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PER CURIAM:  Affirmed pursuant to Rule 220(b), SCACR, and the following 
authorities: State v. Hoffman, 312 S.C. 386, 393, 440 S.E.2d 869, 873 (1994) ("A 
contemporaneous objection is required to properly preserve an error for appellate 



 

 

 

 

 
 

 

                                        

review."); State v. Kromah, 401 S.C. 340, 353, 737 S.E.2d 490, 496 (2013) 
("Generally, a motion in limine is not a final determination; a contemporaneous 
objection must be made when the evidence is introduced."); id. at 353, 737 S.E.2d 
at 497 ("There is an exception to this general rule when a ruling on the motion in 
limine is made immediately prior to the introduction of the evidence in question." 
(internal quotation marks and citation omitted)); id. ("This exception is based on 
the fact that when the trial court's ruling is not preliminary, but instead is clearly a 
final ruling, there is no need to renew the objection."); id. at 352-53, 737 S.E.2d at 
496 (holding an issue concerning the admissibility of an expert's testimony was 
preserved despite the lack of a contemporaneous objection because the expert's 
testimony immediately followed the trial court's in limine ruling and there was no 
intervening testimony between the ruling and the testimony). 

AFFIRMED.1 

HUFF, GEATHERS, and LOCKEMY, JJ., concur. 

1 We decide this case without oral argument pursuant to Rule 215, SCACR. 


