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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

IN THE COURT OF APPEALS 

_______________________ 

Motion to Suppress Wiretap Evidence in Jasper County General Sessions Court 

_______________________ 

THE STATE, 

 PLAINTIFF, 

     V. 

MARK ELLIOTT MARTIN, JR., 

 DEFENDANT 

INDICTMENT NO. 2021GS2700673, 2021GS2700675 
______________________ 

MOTION TO SUPPRESS RECORDED ORAL COMMUNICATION PURSUANT TO THE 

SOUTH CAROLINA HOMELAND SECURITY ACT, SOUTH CAROLINA CODE 

SECTIONS 17-30-10 ET SEQ. 
______________________ 

The undersigned counsel respectfully moves to suppress recorded Ring camera videos 

containing private communications between the Defendant, Mark Martin, and his co-defendant, 

Darrin Transou, as a violation of the South Carolina Homeland Security Act, South Carolina Code 

Sections 17-30-10 et seq. This Honorable Court has original subject matter jurisdiction under the Act. 

Background 

On or about June 17, 2021, the Defendant participated in a conversation with co-defendant 

Darrin Transou at the home of a third party, Ms. Angela Eaton, at 206 Columbia Avenue, Hardeeville, 

South Carolina. The conversation regarding drug distribution was recorded on Ms. Eaton’s Ring 

camera placed in her dining room. Subsequent to the conversation, a search warrant was executed at 

the home and a quantity of illegal narcotics were located. The following day, the homeowner told law 
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enforcement in an interview that her Ring camera recorded the Defendant with the drugs located in 

her house. Jasper County Sheriff’s Office investigators subsequently sent a search warrant to Ring 

LLC, attached as Motion Exhibit A, and received the subject recordings of the drug distribution 

conversation. No application authorizing interception was initiated or submitted by the Chief of 

SLED, pursuant to South Carolina Code Section 17-30-70. The Jasper County Sheriff’s Office search 

warrant lists the Ring customer account holder as “Angela Eaton” with two listed camera locations in 

Hardeeville, SC. Additionally, in the State’s pending pretrial motion to admit the Ring camera 

evidence, attached as Motion Exhibit B, the State acknowledges that the recorded conversation did 

not involve the Ring camera owner, stating: 

The footage depicts Defendant, Mark Elliot Martin, Jr., inside the residence handling, 

and packaging narcotics and negotiating drug sales with co-defendant Darrin Transou. 

The clips include both video and audio . . .[t]he videos show Martin retrieving plastic 

bags of narcotics from a backpack, portioning quantities into smaller containers 

presumably belonging to Transou, and discussing pricing and prior trafficking 

activity. 

  

Notably in the videos and the State’s summary of the same, Angela Eaton is not listed as a party to 

the conversation. Although she enters and leaves the recording multiple times, she is not recorded 

participating the conversation described as between the Defendant and Darrin Transou.  

   

Legal Analysis 

I. VIOLATION OF SOUTH CAROLINA HOMELAND SECURITY ACT. 

The State alleges that the Ring camera recordings at issue capture a conversation between two alleged 

co-conspirators, the Defendant and a co-defendant inside a private residence. The State seeks to admit 

video and audio recordings of a conversation in which the Defendant and co-defendant engage in a 

conversation about drug sales. There is no evidence offered that either of the speakers were aware 
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they were being recorded by a Ring device owned by the non-participating homeowner.. Because the 

interception violates the South Carolina Homeland Security Act / Electronic Surveillance Act, S.C. 

Code Ann. § 17-30-10 et seq., the recording is illegal, statutorily inadmissible, and must be suppressed 

under § 17-30-70. No rule of evidence—including the co-conspirator/statements against interests 

hearsay exceptions—can override a legislatively mandated exclusion. 

 A. THE THRESHOLD ISSUE IS LEGALITY OF THE INTERCEPTION. 

 Under § 17-30-70(A): 

“Whenever any wire, oral, or electronic communication has been unlawfully intercepted, no part of 

the contents… may be received in evidence in any trial, hearing, or other proceeding.” (Emphasis 

added). Therefore, the statutory bar applies before any hearsay analysis, the bar is mandatory, not 

discretionary, as hearsay exceptions cannot override statutory suppression. A Ring camera’s 

electronic recording of an oral conversation is an “Interception” under § 17-30-20(4). 

The Act defines “intercept” as the aural acquisition of an oral communication through any electronic 

device. A Ring camera records sound via a microphone, converts it to a digital signal, transmits it 

across the internet, and stores it on Amazon servers. It is precisely the type of device the statute covers. 

Additionally, there is no “security camera exception”; the statute is technology-neutral.  

 B. THE HOMEOWNER/RING CAMERA SUBSCRIBER IS NOT A “PARTY TO THE 

CONVERSATION” AND THUS CANNOT PROVIDE CONSENT UNDER SC CODE § 17-30-

30. 

 South Carolina is a one-party consent jurisdiction, but only if the consenting party is a 

participant in the conversation. Section 17-30-30 states that it is unlawful to intercept an oral 

communication when “none of the parties to the communication has given prior consent.” 
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In this case, as noted by the State, the homeowner/Ring camera subscriber, Angela Eaton, (1) was not 

present during all parts of the offered recorded conversations and (2) did not participate/ did not speak. 

South Carolina law does not generally recognize vicarious consent for adult-to-adult conversations. 

See State v. Whitner, 399 S.C. 547, 732 S.E.2d 861 (S.C. 2012)(analyzing limited application of 

vicarious consent). 

 C. THE SPEAKERS HAD A REASONABLE EXPECTATION OF PRIVACY IN THEIR 

“ORAL COMMUNICATION”. 

 Section 17-30-20(2) defines “oral communication” as: 

“any oral communication uttered by a person exhibiting an expectation that the communication is not 

subject to interception under circumstances justifying that expectation.” A private indoor conversation 

inside a home—the most protected environment in Fourth Amendment and wiretap jurisprudence—

easily qualifies. Thus, the Ring device intercepted an “oral communication” within the meaning of 

the Act. 

 D. ADMISSION WOULD VIOLATE § 17-30-70'S MANDATORY SUPPRESSION 

RULE. 

  17-30-70 provides that the recording “may not be received into evidence,” the contents must 

be suppressed on motion, and derivative evidence may also be suppressed. 

Conclusion 

  Because the Ring camera recording of the private communication between the Defendant and 

his co-defendant, Darrin Transou, without at least one-party consent, was an electronic recording of 

an oral communication, the recording constitutes an unlawful interception, and violates South 

Carolina Code § 17-30-30. There is no evidence that the participants consented to the recording. The 
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homeowner’s potential consent to the recording is legally ineffective as vicarious consent to the 

recording. No statutory exception applies, and § 17-30-70 mandates exclusion. 

 WHEREFORE, the State’s Motion to Pre-Admit the Ring audio must be denied, and the 

recording must be suppressed in its entirety. 

 

 

     Respectfully submitted,    

    

 

      

     __/s Jeffrey S. Stephens___________________________ 

     Jeffrey S. Stephens 

     P.O. Box 2450 

     Beaufort, SC 29901-2450 

     (843) 379-2660 

     jeff@quindlenlaw.com 

     Attorney for Appellant   
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA    )         IN THE COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS                                         

     )                    

COUNTY OF JASPER  )          INDICTMENT NO: 2021GS2700673,  

     ) 2021GS2700674, 2021GS2700675,  

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA     )        

     )   

 vs.                                         ) 

     )  

MARK ELLIOTT MARTIN, JR. ) 

   Defendant ) 

 

 

STATE’S MOTION IN LIMINE TO ADMIT RING CAMERA 

EVIDENCE    

The State of South Carolina, by and through the undersigned Assistant Solicitor, 

respectfully moves this Court for an order permitting the admission of Ring security-

camera video footage obtained pursuant to a valid search warrant, as relevant, properly 

authenticated, and admissible evidence under the South Carolina Rules of Evidence. 

 

I. Factual Background 

On July 22, 2021, law enforcement obtained a judicially authorized search warrant 

directed to Ring LLC seeking video footage from the Ring account associated with 206 

Colombia Ave, Hardeeville, SC 29927, for June 17, 2021, between 0800 and 1750 

hours—the date and time frame of the residential search warrant executed at the same 

property. 

Pursuant to that warrant, Ring electronically provided law enforcement with a series of 

short video clips recorded on June 17, 2021, within the specified window. Lieutenant 

Michaud, the case agent, received these files directly from Ring and preserved them in 

their original digital format. 

The footage depicts Defendant, Mark Elliott Martin Jr., inside the residence handling, and 

packaging narcotics and negotiating drug sales with co-defendant Darrin Transou. The 

clips include both video and audio; subtitles have been added for clarity, but the unaltered 

recordings will be offered as the official exhibits. The videos show Martin retrieving 

plastic bags of narcotics from a backpack, portioning quantities into smaller containers 

presumably belonging to Transou, and discussing pricing and prior trafficking activity. 

During the search executed later that day, law enforcement recovered the same 

containers—bearing DNA from both Martin and Transou—either inside or in the vicinity 

of a safe in the residence. 



Although the clips themselves do not display visible timestamps, Ring produced 

companion metadata showing that all videos were recorded on June 17 between 

approximately 12:00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m. Several individuals depicted in the videos were 

present when the warrant was executed and were wearing the same clothing as seen in the 

footage. 

The State intends to use the Ring footage so that the jury may determine the defendant’s 

identity, possession, and control of the narcotics and to corroborate the physical and 

testimonial evidence recovered during the investigation. Lieutenant Michaud will testify 

to how the footage was lawfully obtained, preserved, and maintained, and will 

authenticate it as a fair and accurate depiction of what it purports to show. 

 

II. Legal Argument 

A. The Footage Is Relevant and Highly Probative (Rules 401–403, SCRE). 

Under Rule 401, evidence is relevant if it has any tendency to make a fact of consequence 

more or less probable. The Ring footage directly depicts the defendant engaging in the 

charged conduct—handling and distributing narcotics—and is therefore highly probative 

of guilt. Its probative value substantially outweighs any risk of unfair prejudice under 

Rule 403, as it accurately portrays the defendant’s own actions during the relevant time 

frame and was obtained lawfully. 

 

B. The Footage Is Properly Authenticated (Rule 901, SCRE). 

Rule 901(a) requires only “evidence sufficient to support a finding that the matter in 

question is what its proponent claims.” Lieutenant Michaud will authenticate the 

recordings by testifying that: 

1. He executed the search warrant directed to Ring and received the videos directly 

from Ring’s compliance portal. 

2. The videos were transmitted and preserved in their original format without 

alteration. 

3. The interior, clothing, and furnishings visible in the video correspond to the 

residence as observed during the search. 

4. Individuals shown in the videos—including the defendant—were present and 

wearing the same clothing when the warrant was executed. 

South Carolina courts have recognized that testimony explaining how digital images or 

videos are obtained and verified can satisfy Rule 901’s authentication requirement. State 

v. Mitchell, 399 S.C. 410, 731 S.E.2d 889 (Ct. App. 2012) (holding digital photographs 



downloaded from a motion-activated deer camera were properly authenticated under 

Rules 901 and 1001). 

 

C. The Audio and Video Portions Are Not Hearsay and Do Not Violate the 

Confrontation Clause. 

The visual portions of the Ring recordings constitute non-assertive conduct, not 

“statements” by a declarant, and therefore fall outside Rule 801(c), SCRE. The audio 

portions include the defendant’s own statements, admissible as party admissions under 

Rule 801(d)(2)(A), SCRE. Any remarks by co-defendant Darrin Transou or other non-

testifying individuals are introduced solely to provide necessary context to the 

defendant’s admissible statements and to make those statements intelligible to the jury. 

They are not offered for the truth of any matter asserted and therefore are not hearsay 

under Rule 801(c). See also Rule 105, SCRE (limiting instructions). 

Because the recorded conversations are spontaneous, non-testimonial exchanges between 

participants engaged in the charged conduct—not formal confessions or statements made 

to law enforcement—the Bruton line of cases is inapplicable. Bruton v. United States, 

391 U.S. 123 (1968), and its progeny address only testimonial confessions by a non-

testifying co-defendant that directly implicate another defendant. Whether tried jointly or 

separately, the contextual remarks remain admissible for the limited, non-hearsay purpose 

described above, subject to a Rule 105 limiting instruction. 

Machine-generated video data and associated metadata—such as timestamps, filenames, 

and other information automatically produced by the Ring system—are not hearsay 

because they are not statements made by a person. Rule 801(c), SCRE, applies only to 

statements of a “declarant,” meaning a human speaker. Automatically generated data 

created without human input or assertion fall outside that definition. See United States v. 

Khorozian, 333 F.3d 498, 506 (3d Cir. 2003) (fax-machine header not hearsay); United 

States v. Hamilton, 413 F.3d 1138, 1142 (10th Cir. 2005) (computer-generated Internet 

headers not hearsay); United States v. Lizarraga-Tirado, 789 F.3d 1107, 1110 (9th Cir. 

2015) (Google Earth “tack” automatically generated from GPS coordinates not hearsay). 

The Ring system’s timestamps and metadata are analogous—automatically created 

contemporaneously with each recording and not through any human assertion. 

Because neither the defendant’s recorded conduct nor the system-generated data 

constitute testimonial statements, the Ring recordings do not implicate the Confrontation 

Clause. See Crawford v. Washington, 541 U.S. 36 (2004) (Clause applies only to 

testimonial statements made for the purpose of prosecution). 

 

D. The Evidence Satisfies the Best-Evidence Rule (Rules 1001–1002, SCRE). 



The State will introduce the original electronic files provided by Ring. Under Rule 

1001(3), SCRE, if data are stored in a computer or similar device, “any output readable 

by sight, shown to reflect the data accurately, is an ‘original.’” Mitchell, 399 S.C. at 421–

22. Because the videos remain in their native format and have not been altered, Rule 

1002’s best-evidence requirement is met. The subtitled version is offered solely as a 

demonstrative aid for the jury’s convenience. 

 

III. Conclusion 

For the foregoing reasons, the State respectfully moves this Court for an order permitting 

the admission of the Ring camera video footage obtained pursuant to the July 22, 2021 

warrant. The State further requests that the Court rule, prior to trial, that the footage is 

relevant, properly authenticated, non-hearsay, compliant with the Confrontation Clause, 

and admissible under the South Carolina Rules of Evidence. 

 
 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Marshall Frodsham 

Assistant Solicitor 

Fourteenth Judicial Circuit 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

IN THE COURT OF APPEALS 

_______________________ 

 

Motion to Suppress Wiretap Evidence in Jasper County General Sessions Court 

 

_______________________ 

 

THE STATE, 

 

                                                                                    PLAINTIFF, 

 

                                                  V. 

 

MARK ELLIOTT MARTIN, JR., 

 

                                                                                     DEFENDANT 

 

INDICTMENT NO. 2021GS2700673, 2021GS2700675 
______________________ 

 

 CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 ______________________ 

 

The undersigned attorney hereby certifies that a true copy of the Motion to Suppress and Motion 

Exhibits A and B, in the above-referenced case, have been served upon the trial attorney of record, 

Assistant Solicitor Marshall Frodsham, by electronic mail to his AIS e-mail address, 

mfrodsham@scsolicitor14.org, this 17th day of November, 2025. 

 

_/s Jeffrey S. Stephens_____________________________ 

    Jeffrey S. Stephens 

    P.O. Box 2450 

    Beaufort, SC 29901-2450 

    (843) 379-2660 

Attorney for Appellant  
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