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PER CURIAM: Larold Lee Morris appeals his convictions for burglary in the first
degree, armed robbery, possession of a handgun with an obliterated serial number,



and conspiracy. He argues the circuit court erred in denying his motion to suppress
evidence found during the execution of a search warrant, which Morris alleges was
based on a conclusory affidavit.

Morris moved pretrial to suppress the evidence obtained pursuant to the search
warrant, and the circuit court denied that motion. At trial, Morris not only failed to
renew his objection when photographs of that evidence were offered, he twice
affirmatively stated that he had "no objection” to the introduction of the
photographs. These statements constituted waivers of any right Morris had to
challenge the admissibility of the evidence seized during the execution of the
search warrant. Therefore, the issue is not preserved for appellate review. See
State v. Dicapua, 373 S.C. 452, 455-56, 646 S.E.2d 150, 152 (Ct. App. 2007)
(holding the defendant's statement that he had no objection to a videotape coming
into evidence "amounted to a waiver of any issue" the defendant had with the
videotape and reasoning the defendant's "express waiver of objection to the
admission of the evidence . . . was tantamount to a withdrawal of his previous
motion to suppress” (citation omitted)); Burke v. AnMed Health, 393 S.C. 48, 55,
710 S.E.2d 84, 88 (Ct. App. 2011) ("When a party states to the trial court that it has
no objection to the introduction of evidence, even though the party previously
made a motion to exclude the evidence, the issue raised in the previous motion is
not preserved for appellate review."). Accordingly, Morris's convictions are
affirmed.

AFFIRMED.

FEW, C.J.,, LOCKEMY, J., and CURETON, A.J., concur.



