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PER CURIAM:  Kayla Gayle Wright appeals her conviction of first-degree 
burglary and grand larceny.  Wright argues the trial court erred in denying the 



jury's request to replay testimony from three of the seven witnesses.  However, 
Wright did not object to the denial of the jury's request. In fact, Wright's counsel 
stated, "It's their duty to pay attention, and it's their case, let them deliberate with 
what they have." Accordingly, we affirm 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) ("[An] issue which is not properly preserved cannot be raised for the first 
time on appeal."); State v. Thomason, 355 S.C. 278, 288, 584 S.E.2d 143, 148 (Ct. 
App. 2003) ("For an appellate court to review an issue, a contemporaneous 
objection at the trial level is required."); Ex parte McMillan, 319 S.C. 331, 335, 
461 S.E.2d 43, 45 (1995) (holding that when a party acquiesces to an issue at trial 
and complains of the issue on appeal, the "issue is procedurally barred"); Bowman 
v. Bowman, 357 S.C. 146, 160, 591 S.E.2d 654, 661 (Ct. App. 2004) ("[One] may 
not seek and receive a particular result at trial and then challenge it on appeal.").

AFFIRMED.1

HUFF, WILLIAMS, and MCDONALD, JJ., concur.

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


