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FOR THE SIXTH CIRCUIT FIL ED

Jan 02, 2026
KELLY L. STEPHENS, Clerk

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Plaintiff- Appellee, ON APPEAL FROM THE UNITED

STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR
THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF
MICHIGAN

V.

ORLANDO BERNARD EASTER,
Defendant—AppelIant. OPINION

Buns. Easter moved to Suppress the evidence, arguing that the police lacked probable cause to
conduct the searches, The district court disagreed. We affirm.
L
In January 2024, police began investigating Easter for heroin and fentany] trafficking,
With the help of a confidential informant, police coordinated several controlled buys of narcotics
from Easter. During the lead-up to one of these transactions, police observed Easter drive his gold

Chevrolet Impala from his girlfriend’s honse (where Easter appeared to live with her and their
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As the investigation continued, this sequence became a pattern, Time after time, police
watched Easter enter the storage facility,
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him. The affidavits also detailed the nexus between Easter, his dmg dealing, and his girlfriend’s
home. Police consistently observed Easter at that address before he drove to controlled buys, and
even outside the context of the controlled buys, officers regularly observed the Impala at that
address. A judge issned both warrants.

The searches turned up a lot more incriminating evidence. In Easter’s storage unit and hig
girlfriend’s house, the officers found large quantities of fentanyl, cocaine, heroin, MDMA, and
methamphetamine, Police also seized eight guns (one with an obliterated serial number, two others
Teported stolen), several boxes of ammunition, and $139,800 in cash. On a dresser in Easter’s
bedroom, officers found the keys to Unit H17.

A federal grand jury charged Easter with Possessing controlled substances with intent to
distribute and possessing firearms as a felon, Easter moved to suppress the evidence obtained
from the searches, claiming that all foyr warrants lacked probable cause. He also sought a Franks
hearing, claiming the officers knowingly omitted materjal information from the affidavits. The
district court denied Easter’s motions. Easter conditionally pleaded guilty, reserving the right to
appeal the suppression and Franks rulings. The court sentenced Easter to 12 years,

1.
The Fourth Amendment requires that “no Warrants shall issue, but upon probable cause,

supported by Oath or affirmation ™

given all the circumstances set forth in the affidavit before him, there is a fair probability that

contraband or evidence of a crime will be found in a particular place.” United States v. White, 990

F.3d 488, 490 (6th Cir. 2021) (quotation omitted).

(4 of 10)
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United States v, Coleman, 923 F 34 450, 454 (6th Cir. 2019). The
affidavit in this case established exactly that.

Police explained that a reliable confidentia]

” of narcotics from Easter, R.48-2 at 4. Police

" R48-2 at 4.

tracking warrantg based on much weaker factya) allegations than ﬂ]ese.” Coleman, 923 F 34 at
454 (collecting cases).

“Courts have upheldr vehicle-
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sell drugs was indeed fair.

Unit H]7 video-surveillance warrant, BEaster challenges the video surveillance placed
outside the storage unit, claiming that no probable cause supported the warrant. Byt the Fourth
Amendment extends only to “[t]he right of the people to be secure in thejr persons, houses, papers,

and effects, againgt unreasonable searches and seizures.” U.S. Const. amend. IV (emphasis

POssesses “a property or a privacy interest” in the property searched. United States v, Russell, 26
F.4th 371, 377 (6th Cir. 2022). That means the search must involye a physical trespass on the

defendant’s own property, see id., or an invasion of an area in which the defendant had a reasonable

expectation of privacy, United Stazes v, Lanier, 636 F .3d 228, 231 (6th Cir. 201 1).

No trespass occurred. When “nse of [a] ... camera [does] not involve any sort of physical
intrusion™ into the defendant’s property, no infringement of the defendant’s broperty interest
occurs. United States v, May-Shaw, 955 F 34 563, 567 (6th Cir. 2020). Becanse police never

accessed Easter’s storage unit, no trespass on his property took place.

observed the same thing. United States v, Houston, 813 F.3d 282, 290 (6th Cir. 2016). That police
had previously conducted a “drive-by” and obseryed one of Easter’s carg parked in front of Unit

H17 confirms the point, R.48-4 at 4. Because other Customers can and often do “travers[e] the

5
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ge unit’s door open while he worked. The
Camera thus captured only “what [Easter] made public to any person” walking by Unpijt Hi17.

Houston, 813 F 3d at 288.

Easter insists that the government failed to raige this argument below. Not so. The

government pressed this argument in the fria] court, R.51 at 12-13, and renewed it on appeal.

probable cause to search Unit H17 and his girlfriend’s home. This argument falls short as well,
In view of all of the evidence the police had gathered in their investigation of Easter before
obtaining this search Warrant for the home jn which he lived—serial controlled byys, GPS ﬁacking,
surveillance of the storage unit—the police readily “cleared the modest probable cause bar,”
United States v. Sanders, 106 F.4th 455, 463 (6th Cir, 2024) (en banc), “[Wlhen a drug dealer’s

activity is regular and ongoing, it is more likely that hig home will have evidence of that activity—

6
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supply, records, or monetary profits,” Uniteq States v. Simmons, 129 F.4th 382, 387 (6th Cir,
2025). That the dealer “ha[s] a stash house does not ameliorate the idea that other information or
evidence of the crime would still be contained at his . . | residence.” Id. at 389 (quotation omitted),

The affidavits established that Easter was a regular drug trafficker and fhat he often traveled
from his girlfriend’s home, where he appeared to live, to the storage unit before hcéding directly

to drug deals. One of those drug deals occurred less than 48 hours before police sought the

warrants, meaning that the affidavit “detailled] recent, reliable evidence of drug activity.”

Simmons, 129 F.4th at 387 (quotation omitted). And officers had video footage of a masked Easter
at Unit H17 packaging a baggie of white powder. All of this sufficed to establish probable cause,
Easter maintains that the earljer vehicle-tracking and camera-surveillance warrants lacked
probable cause, thus tainting the later affidavits, But, as just shown, the previous warrants did not
violate the Fourth Amendment. “[When the government acts lawfully,” as the district court aptly
put it, “there is no poisonous tree.” R.58 at 9.
an affidavit drawing threadbare or unreliable connections between the location to be searched and
the crime to be solved. United States v, McPhearson, 469 F 34 518, 524 (6th Cir. 2006); United
States v. Carpenter, 360 F .3d 591, 593-95 (6th Cir. 2004) (en banc); United States y. Helton 314

F3d 812, 820-23 (6th Cir. 2003). The nexus in this case, by contrast, left nothing to the

III.
Easter separately contends that the district court erred jn denying him a Franks hearing to
address omissions from the affidavits. See Franks v, Delaware, 438 U S. 154 (1978). A defendant

may receive such a hearing “if and only if” he “makes a substantial preliminary showing” that the

7
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE SIXTH CIRCUIT

No. 25-1248

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

Plaintiff - Appellee, FILED
‘. : Jan 02, 2026
' KELLY L. STEPHENS, Clerk

ORLANDO BERNARD EASTER,
Defendant - Appellant.

Before: SUTTON, Chief Judge; BOGGS and BLOOMEKATZ, Circuit Judges.

JUDGMENT

On Appeal from the United States District Court
for the Westemn District of Michigan at Grand Rapids.

THIS CAUSE was heard on the record from the district court and was submitted on the briefs
without oral argument. .

IN CONSIDERATION THEREQF, it is ORDERED that the judgment of the district court is
AFFIRMED.

ENTERED BY ORDER OF THE COURT

Kelly L. Stephens, Clerk
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