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Good morning,

Attached please find correspondence from the Court of Appeals. Any parties not included in this
email will receive the attached correspondence via US Mail.

Please do not respond to this email. Send all correspondence to ctappfilings@sccourts.org.

Christina Sineath

Senior Appeals Specialist

S.C. Court of Appeals

(803) 734-1890
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The South Carolina Court of Appeals

JENNY ABBOTT KITCHINGS POST OFFICE BOX 11629
CLERK COLUMBIA, SOUTH CAROLINA 29211
1220 SENATE STREET
CATHERINE S. HARRISON COLUMBIA, SOUTH CAROLINA 29201

CHIEF DEPUTY CLERK TELEPHONE: (803) 734-1890

FAX: (803) 734-1839
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December 06, 2023

Mr. Robert Michael Dudek, Esquire
PO Box 11589
Columbia SC 29211

Mr. Mark Reynolds Farthing, Esquire
PO Box 11549
Columbia SC 29211-1549
Re: The State v. Randy L. Cantrell
Appellate Case No. 2021-001144
Dear Counsel:
Enclosed is the decision of the Court. The remittitur will be sent as provided by

Rule 221(b) of the South Carolina Appellate Court Rules.

Very truly yours,
CLERK
cc:  Alan McCrory Wilson, Esquire

David Rhys Wagner, Jr., Esquire
The Honorable R. Scott Sprouse
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PER CURIAM: Randy Lee Cantrell appeals his conviction for possession of
methamphetamine, third offense, and sentence of ten years' imprisonment. On
appeal, he argues the trial court abused its discretion when it admitted a glass pipe





containing white residue found in the vehicle he was driving. We affirm pursuant
to Rule 220(b), SCACR.

We hold Cantrell's argument the trial court abused its discretion in admitting the
glass pipe into evidence is not preserved for appellate review. Before trial,
Cantrell moved pursuant to Rule 403 of the South Carolina Rules of Evidence to
exclude the glass pipe, arguing the danger of unfair prejudice posed by the
admission of the glass pipe, which had not been analyzed forensically,
substantially outweighed its probative value. The trial court's denial of his motion
in limine was not a final determination, and Cantrell was required to object when
the glass pipe was admitted during the trial. See State v. Wiles, 383 S.C. 151,156,
679 S.E.2d 172, 175 (2009) ("Generally, a motion in limine 1s not a final
determination; a contemporaneous objection must be made when the evidence is
introduced."); State v. Jones, 435 S.C. 138, 144, 866 S.E.2d 558, 561 (2021) ("If an
evidentiary ruling is pretrial, a contemporaneous objection must be raised during
trial when the evidence is admitted, whereas a party need not renew an objection if
the decision is final."), cert. denied, 142 S. Ct. 2843 (2022). After the trial court
denied Cantrell's pretrial motion to exclude the glass pipe, Cantrell did not object
to the admission of the best evidence kit containing the glass pipe, any of the
photographs depicting the glass pipe, nor police body-worn camera footage that
captured the glass pipe during the search of the vehicle. See State v. Johnson, 363
S.C. 53, 58, 609 S.E.2d 520, 523 (2005) ("To preserve an issue for review there
must be a contemporaneous objection that is ruled upon by the trial court."); 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.").

AFFIRMED.!

MCDONALD and VINSON, JJ., and LOCKEMY, A.J., concur.

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