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PER CURIAM:

Reginald Earl Rice appeals his conviction and 1life
sentence for bank robbery by force or wviolence in wviolation of
18 U.S.C. § 2113(a) (2006). Rice contends the district court
erred in denying his motion to suppress evidence obtained as a
result of a constitutionally deficient search warrant. We
affirm.

We review the district court’s factual £findings
underlying a motion to suppress for clear error, and the

district court’s legal determinations de novo. United States v.

Wilson, 484 F.3d 267, 280 (4th Cir. 2007) (citing Ornelas V.

United States, 517 U.S. 690, 699 (1996)). When a suppression

motion has been denied, we review the evidence in the light most

favorable to the government. United States v. Uzenski, 434 F.3d

690, 704 (4th Cir. 2006).

In reviewing the propriety of issuing a search
warrant, the relevant inquiry is whether, under the totality of
the circumstances, the issuing judge had a substantial basis for
concluding that there was probable cause to issue the warrant.

Illinois wv. Gates, 462 U.S. 213, 238 (1983). Although the

search warrant at issue failed to specify the exact address of
the premises to Dbe searched, wunder the totality of the

circumstances we find there were sufficient corroborating facts



establishing probable cause supporting the issuance and
execution of the search warrant. See id. at 238.

Accordingly, we affirm the district court’s judgment.
We dispense with oral argument because the facts and 1legal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



