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PER CURIAM: Arthur Lee Williams, III, appeals his conviction for distribution
of crack cocaine, for which he was sentenced to twenty-five years' imprisonment.



Williams asserts the circuit court erred in failing to remove or strike from the
record the videotape of his drug sale to the State's confidential informant after the
informant contradicted himself on the witness stand and showed signs he was
incompetent to testify. Because Williams expressly conceded he had no objection
to the admissibility of the videotape and failed to contemporaneously object to the
informant's testimony, we find these issues unpreserved for review. Accordingly,
we affirm pursuant to Rule 220(b), SCACR, and the following authorities: State v.
Dicapua, 373 S.C. 452, 455, 646 S.E.2d 150, 152 (Ct. App. 2007) (finding trial
counsel's specific statement that he had "no objection" upon State's motion to enter
videotape into evidence and publish it to the jury amounted to waiver of any issue
with respect to admission of videotape); State v. Curtis, 356 S.C. 622, 633, 591
S.E.2d 600, 605 (2004) (holding an objection made after several pages of
testimony came too late to preserve the issue for review); 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. Lynn, 277
S.C. 222, 226, 284 S.E.2d 786, 789 (1981) ("Failure to contemporaneously object
to the question now advanced as prejudicial cannot be later bootstrapped by a
motion for a mistrial.").

AFFIRMED.!

LOCKEMY, C.J., and MCDONALD and HEWITT, JJ., concur.

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



