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Dear Counsel,

■The Court issued the enclosed opinion today in this case.

36.“ confonni  ty wia RuIe

Sincerely yours,

s/Cathtyn Lovely
cc: Ms. Ann E. Filkins Opinions Deputy
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ORLANDO BERNARD EASTER,

OPINION

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 

Plaintiff-Appeil^

Case;25-1248 Document; R|ed: 
^y^7* »

FILED
Jan 02,2026 

KELLY L. STEPHENS, Clerk

ON APPEAL FROM THE UNITED 
STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR 
THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF 
MICHIGAN

SmTON.CW^BOGOSandBLOOMBKAIz.circuitludges

button, chief ^e. ™o^gatbgOrIandoEaster&rdmg 

enforcement
informant c controlled buys betweenBasterandaconfifcntW

on the controlled buys and other evidence, police obtained
r? . , ’ JJunce oorainea warrants to srarph

asters storage unit and his girlftiend’s home W t,
min n ’ n heS UDCOVered a Iarge cache of drugs and
guns. Easter moved to suppress the eviHn .
conductthe t, ’ probable cause t0
conduct the searches. Ibe district court disagreed. We affirm.

I.
In January 2024, police began investigating Easter for h * ;

With the heln r ° herOm md felltanyl trafficking.
P of a confidential informant, police coordmat H

Faster. During the lead-up to o
Ch ODeO eSetraDSaCti0nS’policeobservedEasterdrivehisgold

"" "" " — - - — to hve With her and I:
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. Easter typedacodeintoakeypad and entered fte
■ A short time later. Easter exfted

urug deal,

AS the ligation continued, this seguence became a pattern. Time

e artanged locafion for a control buy. The manager

a ecodeEasterusodto^thefaoifitybe.ongedtotbereuterofUnitHiy.

aci Ity s customer records, the individual who rented Unit Hl 7 w '
dUmtH17was a man named “Paul Johnson”

• at

Police increased their surveillance of Easter TntW o,
TK r ^^^’^ysecuredtwosearchwamnts.
1 he first warrant allowed them to attach a cp<? a ■m to attach a GPS devtce to Easter's goW tapala. 

penmtted them to set up a camem pointed at the exterior of Unit H17 Pof
ut or unit H17. Police supported both

The increased surveillance paid dividends. Police learned that Easter visited his storage 

™ W, often many times a day, and that each visit lasted a few minutes. Du i„g one of 

ese visits, the camera captured Easter as he unloaded an item from his vehicle and brought it into 

-storageunit. On ofller occasions, be -d enter the unit emp^ded but emerge with a 

P- age. At one pomt, the camera recorded a scene that might have appeared in Bad. 

Easter wearmg a white N95 mask over his face .. b. ,• -j
„ , ,. - face as he fed up a baggie filled with white powder

aster slipped the baggie into his car’s center console.

With this evidence in band, police obtained

g , the other to search his girlfriend's home. The supporting affidavits detailed how the 

.nvesttgafion^d^^^^
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W Tte affidavits also deMed the _s betwem Us
home. PollCe consistently observed Bester at that address before be drove to control buys, and 

even outside the context of the controlled buys, officers regularly observed the impala at that 

address. A judge issued both warrants.

The searches turned up a lot more incriminating evidence. In Easter's storage unit and his 

gtrlfiiend’s house, the officers found large quantities of fentanyl, cocaine, heroin, MDMA, and 

methamphetamine. Police also seized eight guns (one withan obhteraM serial number, two ofcrs 

reported stolen), several boxes of ammunition, and $139,800 in cash. On a dresser in Easter's 

bedroom, officers found the keys to Unit Hl 7.

A federal grand jury charged Easter with possessing controlled substances with intent to 

distribute and possessing firearms as a feion. Baster moved to suppress the evidence obtained 

from the searches, claiming that al fom wamants tacked probable cause. He also sought a^„fc 

beanng, claiming the officers knowingly omihed material information from the affidavits. Dre 

distnet court denied Easter's motions. Easter conditionally pleaded guilty, reserving the right to 

appeal the suppression and Frtmto rulings. The court sentenced Easter to 12 years.

n.
He Fourth Amendment requires that "no Wamants shal! issue, but upon probable cause 

supported by Oath or affirmation " U.S. Const, amend. IV. "ta deciding whether probable cause 

extsts to issue a warrant, the magishate must make a practical, commomseuse decision whether, 

given all the circumstances set forth in the affidavit before him, there is a tair probability drat 

ontmband or evidence ofaenme will be found in aparticularplace.” United States v. white 990 

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

Easter. R.48-2 at 4. Police 

controlled buys. The vehicle’s 

car parked in the driveway of 

“Courts have upheld vehicle- 

these.” Coleman, 923 F.3d at
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““ “ - ■■— 
address each warrant in turn.

Impala GPS warrant. Probable causeexi.tr

ProbabIe to Meve j
c&!eman fata, or

“ “ - established exacUy ' 45°' (6tt Ct

CUythat- Police explained that
“gaged “—< buys” of narcodcs from 

observed to Barter

EaSto'S hMC » occasions.” M.2 at 4

warrants based co nrto ^er faeto

454 (collecting cases).

ing probable cause in the annKrot* t.turned on stale information RnttK n i PP^cation because it

omitted). The objective of th • ’ E3d at 490 ^uotation
objective of this warrant was not to look for a stash of d

™ght contain them. It was to use GPS tra F ' ^^a^e that no longer

deals, ^o that end the affidavits f m°VOTmfe drag
^“'’'“‘'dplenty of evidence toBasteren™ n-

*als. the pro5peotive Sa^d «■ ongoing drug
f the search thus counters any claim of stateness

Basterneztpoto^^^^^^^^
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any sort of physical

;ement of the defendant’s property interest

Because police never

......‘ ■....... .... ....

sell drugs was indeed fair.

Unit Hl 7 video-surveillance warrant u n 
. ' challenges the video surveillance placed

u^lde the storage un^ ^at no probable cause supported the warrant. But the Fourth 

zzz ~
cage a warrant on Fourth Amendment grounds only if he 

possesses “a property or a privacy interest” in th
F4ft,7) m the property searched. United Stales v. Rnsselt, 26

defend ’ ^Ive a on lire

pnvaey, United Stales v. 636 p ,3d 22s> y, (ah y

No trespass occurred. When “nw nfM 
n of [a]... camera [does] not involve 

intrusion” into the defendant’s property, no Wring.

occurs. United States v. May-S/tam, 955 F.3d 563, 567 (6th Cir. 2020). 

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

No infringement on Easter’s reasonable expectation of privacy 

pointing at the exteriorof the storage unit, the camera revealed only "what (Ea.,, tan ■ 
uomy wnat [Easter] did in a public 

I"at 568'. “[Alny member ot puw'—- -——- - 
amethmg. ^^v.Mnt^^ 

had previously conducted a “drive-bv” anrl s 
„,7 f t one of Easter’s cars parked in font of Unit
■ttl / confinns the point, R 48-4 at 4 ,

• ecause other customers can and often do "travers[e) the
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~ ....... ..... 

side of his storage unit Cf ThiifoA &f- mtedSta^sv. Karo, 468 U.S. 105 121 (lhRA\r .
reasonable expectation of ' ( } <U° VI°latlOn of

pectafton of pnvacy when officers in storage facility
scent nf . i S f COttunon detected the

contraband emanating from defendants'locker) East «,
surveilt. ' “ay not challenge therveillance-camera warrant.

Easter resists this conclusion on the ground that
C ground that the camera repeatedly recorded ft

.... “7 “ ■■ —*
1-69, see also Houston, 813 F.3d at 288-00 r •

expectation of • ^U° Vlo atlon of reasonable-;; z: rerd ,endoes not h / lty ,bC Ca“M SOmefi“S “ ,MCnOr °f ™t

the analysis. Easter oRmka Ks storage mrit's door o.ren.hi.e he Worked Ue

thus captured only -.bat (Easter) made public t0 my person" wa]lfag by ffl7 

Houston, 813 F.3d at 288. HI7‘

Easter insists that the government failed to raise thk
10 raise thl« argument below. Not so Th. 

government pressed this argument in the fti 1
^guinenrrntbetnal court R51 at io n .^^latl2-13>^dreneweditonappeal

I» vrewofallofthe evidence the police had «».r, a - u •
. . . d gathered m their mvestigation of Easter before
btamngthrssearchmrrantforthehomeinwhichhelived- • ,

Ch he lived—serial controlled buys GPS tranP- 
surveillance of the storage unit-th. r &
rr “ rea<Wy “tfare<i the raodest probable cause bar ”
United States y. Sanders, 106 F 4th 455 4^1
„ K ' 3 ' C'r'2<>24) b™>. ‘Wen a dru» dealer's
cmty IS regular and ongoing, it is more likely that his home ITT,

y home will have evidence of that activity—
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0 ds, or monetary profits.- Uniled s,ale, „ Simmo^ [2? p 4ft 

^^'^at the dealer “hafsj a stash house does not ameliorate the idea that other information or 

evl^enceo^dio crime would still be contained at his .. .residence, M at 3S9 Rotation omitw).

III.
Easter separately contends that the district court erred in denying him a Frmrfo hearing to 

a(^dress omissions from the affidavits. &ePra„fav.^,438U.S. I54(1978). Adefen<iant 

may recetve such a hearing -if and only if - he "makes a substantial prehminary showing- that the

from hrs girlfriend. home, where he appeared to live, to the storage unit before heading directly 

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

warrants, meaning that the affidavit -deMed] recent, rehable evidence of drug activity-

^^th at 387 (quotation omitted). And officers had video footage ofa masked Easter 

^QIt packaging a baggie of white powder. All of this sufficed to establish probable cause.

Easter maintains that the earlier vehicle-tracking and camera-smveillance warrants lacked 

probable cause, thus tainting the !ater affidavits. But. as just shown, the previous warrants did not 

violate the Fourth Amendment. TOen the government acts lawffiliy,-as fte district coutapriy 

put it, there is no poisonous tree,” R.58at9.

Easter invokes the support of severalofour cases, but none heips him Each case involves 

an affidavit drawing threadbare or umehabie connections between the iocation to be searched and 

the crime to be solved. United Stales K MeFhearson, 469 F.3d 518, 524 (Sth Cir. 2006); Uniled 

States v. Carpenter, 360 F,3d 591 593-95 ma rs, r < .
( Cir. 2004) (en banc); United States v. Helton./314 

F.3d 812, 820—23 f6th Cir 20m'i tt-ic • , .)■ The nexus m this case, by contrast, left nothing to the 
imagination.
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We affirm.

, —25.1248 Oocument:202 Rled:01/02/2026

O- 25-1248, United States

Police "engaged *

front the affidavit” and that “a find’ S" fOr,,t0'™th"'0'»«u,g„lfonMt,0n
a‘ afmd”S of probable cause wouldnoth, 

■flhe^ed^weceeo^ed, UMed St , ~ affidavit

2008). °M*r'S35l?3d408,415(61l1Cir.

Easter cmmot meet this standard Hen -4
■ He provides no evidence 

shows, that the police had an “inte r SU8gests> much less
M intention to mislead.” Uavs y r*

(fthClnlws)^ ' WPpmB4F.3d 809.8I6
^ooeocdereutshischaUeuge

Making matters Wotse, nme rf
changed (he probable-cause calculation H ’ 0”SSM°S
—^sdrceotberea^Z mondon

'—a access to other vehic,K ‘courtout, 

vemcfes [did] not diminish r , ,
^Peeled operation, nor [did! it ■ m Basler’s

-“-.a--™
o misses the mark. Anaffidavitneedonlv-cont,’ 

oftteunderlymgcimumstancesMoatingtheinfo^t

‘hey w successfully empIoyed the conBdential infamant to

thirteen occasions, and that the info r 0D uct controUed buys on over

°f several ftgitives. That to the amests

ino material omissions occurred.
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 
FOR THE SIXTH CIRCUIT

No. 25-1248

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
Plaintiff - Appellee,

v.

ORLANDO BERNARD EASTER, 
Defendant - Appellant.

/ ........................\

FILED
Jan 02, 2026

KELLY L. STEPHENS, Clerk
V J

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

JUDGMENT
On Appeal from the United States District Court 

for the Western 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 THEREOF, 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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