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RICHARD S. ARNOLD, Chief Judge.

Appellants immy Bartlett and Russell L. Bartlett entered conditional pleas of
guilty to drug charges and were sentenced. They now bring these appeal's, contending
that the District Court* erred in denying their motion to suppress certain evidence that
the government would have introduced against them if the case had gone to trial.

The question presented is the validity of the search warrant under which the
evidence in question was seized. In brief, the factsare these. Federal and state agents,
working together, obtained a search warrant for premises described as "THE
PREMISES KNOWN AS the Jm Bartlett resdence at 402 Quarry Road, Russellville,
Pope County, Arkansas. . .." In attempting to execute the warrant, the agents went by
mistake to another house, located at 406 Quarry Road. Upon realizing that they were
a the wrong house, the agents proceeded to the right location, 402 Quarry Road, and
secured the premises. Believing that it would be prudent to do so, they then obtained
a second search warrant, containing better directions to the right address. Thereisno
guestion that the first warrant was, or would have been, valid. The contention is
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pressed, however, that the search was conducted pursuant to the second warrant, and
that it was not valid.

The second warrant was identical to the first warrant in most respects. The
crucia difference, according to appellants, was that certain phrases contained in the
first warrant were omitted from the second warrant. The first warrant contained the
following statement:

This search warrant is to pertan to the
aforementioned residence, the af orementioned storage area
and to include the curtilage, and al purtenances thereto, and
all vehicles under his control in Pope County in the State of
Arkansas, there is now being concealed certain property,
namely: methamphetamine. . ..

In the second warrant, everything in this passage up to the words "in Pope County" is
left out. The second warrant plainly includes an incomplete sentence, and no one
reading it could fail to realize that certain material had been omitted.

It seems virtudly certain that the omission was a clerica error, made by someone
on atypewriter or, perhaps, acomputer. In any case, the second warrant, like the first,
commanded the officers to "search forthwith the Person/Premises named for the
property herein specified . . .." The second warrant, like the first, clearly referred to
the Bartlett residence at 402 Quarry Road, and to a storage area near the house. Thus,
even if the omission of the language in question from the second warrant is given full
effect, the second warrant still unmistakably authorizes a search of 402 Quarry Road
and of the storage area.

When viewed in context, the issue presented on appea is wholly without
substance. Both warrantswere valid. Even if, as appellants claim, we should disregard
the first warrant, and consider the case asif only the second warrant were material, the



order of the District Court denying the motion to suppress must stand. The second
warrant described the premises, including the residence and the storage area, with
particularity, and authorized the officers to search them for certain described property.
Thisiswhat the officers did, and we find no fault in their conduct.

The judgments are affirmed.
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