced to a termof inprisonnent of 267
mont hs on the drug count and to a termof inprisonment of 60
months on the firearmcount, the terns to run consecutively.
Garcia argues that the district court erred in denying his

notion to suppress evidence seized pursuant to a search warrant

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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aut hori zing a search of his residence. He argues that the
affidavit supporting the issuance of the warrant was insufficient
and that it was so |acking in probable cause, a reasonable
of ficer could not have relied upon it in good faith.

“Where a search warrant is involved, this [c]ourt enploys a
two-step process for reviewing a district court’s denial of a

nmotion to suppress.” United States v. Froman, 355 F.3d 882, 888

(5th Gr. 2004). The court first determ nes “whether the
good-faith exception to the exclusionary rule applies.” 1d.
“The good-faith exception . . . provides that evidence obtained
by | aw enforcenent officials acting in objectively reasonabl e
good-faith reliance upon a search warrant is admssible . . .,
even though the affidavit on which the warrant was based was

insufficient to establish probable cause.” United States v.

Shugart, 117 F.3d 838, 843 (5th Cr. 1997) (internal quotation
marks omtted). |If the exception does not apply, however, this
court “proceed[s] to the second step in the analysis and
determ ne[s] whether the nmagistrate had a substantial basis for
findi ng probable cause.” Froman, 355 F.2d at 88.

The good faith exception does not apply “where the warrant
is based on an affidavit so lacking in indicia of probable cause
as to render official belief inits existence entirely

unreasonable.” United States v. Payne, 341 F.3d 393, 399-400

(5th Gr. 2003). Thus, it does not apply when a search warrant
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i's supported by no nore than a “bare bones” affidavit. United

States v. Laury, 985 F.2d 1293, 1311 (5th Gr. 1993).

The affidavit supporting the warrant in the instant case was
not a bare bones affidavit. |t contained detailed information
fromtwo unrelated confidential informants who both adm tted that
t hey had bought drugs and weapons from Garcia at his honme on Judy
Avenue in Fort Wrth, Texas. The detailed and incrimnating
statenents renedi ed any questions about the reliability of the

i nf ormant s. See United States v. Privette, 947 F.2d 1259, 1262

(5th Gr. 1991); Shugart, 117 F.3d at 844. Further, the police
i nvestigation corroborated much of the evidence provided by the
confidential informants. Shugart, 117 F.3d at 844.

The affidavit was sufficient “to allow the conclusion that a
fair probability existed that seizable evidence would be found”

at Garcia' s residence. United States v. Ci sneros, 112 F. 3d 1272,

1279 (5th Gr. 1997)(internal quotation and citation omtted).
Therefore, the officers’ reliance on the warrant was objectively
reasonabl e, and the good faith exception was applicable. The
district court did not err in denying the notion to suppress.
Garcia argues that the sentence inposed at the top of the
gui del i ne range i s unreasonabl e because he was categorized as a
career offender as the result of a 1996 conviction for possession
of .2 grans of cocaine, which resulted in the revocation of his
deferred adj udi cation probation for a nurder offense. Garcia

objects to this court’s use of the presunptively reasonabl e
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standard when the sentence inposed is within the appropriate
gui del i nes range, and he points out that the Suprenme Court has
granted certiorari to determne the validity of such standard in

Rita v. United States, 127 S. C. 551 (2006).

W review the sentence for reasonabl eness. United States v.

Booker, 543 U. S. 220, 261-62 (2005). Garcia identifies no error
in the guidelines conputation, and the district court
appropriately considered “the nature and circunstances of the

of fense and the history and characteristics of the defendant.”
See 18 U.S.C. 8§ 3553(a)(1). We therefore give great deference to

the sentence inposed. United States v. Mares, 402 F.3d 511, 520

(5th Gr.), cert. denied, 126 S. C. 43 (2005).

G ven Garcia' s extensive crimnal history, the seriousness
of his instant offenses, and the great deference due to the
sentenci ng judge’'s discretion, the sentence inposed is not
unr easonabl e.

AFFI RVED.



