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Introduction 
The Central Utah Narcotics Task Force searched the residence of Utah resident, Afton Callahan. The security officer had a reason to understand that the plaintiff was a methamphetamine dealer through an informant who was sent to his home to make a purchase. The Taskforce focused on the signal that was communicated by the informant who informed them that a sake had already taken place. The Taskforce entered the house and conducted a protective sweep of the house without having warrant although they sought the approval from Afton Callaham. Therefore, at a trial in the tenth circuit court, Callahan was convicted for possessing and the distribution of methamphetamine based on the evidence that was obtained from the search that was conducted without a search warrant. The Respondent appealed the decision to the Utah Court of Appeals held that the evidence was inadmissible as part of the evidence because they did not follow the due process. Therefore, the Utah court of appeal reversed the initial decision.
Besides, Callahan filed a lawsuit against the Task Force and individual officers in federal court with a critical focus that the search violated his constitutional rights as outlined in the fourth amendment. The district court of Utah dismissed his claim by asserting that the consent once removed doctrine. Under this doctrine, an undercover officer might call for backup officers in a situation where the officer has been invited into the home through the issuance of consent by the homeowner. However, the court of an appeal for the Tenth Circuit disagreed with the developed claim holding that the doctrine consent once removed does not apply in this case when a police informant summons officers. Therefore, the court of appeal established that the Respondent’s rights under the fourth amendment’s unreasonable search and seizures was violated. However, the decision by the Court of appeal Tenth Circuit was appealed to the United States Supreme court.  
The facts of the case
The main issues that were being sought in the case were to assess whether the Officers had violated the rights of the respondent against unreasonable searches and seizures as protected by the fourth amendment. Therefore, the issues of the case that were being evaluated included the understanding of whether a police entry following an informant’s signal of probable cause violates the fourth amendment under the consent once removed. This is the main issue that forms the basis of the case, and thus the determination of the supreme court based on a better understanding on this concept will be essential in outlining better aspects that officers can consider in obtaining evidence that can be administered in the court process to help prosecution cement their case.
Another consideration that was being sought was whether it was established at the time of entry in the case that the consent of once removed doctrine was a violation of the fourth amendment.  The doctrine provides a particular focus on the aspects involved in ensuring that the evidence provided is valid. A suspect must open door voluntarily to undercover police and not anyone else to invoke this doctrine. Another issue was to evaluate whether the supreme court should overturn the previous decision that was made in the case Saucier v. Katz. The consideration of these issues as developed in the case are based on critical outline and interpretation of the fourth amendment and the underlying exemptions under which it could be considered legal to search without warrant especially in cases where there is a probable cause.

The Majority Opinion
The Supreme court in a unanimous decision written by Justice Samuel Alito, the supreme court held that at the time of the police entry, it was not established that the consent once removed doctrine violated the fourth amendment and thus the Central Utah Narcotics Task Force had immune in their search of Mr. Callahan’s home. This decision meant that the main issue that was being investigated based on the whether the actions of the officers violated the fourth amendment under the once removed doctrine was overturned, and the court concluded that the officers did not violate the fourth amendment. 
The Supreme court also overturned the initial decision that was made in the case Saucier v. Katz which provide a review on a two-part inquiry into the underlying claims by government officials of their qualification of immunity claims. The court, therefore, held that the inquiry that was made should be utilized and the discretion of the lower courts based on the new determination. The decision that was made focused on substantial judicial resources. The conclusion that was created by the supreme court was based on the underlying arguments of the case as well as legal interpretation of the key statutes under the fourth amendments that were being invoked by the Petitioner in arguing the case.
[bookmark: _GoBack]The fourth amendment provides citizens with a strong understanding of the existing limits under which their rights and privacy must be protected even from the government. Unreasonable searches create a difficult focus on better strategies that need to be considered in evaluating the evidence that is presented in court. The due process highlights that for any evidence to be submitted to help the prosecution, there is a need to evaluate on whether it was obtained successfully. Therefore, making better choices regarding the approach in determining the validity of evidence based on different doctrines provide a strong evaluation of key concepts that define the manner in which decisions within court processes are made.
Police officers must have a clear probable cause based on the different existing exemptions which are essential in providing a greater understanding of essential elements that define positive social change. When the police officers are obtaining evidence in any given scenario, it is critical to ensure that the due process is followed or risk the proof being rendered null and void because there is no clear understanding on essential elements that define positive change and strict adherence to the rule of law. 
Dissenting opinion 
The decision that was made by the Supreme agreed with all the nine judges that formed the bench thus there was no dissenting opinion. All the members of the bench agreed that the officers did not violate the respondent's fourth amendment rights based on the consent once removed. The decision that was made by the Court of Appeal was reversed to provide different precedence regarding the main issues that were being evaluated.
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