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SUMMARY

The Eleventh District Court of Appeals of Ohio affirmed Sabrel B. Oatman's conviction and sentence
for violating a civil protection order. The court rejected challenges based on speedy-trial rights,
authentication of home-surveillance video, warrantless search and seizure, and the length and
conditions of community control, including a firearm prohibition.
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DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Delayed criminal appeal from the sentencing entry of the Painesville
Municipal Court after a jury convicted Oatman of violating a civil
protection order.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Speedy-trial issues involve mixed questions of law and fact: factual
findings are accepted if supported by competent, credible evidence,
while the application of law to those facts is reviewed de novo.
Evidentiary rulings are reviewed for abuse of discretion, and
unobjected-to errors are reviewed for plain error. Misdemeanor
sentences and community-control conditions are reviewed for abuse of
discretion.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Oatman's statutory and constitutional speedy-trial rights were violated.

2. Whether the trial court plainly erred by admitting the home-surveillance videos without sufficient
authentication, foundation, or chain of custody.

3. Whether the State's acquisition and use of the surveillance footage constituted a warrantless search or
seizure under the Fourth and Fourteenth Amendments.

4. Whether Oatman's misdemeanor sentence was contrary to law because the jail and community-control
terms were excessive or unsupported.

5. Whether the prohibition against firearms was an unauthorized or unreasonable community-control
condition.

HOLDINGS

1. Oatman waived his speedy-trial challenge by failing to raise it in the municipal court, and the record
independently showed that defense-initiated waivers and other tolling events prevented a statutory
violation. His constitutional claim also failed under the Barker factors because the defense caused the
delays, he did not assert the right in the trial court, and he demonstrated no prejudice.

2. The surveillance videos were properly authenticated under the silent-witness theory, and the trial court
did not plainly err by admitting them.

3. The Fourth and Fourteenth Amendments did not require a warrant for the State's use of the surveillance
footage because the footage was downloaded from J.B.'s phone and voluntarily submitted to police,
rather than obtained through a warrantless search of Oatman's home-surveillance system.

4. The sentence was not contrary to law because the 180-day jail term and 60-month community-control
term were within the applicable statutory limits, and the record did not affirmatively show that the trial
court failed to consider the misdemeanor-sentencing factors.

5. The prohibition against firearms was a permissible community-control condition because firearm
restrictions are inherent in community supervision and, under the circumstances, were reasonably related
to rehabilitation, the offense, and preventing future criminality.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The authentication requirement is satisfied when the proponent presents foundational evidence or testimony
from which a rational jury may determine that the evidence is what its proponent claims it to be.” (¶ 29)

“some conditions are “inherent in being supervised while allowed to remain in the community,” such as
“restrictions on travel, limitations on association, restrictions on firearms ownership, being subject to
warrantless searches, and the like.”” (¶ 44)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Oatman and J.B. ended their relationship in February 2024, and J.B. obtained an ex parte domestic-violence civil
protection order requiring Oatman to vacate their residence, surrender keys and garage openers, and refrain from
possessing deadly weapons. On February 22, surveillance footage from cameras at the residence showed Oatman
approaching the home, and J.B. provided the footage and photographs to police. J.B. authenticated the
recordings by identifying them as downloads from the connected surveillance-camera application, describing the
depicted locations, and testifying that they were unaltered. Oatman testified that he knew there was a risk he was
not supposed to enter the property. The jury convicted him of violating the protection order, and the trial court
imposed a jail sentence and community-control conditions including a firearms prohibition.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Oatman was charged with a first-degree misdemeanor violation of a civil protection order. After a jury trial, he
was convicted in the present case and acquitted in a related case. The municipal court imposed 180 days in jail,
suspended 90 days on conditions of a 60-month term of community control, including a firearms prohibition.
The Eleventh District granted Oatman leave to file a delayed appeal and affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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