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PER CURIAM:  Clayton Thomas Jones appeals his conviction for third-degree 
criminal sexual conduct with a minor and sentence of fifteen years' imprisonment.  



He claims the trial court erred by allowing two-way video testimony by the 
forensic interviewer, Dr. Allison Foster.  We find any error in allowing Foster to 
testify by Zoom was harmless.  Foster's jury testimony was cumulative to other 
testimony and consisted solely of authentication of the videotape being introduced 
into evidence.  Accordingly, Foster's testimony could not have reasonably affected 
the result of the trial and we affirm pursuant to Rule 220(b), SCACR, and the 
following authorities: State v. Johnson, 422 S.C. 439, 449, 812 S.E.2d 739, 744 
(Ct. App. 2018) ("A trial court's decision to allow videotaped or closed-circuit 
testimony is reversible 'only if it is shown that the trial judge abused his discretion 
in making such a decision. '" (quoting State v. Bray, 342 S.C. 23, 27, 535 S.E.2d 
636, 639 (2000))); id. ("Where there is evidence to support a trial court's ruling, it 
will not be overturned for an abuse of discretion." (quoting Bray, 342 S.C. at 27, 
535 S.E.2d at 639)); Coy v. Iowa, 487 U.S. 1012, 1016 (1988) ("[T]he 
Confrontation Clause guarantees the defendant a face-to-face meeting with 
witnesses appearing before the trier of fact."); Johnson, 422 S.C. at 453, 812 
S.E.2d at 746 (finding the trial court erred by allowing police testimony via two-
way video chat); id. ("[I]n the absence of an important public policy or at least an 
exceptional circumstance, modifying a defendant's truest exercise of the Sixth 
Amendment right via in-person confrontation is inappropriate."); id. (finding that 
the error in allowing two-way video chat was harmless); id. ("Error is harmless if it 
could not have reasonably affected the result of the trial."); State v. Curry, 370 S.C. 
674, 680, 636 S.E.2d 649, 652 (2006) (noting that whether testimony was 
cumulative is a factor to consider in determining harmless error).      

AFFIRMED.1

WILLIAMS, C.J., and KONDUROS and VINSON, JJ., concur.  

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


