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PER CURIAM: Affirmed pursuant to Rule 220(b), SCACR, and the following
authorities: State v. Roper, 274 S.C. 14, 20, 260 S.E.2d 705, 708 (1979) ("It is
well settled that a reviewing court may not consider error alleged in exclusion of
testimony unless the record on appeal shows fairly what the rejected testimony
would have been."); State v. Schmidt, 288 S.C. 301, 303, 342 S.E.2d 401, 402-03
(1986) ("Ordinarily, this [c]ourt will not review alleged error of the exclusion of
testimony unless a proffer of testimony is properly made on the record."); id. at
303, 342 S.E.2d at 403 ("However, where the trial court refuses to allow the
proffer, but [this court] can determine from the record . . . what the testimony was
intended to show, we will address the merits."); State v. Jenkins, 322 S.C. 360,
367-68,474 S.E.2d 812, 816-17 (Ct. App. 1996) (declining to find the trial court's
decision excluding cross-examination testimony was not preserved when "it was
very clear what testimony defense counsel hoped to elicit on cross-examination,"
"the proffer was not necessary to enable [this court] to discern prejudice," and
"defense counsel made a sufficient attempt to proffer the disputed testimony");
State v. Jackson, 384 S.C. 29, 34, 681 S.E.2d 17, 19-20 (Ct. App. 2009) (finding
the defendant's failure to proffer excluded testimony about the victim's violent
history rendered the trial court's exclusion of that testimony unpreserved).

AFFIRMED.!

HUFF, KONDUROS, and GEATHERS, JJ., concur.

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





