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PER CURIAM: 

Antonio Eugene Randolph appeals the district court’s denial of his pretrial motion 

to suppress after entering a conditional guilty plea to receiving child pornography in 

violation of 18 U.S.C. § 2252A(a)(2)(A), (b)(1) (2012).  Randolph challenges the same 

warrant that we addressed in United States v. McLamb, 880 F.3d 685 (4th Cir. 2018), 

contending the district court erred in denying his motion to suppress.  We affirm.   

On appeal, Randolph’s central argument is that the warrant did not authorize the 

Government to search property outside the Eastern District of Virginia.  Alternatively, he 

contends the warrant was issued in violation of Fed. R. Crim. P. 41, and the evidence 

should have been suppressed.  We conclude these arguments are without merit, and the 

district court did not err in denying his motion to suppress.  See McLamb, 880 F.3d at 

689-91; United States v. Werdene, 883 F.3d 204, 208, 214, 218-19 (3d Cir. 2018).  The 

warrant authorized deployment of a network investigative technique on any computer 

user who logged into the target website; and even if this violated the 2015 version of Rule 

41, suppression would not produce an appreciable deterrence on law enforcement. 

Accordingly, we affirm the district court’s judgment.  We dispense with oral 

argument because the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the 

materials before the court and argument would not aid the decisional process. 

AFFIRMED 
 

 


