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PER CURIAM: Christopher Watson appeals his murder conviction, arguing the
trial court erred in (1) admitting into evidence a graphic photograph of the victim
because its probative value was substantially outweighed by unfair prejudice and
(2) allowing testimony indicating Watson threatened a witness. We affirm
pursuant to Rule 220(b), SCACR, and the following authorities:

1. As to whether the trial court erred in admitting a photograph of the victim into
evidence: State v. Salley, 398 S.C. 160, 168-69, 727 S.E.2d 740, 744 (2012) ("The
admission or exclusion of evidence is an action within the discretion of the [trial]
court and will not be disturbed on appeal absent an abuse of discretion."); Rule
403, SCRE ("Although relevant, evidence may be excluded if its probative value is
substantially outweighed by the danger of unfair prejudice."); Salley, 398 S.C. at
169, 727 S.E.2d at 745 (stating there is no abuse of discretion if the offered
photograph serves to corroborate testimony); State v. Edwards, 194 S.C. 410, 410,
10 S.E.2d 587, 588 (1940) (finding photograph depicting the presence of maggots
in and around the murder victim's body was properly admitted).

2. As to whether the trial court erred in admitting testimony concerning an alleged
threat: State v. Lewis, 293 S.C. 107, 110, 359 S.E.2d 66, 67-68 (1987) ("[I]f an out-
of-court statement is not offered to prove the truth of the matter asserted, and is
otherwise competent, it is admissible."); State v. Edwards, 383 S.C. 66, 72, 678
S.E.2d 405, 408, (2009) (noting "witness intimidation evidence, if linked to the
defendant, may be admitted to show a consciousness of guilt"); State v. Adams,
354 S.C. 361, 378, 580 S.E.2d 785 (Ct. App. 2003) (noting we "are obligated to
give great deference to the trial court's judgment").

SHORT, THOMAS, and PIEPER, JJ., concur.

AFFIRMED.



