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OPINION

PER CURIAM: 

Hassaan Haakim Rashaad appeals his convictions and sentence of
life plus eighty-two years following his trial for numerous counts of
narcotics, firearms, and robbery-related charges. Having reviewed his
claims that the Government lacked probable cause for a wiretap and
that the Government breached its immunity agreement with Rashaad,
we affirm. 

Rashaad first claims that the Government failed to honor an immu-
nity agreement he reached following his arrest on the original indict-
ment. Where a defendant alleges breach of an agreement by the
Government, a reviewing court must determine "if the government
has in fact agreed to [limit criminal liability], and, if so, whether the
defendant has satisfied his contractual obligations." United States v.
Conner, 930 F.2d 1073, 1075 (4th Cir. 1991). Rashaad failed to sat-
isfy his obligations by escaping custody and by failing to be com-
pletely truthful in regard to his involvement in a series of uncharged
robberies. See United States v. Crowell, 586 F.2d 1020, 1027-28 (4th
Cir. 1978). Accordingly, although Rashaad had an agreement with the
Government, he was not entitled to enforce it in light of his own
breach. We deny this claim. 

Rashaad next claims that the district court erred in denying his
motion to suppress the evidence obtained from a wiretap. A district
court may authorize a wiretap where "there is probable cause for
belief that an individual is committing, has committed, or is about to
commit a particular offense." 18 U.S.C. § 2518(3)(a) (2000). Our
review of the record supports the district court’s finding of probable
cause to support the issuance of the wiretap order. The government’s
affidavit in support of its application was exhaustive. The affidavit
detailed Rashaad’s involvement with his accomplice, Bobby Johnson,
Johnson’s involvement in a series of local robberies, and Rashaad’s
surveillance of two banks with Johnson. Accordingly, we deny this
claim. 

We affirm the judgment of the district court. We dispense with oral
argument because the facts and legal contentions are adequately pre-
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sented in the materials before the court and argument would not aid
the decisional process. 

AFFIRMED
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