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June 1, 2024 


Bruce Wilson 
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Greenville SC 29605 


864-907-7080 


brucewilson23@gmail.com 


 


 


The Honorable Jenny Abbott Kitching 


PO Box 11629 


1220 Senate St 


Columbia SC 29211 


 


Re: Bruce Wilson 


    Appellant 


v. 


Megan Riegel, In her Capacity as the CEO and President of the Peace Center for the 


Performing Arts; and Rueban Hays, In his Capacity as the Executive Director and Founder 


of the Juneteenth GVL Inc., Defendants, 


 


Of Whom Rueban Hays, In his Capacity as the Executive Director and Founder of the 


Juneteenth GVL Inc., Respondent. 


 


Case No: 2023-001985 


 


Dear Clerk, Kitching: 


 


Please accept this correspondence as submission of the Appellant's final brief, accompanied by 


the requisite proof of service and certificate of compliance. Additionally, I have included the 


record on appeal, along with proof of service of the same. 


 


 Please note that hardcopies of the aforementioned materials will be forwarded to your office and 


to the counsel of record for the Respondent, as required. 


 


 Thank you for your attention to this matter. 


 


 


       Yours truly, 


 


       Bruce Wilson 
        


       Bruce Wilson,  


Appellant 


 


 


Enclosure 


Cc:  Ralph Gleaton, Esquire 
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STATEMENT OF THE ISSUES ON APPEAL 


 


I. DID THE CIRCUIT COURT JUDGE ERR IN DISMISSING APPELLANT’S, CLAIMS 


AGAINST RESPONDENT PURSUANT TO RULE 12(B)(6) SCRCP FOR FAILURE TO 


STATE FACTS SUFFICIENT TO CONSTITUTE A CAUSE OF ACTION? 


a. Defamation Claim Sufficiently Plead 


b. Civil Conspiracy Claim Sufficiently Plead 


II. DID THE CIRCUIT COURT JUDGE ERR IN DISMISSING APPELLANT’S, 


DEFAMATION CLAIM AGAINST RESPONDENT BECAUSE THE DEFAMATORY 


STATEMENT WAS MERELY AN INSULT? 


a. Defamatory Statement More than an Insult 


 


III. DID THE CIRCUIT COURT JUDGE ERR IN DISMISSING APPELLANT’S CIVIL 


CONSPIRACY CLAIM AGAINST RESPONDENT AFTER EARLIER CIRCUIT 


COURT JUDGE HAD RULE SUCH CLAIM WAS SUFFICIENT FOR RESPONDENT’S 


CO-DEFENDANT? 


a. Law of the Case Doctrine 


STATEMENT OF THE CASE 


 


Appellant, Bruce Wilson (“Appellant”), filed a civil action alleging defamation and civil 


conspiracy against Defendant Megan Riegel (“Riegel”) and Respondent Rueban Hays (“Hays”) 


on June 27, 2023.  Riegel filed a Rule 12(b)(6), SCRCP Motion to Dismiss on August 18, 2023. 


Appellant filed a Motion in Opposition to Riegel’s Motion to Dismiss on September 29, 2023.  


Oral Arguments were held in Greenville County, on October 12, 2023, before the 


Honorable G.D. Morgan Jr., on Riegel’s motion to dismiss. On October 27, 2023, Judge Morgan 


denied Riegel's motion to dismiss the Defamation and Civil Conspiracy action.  


Hays filed a Rule 12(b)(6), SCRCP Motion to Dismiss on October 13, 2023. Appellant 


filed a Motion in Opposition to Hays’ Motion to Dismiss on October 31, 2023. 
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Oral Arguments were held in Greenville County, on November 1, 2023, before the 


Honorable Alex Kinlaw Jr., on Hays’ motion to dismiss. Judge Kinlaw granted Hays’ motion to 


dismiss the Defamation and Civil Conspiracy action and remove Hays from the case. Judge Kinlaw 


enter a Form 4 Order on November 2, 2023.  


Appellant filed a Motion for Reconsideration on November 3, 2023. Judge Kinlaw denied 


Appellant’s Motion for Reconsideration on December 19, 2023. Judge Kinlaw enter a formal order 


granting Hays’ Motion to Dismiss on December 19, 2023. 


Appellant timely filed his Notice of Appeal on December 20, 2023. Appellant the dismissal 


of his case against Hays on the Defamation and Civil Conspiracy claims. 


PLEADINGS 


 


At some point in January of 2023, the Peace Center and Juneteenth GVL Inc., agreed to 


jointly host the upcoming 2023 Juneteenth celebration in downtown Greenville crafted as 


Juneteenth Maga Fest. (Compl. ¶ 7). 


At the end of May 2023, Rueban approved several marketing banners with images to be 


placed throughout downtown Greenville to promote the upcoming Juneteenth event hosted at the 


Peace Center. The banners were approved by Rueban, depicted White Americans with the words 


JUNETEENTH under the Juneteenth flag. 


The banners created a huge backlash on social media, and the Plaintiff who had hosted the 


first and two (2) subsequent Juneteenth events in downtown Greenville was ask about the imagery 


on the banners by Fox Carolina news and on May 24, 2023, Plaintiff was interviewed by the news 


outlet. (Compl. ¶¶ 9,10). 







3 
 


With in hours after the Plaintiff had filed suit against the Peace Center, the State Newspaper 


published an article the same day the suit was filed and used the information within the suit for the 


article with no statement from the Plaintiff regarding the suit. 


On June 2, 2023, Megan released a statement to the media on behalf of the Peace Center, 


regarding Plaintiff’s suit. In the release to the media, Megan made derogatory statements regarding 


the Plaintiff', and such statements were published by WYFF News Ch 4, calling the Plaintiff a 


“media seeker” and a litigious individual. (Compl. ¶ ¶12,13). 


Within hours the Peace Center released a second statement/press release to the media, 


removing the derogatory statement/comments. (Compl. ¶ 14). 


On June 6, 2023, Rueban, sent a text message to Derrick Quarles, one of the original 


sponsor/hosts of the Greenville downtown Juneteenth events, using derogatory and threatening 


language toward Mr. Quarles and the Plaintiff; to include saying the Plaintiff was a “Hoe Ass 


Niggas”. (Compl. ¶ 15). 


On June 7, 2023, Plaintiff sent Rueban a Cease-and Desist notice, and Hays immediately 


texted the Plaintiff stating, “I said with I had to say” See Exhibit C. (Compl. ¶ 16). 


The statements and actions made by Defendants, during the initial disclosure of a of a 


public statement to media, and messaging to third parties regarding the Plaintiff on June 2, 2023, 


June 6, 2023, and June 7, 2023, with publication(s) wrongly painting the Plaintiff in derogatory 


terms as a “Hoe Nigga” and as “A media attention seeker”. These statements were defamatory per 


se. Defendants’ statements, actions, threats and bullying subject Plaintiff to ridicule, contempt, 


disgrace, suffering, anguish, horror, nervousness, grief, anxiety, worry, shock, humiliation, and 


shame. The defamatory and slanderous statements were false when made, were made without 


regard to their truth and falsity, were made without justification, and were made for the purpose 
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and with the intent of damaging the reputation of the Plaintiff with reckless disregard of their effect 


on the reputation of the Plaintiff and with malice intent. (Compl. ¶ 18). 


The Defendants entered into an agreement or understanding, explicitly or implicitly, for 


the purpose of injuring the Plaintiff by: 


a. Assembling and coordinating for the purpose of denigrating and tarnish the 


reputation of Plaintiff for the purpose of generating interest in the community 


for the Defendants’ personal and business motives; 


 


b. Making negative comments and or threat regarding Plaintiff to create a harmful 


climate surrounding the Plaintiff; 


 


c. Attempting to demean the Plaintiff in the Public’s Eye, to quell concerns from 


the Public regarding a Juneteenth Event; 


 


d. Willfully and/or wantonly, and collectively assaulted the Plaintiff’s reputation, 


to include intimidation tactics in an effort to diminish the backlash from the 


whitewashing of a Juneteenth Event in downtown Greenville; 


 


e. Sending public derogatory message(s) to public entities, media, and third 


parties about regarding the Plaintiff and 


 


The Defendants directly and proximately caused injury to the Plaintiff by the acts 


committed herein in furtherance of the conspiracy. (Compl. ¶¶ 25, 26). 


STANDARD OF REVIEW 


 


This is an appeal of an order granting Rule 12(b)(6), SCRCP Motion to Dismiss. “[T]he 


appellate court [on Rule 12(b)(6)] applies the same standard of review implemented by the trial 


court.” Ashley River Properties I, LLC v. Ashley River Properties 11, LLC, 374 S.C. 271, 279, 648 


S.E.2d 295, 298 (Ct. App. 2007) (citing Williams v. Condon, 347 S.C. 227, 233, 553 S.E.2d 496, 


500 (Ct. App. 2001)). 
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“The trial court’s ruling on a Rule 12(b)(6) motion must be bottomed and premised solely 


upon the allegations set forth in by the plaintiff.” Williams v. Condon, 347 S.C. 227, 233, 553 


S.E.2d 496, 499 (Ct. App. 2001); citing, Holy Loch Distribs. V. Hitchcock, 332 S.C. 247, 503 


S.E.2d 787 (Ct. App. 1998), rev’d on other grounds, 340 S.C. 20, 531 S.E.2d 282 (2000): Berry v. 


McLeod, 328 S.C. 435, 492 S.E.2d 794 (Ct. App. 1997). “The [Trial Court’s Order] will not be 


sustained if the facts allege and the inferences reasonable deducible from the pleadings would 


entitle the plaintiff to relief on any theory of the case.” Williams, 553 S.E.2d 431 (Ct. App. 1997). 


“The question to be considered is whether, in the light most favorable to the plaintiff, the pleadings 


articulate any valid claim for relief.” Williams, 553 S.E.2d at 499-500; citing, Toussaint v. Ham, 


292 S.C. 415, 357 S.E.2d 8 (1987); Cowart v. Poore, 337 S.C. 359, 523 S.E.2d 182 (Ct. App. 


1999). 


ARGUMENTS 


 


Appellant filed this civil case on June 27, 2023, alleging Defamation and Civil Conspiracy 


against Defendant Megan Riegel and Respondent Rueben Hays. 


On October 13, 2023, Respondent Hays, through counsel, filed a motion to dismiss 


Appellant’s complaint against Respondent, as provided by Rule 12(b)(6) SCRCP. Respondent’s 


motion listed purported deficiencies with Appellant’s complaint and alleged causes of actions. 


The Honorable Judge Alex Kinlaw Jr. held a hearing on Respondent’s motion to dismiss 


on November 1, 2023. The Court received testimony and arguments from Respondent’s counsel, 


Mr. Gleaton, and from Appellant, Bruce Wilson. 
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The court made repeated inquiries to the Appellant, regarding his claim of defamation 


related to statements texted by Respondent Hays to a Mr. Quarles in were Hays called the Appellant 


a “Hoe Ass Nigga”. The Court did not believe such comments were defamatory and attributed the 


comments to simple “Insults” conferring that insults cannot be defamatory. The Court noted that 


he had been called similar names and that he viewed the language as an Insult [HT pp. 13, Line 


17-22]. The Court ruled from the bench that Appellant’s defamation claim did not meet the 


elements for defamation, because the alleged defamatory statement was nothing more than an 


Insult [HT pp. 13, Line 10-16]; the Court made no verbal findings on the Civil Conspiracy claim 


but nevertheless dismissed the claims and GRANTED Respondent’s Motion to Dismiss; the Court 


further DENIED Appellant’s MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION.  Appellant appeals that 


Order and finding. 


I. DID THE CIRCUIT COURT JUDGE ERR IN DISMISSING APPELLANT’S, CLAIMS 


AGAINST RESPONDENT PURSUANT TO RULE 12(B)(6) SCRCP FOR FAILURE TO 


STATE FACTS SUFFICIENT TO CONSTITUTE A CAUSE OF ACTION? 


 


In considering a motion to dismiss a complaint based on a failure to state facts sufficient 


to constitute a cause of action, the trial court must base its ruling solely on allegations set forth in 


the complaint. Dismissal under Rule 12(b)(6) is improper if the facts alleged and inferences 


reasonably deducible therefrom, when viewed in the light most favorable to the plaintiff, would 


entitle the plaintiff to relief on any theory. The court should not dismiss the complaint merely 


because it doubts the plaintiff will prevail in the action. The Court dismissed Appellant’s claims 


against Respondent with disregard to this basic premise. 


In the instant case, Respondent didn’t challenge the validity of the alleged defamatory 


statement; to the contrary, Respondent conceded to such said statement of calling the Appellant a 


“Hoe Ass Nigga”, but instead attacked Appellant’s reliance on the defamatory statement not being 
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published to a third party; even though such reliance was insufficient on its face. Appellant’s 


complaint detailed who, where and when the defamatory statement was published, to include the 


publication to a third party. Respondent further, complained that Appellant failed to adequately 


plead civil conspiracy and the Court erroneously agreed without finding any deficiency in such 


pleading to dismiss the civil conspiracy claim against Respondent. Without just cause the Circuit 


Judge dismissed all Appellant’s claims against the Respondent. 


A. Defamation Sufficiently Plead: 


Libel and slander are collectively known as defamation, or misrepresentation intended to 


harm the reputation of another person or entity. If a defamatory statement is written and seen, it 


falls under the category of libel. If the statement is spoken and heard (but not published in print), 


it is considered slander. As the recent explosion of channels for social media and online 


communication has opened new venues for the publication of libelous or slanderous statements, it 


is important to know the difference between the two, and to understand the components of a 


defamation. 


   A plaintiff must prove that the defendant communicated a defamatory statement. Any 


message that results in an unwarranted loss of respect or confidence in the plaintiff is considered 


defamatory, as is any statement that causes derogatory, hostile, or unfavorable opinions of the 


plaintiff. Based on these definitions, even a comment made in jest can be considered defamation 


if at least one person perceived it as serious. 


  The plaintiff must show that the statement was published. According to defamation law, 


“publication” simply refers to the communication of a statement to someone other than the 


plaintiff. A defamatory statement does not have to be printed or broadcast by official media 


sources to be considered slander or libel; it can be spoken in conversation to an individual or 
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group, or written in a personal email or letter. 


  More specifically, The tort of defamation allows a plaintiff to recover for injury to his or 


her reputation as the result of the defendant's communications to others of a false message about 


the plaintiff. Swinton Creek Nursery v. Edisto Farm Credit, 334 S.C. 469, 514 S.E.2d 126 (1999). 


The focus of defamation is not on the hurt to the defamed party's feelings, but on the injury to his 


reputation. Wardlaw v. Peck, 282 S.C. 199, 318 S.E.2d 270 (Ct. App. 1984).  Defamatory 


communications take two forms: libel and slander. Swinton Creek Nursery,supra. Slander is a 


spoken defamation, while libel is a written defamation or one accomplished by actions or 


conduct. Id. Fleming, 338 S.C. at 532, 526 S.E.2d at 737. Defamation need not be accomplished 


in a direct manner. Eubanks v. Smith, 292 S.C. 57, 354 S.E.2d 898 (1987); Tyler v. Macks Stores, 


275 S.C. 456, 272 S.E.2d 633 (1980). A mere insinuation is actionable as a positive assertion if it 


is false and malicious, and its meaning is plain. Eubanks, supra; Tyler, supra. 


The elements of defamation include: (1) a false and defamatory statement concerning 


another; (2) an unprivileged publication to a third party; (3) fault on the part of the publisher; and 


(4) either actionability of the statement irrespective of special harm or the existence of special 


harm caused by the publication. Holtzscheiter v. Thomson Newspapers, Inc., 332 S.C. 502, 506 


S.E.2d 497 (1998)(Toal, J., concurring in result in separate opinion); Fleming, supra. A 


communication is defamatory if it tends to harm the reputation of another as to lower him in the 


estimation of the community or to deter third persons from associating or dealing with 


him. Fleming, supra. 


  Central to Respondent’s motion to dismiss, is that the Appellate did not alleged or 


show publication to a third party. See Respondent’s motion to dismiss: 


[N]o cause of action for defamation has been made 


regarding Hayes/or Juneteenth GVL because there is no 
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allegation that either published any statements to third 


party. 
 


Circuit court judge during the hearing to dismiss Appellant’s claim of defamation against 


Respondent, seemed to escape the very premise of the second element of defamation, by ignoring 


the publication of a defamatory statement to a third-party [HT pp. 11, Line 2-7]; which Appellant 


wholly and completely alleged.  


The Court went on to confuse the publication to a third-party individual and a media-outlet. 


Although our Courts have not differentiated, between a media outlet and a third-party private 


individual as related to defamation publication, the Circuit Court Judge in the instant case, 


misinterpreted this fundamental fact. [HT pp. 10, Line 11-14]; which gave validity to Respondent’s 


misguiding claim, that Appellant did not alleged publication to a third-party in the complaint, 


which disregarded the complaint. (Compl. ¶ 15). 


On June 6, 2023, Rueban, sent a text message to Derrick Quarles, one of 


the original sponsor/hosts of the Greenville downtown Juneteenth events, 


using derogatory and threatening language toward Mr. Quarles and the 


Plaintiff; to include saying the Plaintiff was a “Hoe Ass Niggas”. 


 


 Appellant during the dismissal hearing, went on to explain in detailed to the court that 


Respondent sent the defamatory comment via text to Mr. Quarles and that the Appellant was not 


part of the text message exchange and that’s why it was a third-party publication. [HT pp. 8, Line 


15-24]; as previously stated the Court acknowledged such text message but refused to accept such 


text message exchange as publication. [HT pp. 10, Line 11-14]. 


Though the Circuit Court’s Order dismisses the defamation claim against Respondent 


based on Appellant’s complaint failing to allege the publication of communication/publication to 


a third party of a defamatory statement, such dismissal should not stand. 
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Appellant pled an actionable defamation claim against Respondent: (Compl. ¶ 15). Based 


on the pleading, including but not limited to the above quoted paragraphs of the complaint, 


Appellant sufficiently pled, with the required specificity at this stage of the litigation, his 


defamation claim against Respondent. 


B. Civil Conspiracy Claim Sufficiently Plead: 


 The basis for dismissal of the civil conspiracy claim was the finding that “the Court cannot 


find that the alleged actions of Respondent were related to a joint two-party conspirator act and 


there is no combination of two or more persons to support a civil conspiracy claim. And therefore, 


Appellant cannot as a matter of law plead a cause of action for civil conspiracy under South 


Carolina Law. Because of this Respondent is entitled to dismissal of Appellant’s civil conspiracy 


cause of action as a matter of law: Specifically, “In his Complaint, Plaintiff describes actions of 


two separated defendants. Both actions are alleged to be defamatory. However, the Plaintiff failed 


to state any facts that would support the claim that the defendants combined to harm the plaintiff 


and the Complaint therefore fails the first element of proof for civil conspiracy.” December 19, 


2023, Order, p. 4. Appellant appeals that finding. 


A properly pled civil conspiracy claim asserts three elements: (1) A combination of two or 


more persons, (2) for the purpose of injuring the plaintiff, and (3) causing plaintiff special damage. 


Vaught v. Waites, 300 S.C. 201, 208, 387 S.E.2d 91, 95 (Ct. App. 1989). To establish the first two 


elements, a plaintiff needs to allege “additional acts in furtherance of the conspiracy.” Todd v. S.C. 


Farm Bureau Mut. Ins. Co., 276 S.C. 284, 293, 278 S.E.2d 607, 611 (1981). The third element, 


special damages beyond those alleged in other causes of action, must be satisfied to prevent a 


double recovery. Kuznik v. Bees Ferry Assocs., 342 S.C. 579, 610, 538 S.E2d 15, 31 (Ct. App. 


2000); see also, Anthony v. Ward, 336 Fed. Appx. 311, 318, C.A.4 (S.C.) (2009); Hackworth v. 
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Greywood at Hammett, L.L.C., 358 S.C. 110, 115, 682 S.E.2d 871, 874 (Ct. App. 2009) (citing 


Vaught, at 209, 387 S.E.2d 95). Because the Circuit Court found that Appellant’s action failed to 


state any facts that would support the claim that the Respondent combined to harm the Appellant, 


the dismissal is based on the first element, a combination of two or more persons. (See December 


19, 2023, Order, p. 4). Th other two elements are not the basis of dismissal; therefore, Appellant 


does not address them in great detail here. However, Appellant addressed such arguments in his 


memoranda and oral arguments (See Plaintiff’s Memorandum and Hearing Transcript). 


A meeting of the minds need not induce a meeting of the bodies. The Defendants, under a 


common scheme and purpose, was attempting to regain the public’s respect and admiration as 


related to the 2023 Juneteenth event after staunch public criticism and this is where the defamatory 


scheme was hatched. (Compl. ¶ 25). 


Appellant’s pleading is sufficient under the breath of Civil Conspiracy by the defendant 


Riegel and Respondent Hays in this matter. There is no doubt that “Conspiracy” is cloaked in 


secrecy and such secrecy cannot be tumbled without full discovery. However, even with such 


limitations, the Appellant has illuminated a collective plan by the Defendant Riegel and 


Respondent Hays to erode Appellant’s standing in the community and such plan was not by 


accident or incident. A simple inference would detail the collaborative efforts of the defendants as 


outlined in the complaint. “[A] complaint is sufficient if it states any cause of action, or it appears 


that the plaintiff is entitled to any relief whatsoever. Baldwin v. Sanders, 266 S.C. 394, 223 


S.E.2d 602 (1976).  


With totality, Appellant’s pleadings were sufficient and should have been able to withstand 


a motion to dismiss under a Rule 12(b)(6) SCRCP. 
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II. DID THE CIRCUIT COURT JUDGE ERR IN DISMISSING APPELLANT’S, 


DEFAMATION CLAIM AGAINST RESPONDENT BECAUSE THE DEFAMATORY 


STATEMENT WAS MERELY AN INSULT? 


 


A. Defamatory Statement More Than an Insult 


  The tort of defamation allows a plaintiff to recover for injury to his or her reputation as the 


result of the defendant's communications to others of a false message about the plaintiff. 


Holtzscheiter, 332 S.C. at 508, 506 S.E.2d at 502; Murray v. Holnam, Inc., 344 S.C. 129, 138, 542 


S.E.2d 743, 748 (Ct.App.2001). Defamatory communications take two forms: libel and slander. 


Holtzscheiter, 332 S.C. at 508, 506 S.E.2d at 502. Libel is the publication potentially material by 


written or printed words, by its embodiment in physical form or by any other form of 


communication that has the potentially harmful qualities characteristic of written or printed word. 


Slander is a spoken defamation. Id. at 508, 506 S.E.2d at 501; see also Swinton Creek Nursery v. 


Edisto Farm Credit, 334 S.C. 469, 484, 514 S.E.2d 126, 134 (1999). 


To recover for defamation, the plaintiff must establish by a preponderance of the evidence, 


that there was (1) a false and defamatory statement by the defendant concerning the plaintiff; (2) 


an unprivileged communication; (3) fault on the defendant's part in publishing the statement; and 


(4) either actionability of the statement irrespective of special harm or the existence of special 


harm to the plaintiff caused by the publication Fleming v. Rose, 350 S.C. 488, 494, 567 S.E.2d 


857, 860 (2002). 


The Honorable Judge Alex Kinlaw Jr held a hearing on Respondent’s motion to dismiss on 


November 1, 2023. The court received testimony and arguments from Respondent’s counsel Mr. 


Gleaton and from Appellant Bruce Wilson. 
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The court made repeated inquiries to the Appellant regarding his claim of defamation 


related to statements texted by Respondent Hays to a Mr. Quarles in were Hays called the Appellant 


a “Hoe Ass Nigga”. The Court did not believe such comments were defamatory and attributed the 


comments to simple “Insults” [HT pp. 10, Line 11-14] conferring that insults cannot be defamatory 


as used [HT pp. 13, Line 21-22]. The Court noted that he had been called similar names and that 


he viewed the language as a harsh Insult. [HT pp. 11, Line 13-15] The view by the Court is at odds 


with the South Carolina Court of Appeals, who has addressed insults as related to Defamation. 


Goodwin v. Kennedy, 347 S.C. 30, 552 S.E.2d 319 (Ct. App. 2001).  


“Id. Goodwin v. Kennedy, Mr. Goodwin argued that his comments of calling an Assistant 


Principal a “House Nigga” was nothing more than an insult, or abusive language; However, the 


Court disagreed; Id.“Kennedy requested the jury be charged the following: “Name calling, insults 


and profanity, absent the showing of special damages is not slander.” The trial judge seemed 


troubled by the broad statement of law offered by defense counsel. The judge did not believe he 


could give the charge as proposed without some quote or further explanation. The judge was 


correct, and it would have been an incorrect statement of the law to have charged the jury that 


insults, or profanity cannot be defamatory, as extrinsic facts may be proven to show the defamatory 


nature of the remarks. We find the charge as a whole was proper and note that the judge did not 


preclude the defense from arguing that the alleged defamatory statements were mere insults or 


name-calling. Keaton v. Greenville Hosp. Sys., 334 S.C. 488, 514 S.E.2d 570 (1999) (holding a 


jury charge which is substantially correct and covers the law does not require reversal). 


Accordingly, we find no error in the trial judge's refusal to charge in this instance.” Goodwin v. 


Kennedy, 347 S.C. 30, 42, 552 S.E.2d 319, 326 (Ct. App. 2001).” Insults can be defamatory and 


the Court’s assertion that “Hoe Ass Nigga” can only fall in the rim of an insult is legally erroneous 
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by the standards of this Honorable Court, but the court here viewed the comment as simply Ugly. 


[HT pp. 13, Line 10-13] 


 Defendant admitted that he sent the text calling the Plaintiff a “ Hoe Ass Nigga” and such 


message was sent to a Third-Party, thereby the publishing of a Defamatory statement regarding 


the Plaintiff would satisfy the first two element of Defamation and any question as to whether the 


statement was defamatory would be a question for a jury “Likewise, the question of whether the 


statements were actionable per se or not actionable per se was a matter for the jury to determine as 


the finders of fact; Goodwin v. Kennedy, 347 S.C. 30, 38 552 S.E.2d 319 (Ct. App. 2001).”  


 Even if the comment “Hoe Ass Nigga” was viewed as an epithet it would be at odds with 


Id.  Goodwin: “Kennedy argued he was entitled to a directed verdict because there was no evidence 


the comments were anything other than epithets. The trial judge denied the motion for a directed 


verdict, stating “all of the words have to be considered in the context with which they are used.” 


The court stated whether the words were defamatory or not presented “factual questions” for the 


jury. We agree with the trial judge that, viewing all the evidence in the light most favorable to 


Goodwin, as we are required to do, whether the comments were defamatory presented a question 


of fact for the jury to determine. Thus, we find no error in the denial of a directed verdict on this 


basis. Goodwin v. Kennedy, 347 S.C. 30, 41, 552 S.E.2d 319, 325 (Ct. App. 2001).” 


 Notwithstanding, a text message is no different than an email. “Issue of whether an email, 


stating that a school district security guard was not to be trusted with keys, was false and 


defamatory, as required to establish claim for defamation, presented a question for the jury; 


evidence indicated that head of security and assistant manager of security for the district published 


an email to third parties potentially insinuating that the guard was a thief, that the guard had 


previously had a reputation for reliability, and that the guard's role as a mentor in his church 
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significantly decreased following the publication of the email. Kennedy v. Richland Cnty. Sch. 


Dist. Two, 428 S.C. 98, 833 S.E.2d 414 (Ct. App. 2019)” In the instant case the Court was not 


moved and did not believe that the text message from Respondent to Mr. Quarles was sufficient 


for publication. [HT pp. 10, Line 11-14] 


 Nevertheless, the Court did not note any deficient elements but simply the  word “Hoe Ass 


Nigga”  and ruled that such word was an Insults and not defamation [[HT pp. 13, 14 Line 23-25, 


1]], such ruling should yield to “Goodwin v. Kennedy, 347 S.C. 30, 552 S.E.2d 319 (Ct. App. 


2001)”as Appellant did include such opinion with is Motion in Opposition to Respondent’s motion 


to dismiss. 


 The Court at one point incorrectly believed that since the text message was sent to Mr. 


Quarles, that the message was not considered published, because Mr. Quarles was not a media 


outlet. [HT pp. 10, Line 10-14]; not only is this assertion erroneous, but it was nonsensical and 


illogical. Once the Respondent sent the text message to Mr. Quarles concerning the Appellant and 


the Appellant not being apart of the text thread that became a published communication to a third-


party regarding the Appellant.    


Dismissing a claim is a drastic measuring, and to do so before all fact and or discovery can 


be obtained can have a chilling effect on a case; on its face a case/claim may seem unconvincing, 


but facts matter especially when alleging defamation. Calling someone a “Hoe Ass Nigga” could 


have a host of meanings, just like calling someone a Paranoid Sonofabitch”. “[T]urning to the 


present case we must first determine whether the defendant's characterization of the plaintiff is 


capable of a libelous meaning. We agree with the defendant that the words “paranoid sonofabitch” 


are words of abuse and scurrility and that such words, on their face, are not, as a general rule, 


considered defamatory, See Curtis Publishing Co. v. Birdsong, 5 Cir., 360 F.2d 344 (1966); Smith 
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v. Phoenix Furniture Co., 339 F.Supp. 969 (D.S.C. 1972); and Prosser, Supra, pp. 741-2; Cf. 


Dauterman v. State-Record Co., 249 S.C. 512, 154 S.E.2d 919 (1967). Nevertheless, when viewed 


in light of the extrinsic facts which have been pled (the inducement), we conclude that the 


defendant's remarks are susceptible of a libelous construction. Or, stated technically, the 


defendant's remarks are libelous per quod.Capps v. Watts, 271 S.C. 276, 281–82, 246 S.E.2d 606, 


609 (1978).” After the Respondent text Mr. Quarles that Appellant was a “Hoe Ass Nigga” he then 


texted, the Appellant stating, “I said with I had to say” (Compl. ¶ 16) such comments illuminate 


extrinsic facts. 


Lastly this court’s ruling in Id. Kennedy, should be the prevailing equivalent to the instant 


case, due to the similarity in the language: “house nigga” “hoe ass nigga” in Id. Kennedy the 


words were spoken, here the statement was in a text message; both comments go to the heart of 


societies’ accessibility of decency, and both are defamatory at their core, when use as used here. 


III. DID THE CIRCUIT COURT JUDGE ERR IN DISMISSING APPELLANT’S CIVIL 


CONSPIRACY CLAIM AGAINST RESPONDENT AFTER EARLIER CIRCUIT 


COURT JUDGE HAD RULE SUCH CLAIM WAS SUFFICIENT FOR RESPONDENT’S 


CO-DEFENDANT? 


 


A. Law of the Case Doctrine 


 


The Court’s ruling from the bench is in stark contrast from its filed written order, which 


was produced by Respondent’s counsel. 


Respondent was aware that on October 27, 2023, the Honorable G.D. Morgan Jr., dismissed 


Respondent’s co-defendant Riegel’s motion to dismiss Appellant’s claim of defamation and civil 


conspiracy; specifically on the matter of Civil Conspiracy. Therefore, Judge Morgan’s ruling 


would implicate implicitly and explicitly, that Respondent was a coconspirator by the nature of the  
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Judge Morgan’s order which was entered on October the 27, 2023, nearly two months 


before the Honorable Judge Kinlaw’s order was entered; Judge Morgan’s Order would 


undoubtedly be the Law of the Case on the issue of civil conspiracy and Judge Kinlaw 


acknowledged Judge Morgan’s order but refused to yield to it as related to the civil conspiracy 


claim. [HT pp. 14, Line 17-18]. It is well understood that a Judge may make their own findings 


and enter their on rulings, but it has always been frowned upon when Judges in the same Circuit 


dealing with the same case/parties to enter dueling and or opposing orders. Judge Morgan held the 


first hearing regarding the sufficiency of the civil conspiracy claim asserted by Appellant and enter 


an Order on such claim as sufficient for Respondent’s co-defendant, which on its face would tie 


Respondent to the civil conspiracy claim under the Law of The Case Doctrine.    


The law of the case doctrine provides that, once an appellate (or trial) court has ruled on a 


question of law, that ruling must be followed—and cannot be revisited—in all subsequent stages 


of that particular case. In other words, findings made during one part of the litigation become 


binding for subsequent stages of that same litigation. It cannot be lost on the fact that the Court 


knew that Judge Morgan had held a hearing on this issue for the Respondent’s co-defendant and 


had entered an Order related to said issue. [HT pp. 7, Line 7-25]; notwithstanding, counsel for 


Respondent know of the Judge Morgan’s Order. [HT pp. 8, Line 9-11]. 


 The law of the case doctrine exists to ensure the uniformity of decisions, protect the 


expectations of the parties, and promote judicial economy. It is similar to the doctrine of res 


judicata, which prevents the re-litigation of final judgments, but it is not as clearly defined.  


The Order dismissing Appellant’s civil conspiracy claim against Respondent read in-part: 


“In his Complaint, Plaintiff describes actions of two separated defendants. Both actions are alleged 


to be defamatory. However, the Plaintiff failed to state any facts that would support the claim that 
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the defendants combined to harm the plaintiff and the Complaint therefore fails the first element 


of proof for civil conspiracy”. (See December 19, 2023, Order, p. 4); Judge Morgan’s Order enter 


on November 19, 2023, devour this Order enter by Judge Kinlaw as the first element. Furthermore, 


Respondent after notice of Judge Morgan’s ruling/order that essentially cemented and implicated 


him as a co-conspirator in the Civil Conspiracy claim did not move for an Appellate review Judge 


Morgan’s order. Although, Respondent wasn’t the author of the motion to dismiss in Defendant's 


Riegel’s motion to dismiss, Respondent was a primary component of said motion and would have 


had standing to seek such review of Judge Morgan’s order, as Judge Morgan’s Order would have 


become the Law of the Case on the issue of the Civil Conspiracy claim. “Appellant asserts the trial 


court erred in refusing to alter or amend the damages award based on Rule 54(c), SCRCP. Rule 


54(c) provides “[a] judgment by default shall not be different in kind from or exceed in amount 


that prayed for in the demand for judgment.” Appellant argues Respondents' complaint limits the 


damages in the case, and therefore, the trial court erred when it granted Respondents' motion to 


open the judgment to amend the complaint to delete any prayer for a specific sum. We decline to 


address this issue. Appellant did not appeal the ruling by the trial judge that granted the motion to 


open the judgment. A portion of a judgment that is not appealed presents no issue for determination 


by the reviewing court and constitutes, rightly or wrongly, the law of the case. Greenville Cty. v. 


Kenwood Enters., Inc., 353 S.C. 157, 577 S.E.2d 428 (2003). Thus, allowing the complaint to be 


amended to delete any prayer for a specific sum is the law of the case. Austin v. Specialty Transp. 


Servs., Inc., 358 S.C. 298, 319–20, 594 S.E.2d 867, 878 (Ct. App. 2004).” 


CONCLUSION 


A review of this case, in its totality would indicate that the Circuit Court judge made several 


legal, errs and or legal conclusions in dismissing Appellant’s case against the Respondent; not only 
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were there legal deficiencies in the Court’s dismissal, but a fundamental disregard to the fairness 


of this state’s Rules and Civil Procedure and well-established case law to the process that was 


blatantly disregarded.  Appellate in his complaint plead sufficient facts to overcome a motion to 


dismiss under current civil rules and case law, and Appellant’s claim(s) of defamation and civil 


conspiracy against Respondent were unabashed and nondeficient. This was further cemented by a 


previous court order that ruled that the civil conspiracy claim was sufficient and created a legal 


doctrine that has been well adhered to. What is more legally sound as the law of the case doctrine, 


notwithstanding, for the court, to deem, the language used in this instant case as  merely an 


INSULT, disregarding the long-standing premise from this states prior case law, and this Court’s 


prior rulings on the subject-matter,  that an  insult can be defamatory would lead Appellate to 


respectfully request this Court to reverse the order from the Greenville County Circuit Court 


Judges, dismissal of Appellant’s claims against Respondent and remand the case back to the 


Greenville County Common Pleas Court, to resume proceedings.  


     Respectfully submitted,  


      Bruce Wilson 


      14 Freestone St 


      Greenville SC 29605 


      (864) 907-7080 


      Brucewilson23@gmail.com 


 


      APPELLANT 
 


Greenville, South Carolina 


July 1, 2024                                                   


 







20 
 


THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 


The Court of Appeals 


____________ 


APPEAL FROM GREENVILLE COUNTY 


Court of Commons Pleas 


 
Alex Kinlaw Circuit Court Judge 


Civil Case No: 2023-CP-23-03268 


____________ 


 
Appellate Case No: 2023-001985 


___________ 


Bruce Wilson,……………………………………………………..………., Appellant, 


 


v. 


 


Megan Riegel, In her Capacity as the CEO and President of the Peace Center for the Performing 


Arts; and Rueban Hays, In his Capacity as the Executive Director and Founder of the Juneteenth 


GVL Inc., Defendants, 


 


Of Whom Rueban Hays, In his Capacity as the Executive Director and Founder of the Juneteenth 


GVL Inc.,……………………………….……………………………...…., Respondent. 


 


___________ 


PROOF OF SERVICE 


 


 I hereby certify that on July 1, 2024, I served a copy of APPELLANT’S FINAL BRIEF via 


cc: E-Mail to ctappfiling@sccourts.org and  United States Mail, prepaid and addressed to: 


Ralph Gleaton, Esq 


PO Box 5739 


Greeenville, SC 29606 


(864) 444-4178 


ralph@gleatonlaw.com 


Counsel for Respondant 


                                                                                     


                           By: /s/ Bruce Wilson 
        Bruce Wilson 


        14 Freestone St 


        Greenville SC 29605 


        (864) 907-7080 


                    brucewilson23@gmail.com 


        APPELLANT 








THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 


The Court of Appeals 


___________ 


 


APPEAL FROM GREENVILLE COUNTY 


Court of Commons Pleas 


 
Alex Kinlaw Circuit Court Judge 


Civil Case No: 2023-CP-23-03268 


 
____________ 


 
Appellate Case No: 2023-001985 


___________ 


 


Bruce Wilson,……………………………………………………..………., Appellant, 


 


v. 


 


Megan Riegel, In her Capacity as the CEO and President of the Peace Center for the Performing 


Arts; and Rueban Hays, In his Capacity as the Executive Director and Founder of the Juneteenth 


GVL Inc., Defendants, 


 


Of Whom Rueban Hays, In his Capacity as the Executive Director and Founder of the Juneteenth 


GVL Inc.,……………………………….……………………………...…., Respondent. 


 


___________ 


CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE 


____________ 


 


 The undersigned hereby certifies that the Final Brief of Appellant comply with SCACR 


211(b) and are identical to the brief previously served. 


                                                                                       
 


       By: /s/ Bruce Wilson 
       Bruce Wilson 


       14 Freestone St 


       Greenville SC 29605 


       (864) 907-7080 


       Brucewilson23@gmail.com 


       APPELLANT 


 


July 1, 2024 








FORM 7 


PROOF OF SERVICE 


THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 


The Court of Appeals 


 


____________ 
 


APPEAL FROM GREENVILLE COUNTY 


Court of Commons Pleas 


 
Alex Kinlaw Circuit Court Judge 


Civil Case No: 2023-CP-23-03268 


____________ 


 
Appellate Case No: 2023-001985 


___________ 


 


Bruce Wilson,……………………………………………………..………., Appellant, 


 


v. 


 


Megan Riegel, In her Capacity as the CEO and President of the Peace Center for the Performing 


Arts; and Rueban Hays, In his Capacity as the Executive Director and Founder of the Juneteenth 


GVL Inc., Defendants, 


 


Of Whom Rueban Hays, In his Capacity as the Executive Director and Founder of the Juneteenth 


GVL Inc.,……………………………….……………………………...…., Respondent. 


___________ 


PROOF OF SERVICE 


____________ 


 


 I certify that I have served the Appellant’s Final Brief on Rueban Hays on July 1, 2024 by 


cc: E-Mail to ctappfiling@sccourts.org and United States Mail, prepaid and addressed to his 


attorney of record: Ralph Gleaton, Esq, PO Box 5739 Greeneville, SC 29606 


 


                     s/ Bruce Wilson 
       Bruce Wilson 


       14 Freestone St 


       Greenville SC 29605 


       (864) 907-7080 


 July 1, 2024                           Appellant 








FORM 7 


PROOF OF SERVICE 


THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 


The Court of Appeals 


 


____________ 
 


APPEAL FROM GREENVILLE COUNTY 


Court of Commons Pleas 


 
Alex Kinlaw Circuit Court Judge 


Civil Case No: 2023-CP-23-03268 


____________ 


 
Appellate Case No: 2023-001985 


___________ 


 


Bruce Wilson,……………………………………………………..………., Appellant, 


 


v. 


 


Megan Riegel, In her Capacity as the CEO and President of the Peace Center for the Performing 


Arts; and Rueban Hays, In his Capacity as the Executive Director and Founder of the Juneteenth 


GVL Inc., Defendants, 


 


Of Whom Rueban Hays, In his Capacity as the Executive Director and Founder of the Juneteenth 


GVL Inc.,……………………………….……………………………...…., Respondent. 


___________ 


PROOF OF SERVICE 


____________ 


 


 I certify that I have served the Record on Appeal on Rueban Hays on July 1, 2024 by cc: 


E-Mail to ctappfiling@sccourts.org and United States Mail, prepaid and addressed to his 


attorney of record: Ralph Gleaton, Esq, PO Box 5739 Greeneville, SC 29606 


 


                     s/ Bruce Wilson 
       Bruce Wilson 


       14 Freestone St 


       Greenville SC 29605 


       (864) 907-7080 


 July 1, 2024                           Appellant 








THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 


The Court of Appeals 


 


____________ 
 


APPEAL FROM GREENVILLE COUNTY 


Court of Commons Pleas 


 
Alex Kinlaw Circuit Court Judge 


Civil Case No: 2023-CP-23-03268 


 
____________ 


 
Appellate Case No: 2023-001985 


 
___________ 


 


Bruce Wilson,……………………………………………………..………., Appellant, 


 


v. 


 


Megan Riegel, In her Capacity as the CEO and President of the Peace Center for the Performing 


Arts; and Rueban Hays, In his Capacity as the Executive Director and Founder of the Juneteenth 


GVL Inc., Defendants, 


 


Of Whom Rueban Hays, In his Capacity as the Executive Director and Founder of the Juneteenth 


GVL Inc.,……………………………….……………………………...…., Respondent. 


 


 


___________ 


 


 RECORD ON APPEAL 


___________ 


 


 


  


       
       Bruce Wilson 


       14 Freestone St 


       Greenville SC 29605 


       (864) 907-7080 


       brucewilson23@gmail.com 


 


       APPELLANT 







ii 
 


 


INDEX 


 


                 Page   


     


Order from the Honorable Judge Alex Kinlaw, dismissing Plaintiff’s claims against Defendant  


Rueban Hays 


File on December 19, 2023 .............................................................................................. 1-6 


 


Order from the Honorable Judge Alex Kinlaw, denying Plaintiff’s Motion for Reconsideration 


Filed on December 19, 2023 ............................................................................................ 7-8 


 


Transcript of Record from the hearing held before Honorable Judge Alex Kinlaw on Motion to 


Dismiss claims filed by Defendant Hays 


November 1, 2023 .......................................................................................................... 8-25 


 


Plaintiff’s Motion for Reconsideration on Dismissal of claims against Defendant Hays 


Filed on November 3, 2023 ......................................................................................... 26-34 


 


Form 4 Order from the Honorable Judge Alex Kinlaw, Dismissing Plaintiff’s claims against 


Defendant Hays 


Filed on November 2, 2023 ......................................................................................... 35-37 


 


Plaintiff’s Motion in Opposition to Defendant Hays’ Motion to Dismiss under Rule 12(b)(6) 


Filed on October 31, 2023 ........................................................................................... 38-44 


 


Defendant Hays’ Moton to Dismiss claims under Rule 12(b)(6) 


Filed on October 13, 2023 ........................................................................................... 45-48 


 


Form 4 Order from the Honorable Judge G.D. Morgan Jr., denying Defendant Riegel’s Motion to 


Dismiss under Rule 12(b)(6) 


Filed on October 27, 2023 ........................................................................................... 49-51 


 


Plaintiff’s Motion in Opposition to Defendant Riegel’s Motion to Dismiss under Rule 12(b)(6) 


Filed on September 29, 2023 ....................................................................................... 52-59 


 


Defendant Riegel’s Motion to Dismiss claims under Rule 12(b)(6) 


Filed on August 18, 2023 ............................................................................................. 60-68 


 


Plaintiff’s Summons and Complaint 


  Filed on June 27, 2023 ................................................................................................. 69-78 


  


Certificate of Pro Se Appellant ......................................................................................................79 







STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 


COUNTY OF GREENVILLE 


 


IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 


THIRTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 


Case No. 2023-CP-23-03268 


Bruce Wilson, 


 


 Plaintiff, 


 


v. 


 


Megan Riegel, In her Capacity as the   CEO and 


President of the Peace Center for the Performing 


Arts; and Rueban Hays, In his Capacity as the     


Executive Director and Founder of the Juneteenth 


GVL Inc., 


 


 Defendant(s), 


 


 


ORDER 


 


 This matter came before me on November 1, 2023 to hear Defendant Rueben Hays 


(“Hays”) motion to dismiss the Plaintiff’s complaint against him pursuant to Rule 12(b)(6), 


SCRCP.  Defendant was represented by Ralph Gleaton of the Gleaton Law Firm, PC and Plaintiff 


represented himself pro se. The court agrees with Hays’ 


Standard of Review 


 A Complaint may be dismissed for failure to state facts sufficient to constitute a cause of 


action. Rule 12(b)(6) SCRCP. A Complaint must be dismissed if it does not “contain sufficient 


factual matter, accepted as true, to ‘state a claim to relief that is plausible on its face.’” Ashcroft v. 


Iqbal, 129 S. Ct. 1937, 1949 (2009) (quoting Bell Atlantic Corp. v. Twombly, 550 U.S. 554, 570 


(2007)). A complaint is only plausible “when the plaintiff pleads factual content that allows the 


court to draw the reasonable inference that the defendant is liable for the misconduct alleged.” 


Iqbal, 129 S. Ct. at 1949 (citing Bell Atlantic, 550 U.S. at 556). 
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Findings of Fact 


 Plaintiff brought this case, alleging causes of action for defamation and civil conspiracy. 


The only allegations in the Complaint that refer to Hays or Juneteenth GVL, Inc. are that “the 


Peace Center and Juneteenth GVL, Inc. agreed to jointly host the upcoming 2023 Juneteenth 


celebration” (Complaint ¶ 7), that Mr. Hays approved marketing banners depicting white 


Americans, the work Juneteenth and the Juneteenth flag to be placed in downtown Greenville to 


promote the Juneteenth event (Complaint ¶ 9), and that Hays “sent a text message to Derrick 


Quarles, one of the original sponsor/hosts of the Greenville downtown Juneteenth events, using 


derogatory and threatening language toward Mr. Quarles and the Plaintiff; to include saying 


Plaintiff was a “Hoe Ass Niggas” (Complaint ¶ 15).  


At the hearing the Plaintiff told this court that the Defendant only sent that message via the 


text stated in the Complaint, that the text message was directed at both Mr. Quarles and the Plaintiff 


and that subsequently Mr. Quarles posted the content of the text on social media.  The Court 


accepts these statements as true. 


 The Complaint also alleges that “[w]hen Plaintiff learned of the agreement between the 


Peace Center and the Juneteenth GVL, Inc. notified Defendant Megan that the agreement would 


breach the verbal agreement that the Plaintiff had made with the Peace Center . . .” (Complaint  ¶ 


8). That Plaintiff brought litigation against the Peace Center for breach of contract.  (Complaint  ¶ 


11). Finally that “ . . . Megan released a statement to the media on behalf of the Peace Center 


regarding Plaintiff’s suit. In the release to the media, Megan mad derogatory statements regardint 


the Plaintiff, and such statements were published by WYFF News Ch 4, calling the Plaintiff a 


“media seeker” and a litigious individual;” and that the Peace Center subsequently released a 


second statement removing the derogatory statements. (Complaint  ¶ 13 and 14). 
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Conclusions of Law 


Defamation 


 To prove defamation, the plaintiff must show (1) a false and defamatory statement was 


made; (2) the unprivileged publication was made to a third party; (3) the publisher was at fault; 


and (4) either actionability of the statement irrespective of special harm or the existence of special 


harm caused by the publication. Fleming v. Rose, 350 S.C. 488, 494, 567 S.E.2d 857, 860 (2002)." 


The publication of a statement is defamatory if it tends to harm the reputation of another as to 


lower him in the estimation of the community or to deter third persons from associating or dealing 


with him." Id. There is no allegation that Hays and/or Juneteenth GVL made any publication of its 


alleged derogatory language.  The allegation is that the alleged derogatory language sent via text 


to, and was about, Mr. Quarles, the who was a “sponsor/host” with the Plaintiff in this matter. "It 


is well settled that parties are judicially bound by their pleadings . . ." Postal v. Mann, 308 S.C. 


385, 387, 418 S.E.2d 322, 323 (Ct.App.1992). I therefore find that the Plaintiff failed to allege that 


Hays published the alleged defamatory comment. I note that if a publication of the alleged 


defamatory comment was made it was made by Mr. Quarles when he posted it to social media. 


 Further, thought this Court does not condone Hays’ choice of words and agrees that they 


were vulgar.  However, in the context presented in the Complaint and as stated by the Plaintiff at 


the hearing, the phrase used by the Defendant were epithets or words of abuse and scurrility 


because they were made to the Plaintiff through Mr. Quarles, an original host of Plaintiff’ event 


and therefore not defamatory. See. Smith v. Phoenix Furniture Co., 339 F.Supp. 969 (1972); See 


also, Capps v. Watts, 271 S.C. 276, 246 S.E.2d 606 (1978) ("[t]he words `paranoid sonofabitch' 
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are words of abuse and scurrility and that such words, on their face, are not, as a general rule, 


considered defamatory."] 


Civil Conspiracy 


 In South Carolina, [a] civil conspiracy exists when there is (1) a combination of two or 


more persons, (2) for the purpose of injuring the plaintiff, (3) which causes the plaintiff special 


damage.  Robertson v. First Union Nat. Bank, 350 S.C. 339, 348, 565 S.E.2d 309, 314 


(Ct.App.2002). “A claim for civil conspiracy must allege additional acts in furtherance of a 


conspiracy rather than reallege other claims within the complaint. Moreover, because the quiddity 


of a civil conspiracy claim is the special damage resulting to the plaintiff, the damages alleged 


must go beyond the damages alleged in other causes of action.”  Hackworth v. Greywood at 


Hammett, LLC, 385 S.C. 110, 682 S.E.2d 871 (Ct. App. 2009) (internal citations omitted).  In his 


Complaint, Plaintiff describes actions of two separated defendants.  Both actions are alleged to be 


defamatory. However, the Plaintiff failed to state any facts that would support the claim that the 


defendants combined to harm the plaintiff and the Complaint therefore fails the first element of 


proof for civil conspiracy.   Plaintiff also failed to state any new allegations stating the same facts 


as used in the prior Causes of Action. Special damages are those elements of damages that are the 


natural, but not the necessary or usual, consequence of the defendant's conduct. Loeb v. Mann, 39 


S.C. 465, 469, 18 S.E. 1, 2 (1893).  Further “[g]eneral damages are inferred by the law itself, as 


they are the immediate, direct, and proximate result of the act complained of. Special damages, on 


the other hand, are not implied at law because they do not necessarily result from the wrong. 


Special damages must, therefore, be specifically alleged in the complaint to avoid surprise to the 


other party.” Id. (internal citations omitted).  Plaintiff’s claim for damages merely repeats the 
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damages claims for the other cause of action with a mere recital of “special damages that likely 


resulted. 


 Conclusion 


I therefore find that the Plaintiff has failed to state facts sufficient to constitute a cause of 


action against Hays for either defamation or civil conspiracy.  


Defendant Rueben Hay’s motion to dismiss the Complaint against him for failure to state 


a claim is Granted. 


This order is to Defendant Rueben Hays only. 


IT IS SO ORDERED! 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA         IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
COUNTY OF GREENVILLE 
 
Bruce Wilson,      2023 – CP– 23–03268 


   Plaintiff 
 


VS.   ORDER DENYING 
PLAINTIFF’S MOTION TO        
RECONSIDER 


 
 
Megan Riegel, et al 
                      Defendants 
 
 


 


 


This matter is before the Court pursuant to the Plaintiff’s Motion to 
Reconsider, SCRCP Rule 59 (e). Upon examination of the record as well as 
memorandum submitted, The Court would respectfully deny Plaintiff’s Motion. 
 


 


 


       _______________________________ 
Greenville, South Carolina     Alex Kinlaw, Jr. 
December 15, 2023      Circuit Court Judge 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )      
     ) COURT OF COMMON PLEAS


COUNTY OF GREENVILLE   ) 2023-CP-23-03268 
)
)
)
)
)


BRUCE WILSON, )
PLAINTIFF, )


)
vs. )   TRANSCRIPT OF RECORD   


)    
MEGAN RIEGEL AND RUEBAN HAYS, )


DEFENDANTS. )
______________________________)


November 1, 2023
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I N D E X


(There were no witnesses called.)  


E X H I B I T S


(There were no exhibits submitted.)
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P R O C E E D I N G S


THE COURT:  The next case is in the interest of Bruce 


Wilson vs. Megan Riegel.  This is case number 


2023-CP-23-03268. 


Mr. Wilson, are you pro se, which means you're 


representing yourself?


MR. WILSON:  Yes, sir. 


THE COURT:  I have Mr. Wilson here in a pro se 


capacity.  Then I have --


Is this Mr. Gleaton?


MR. GLEATON:  Yes, Your Honor. 


THE COURT:  I have Mr. Ralph Gleaton representing the 


Defendant.  Mr. Wilson is pro se.   


This is Defendant Hays motion to dismiss; is that 


correct, Mr. Gleaton?


MR. GLEATON:  Yes, Your Honor. 


THE COURT:  All right.  Give me a little background and 


then I'll hear from you on the motion. 


MR. GLEATON:  Thank you, Your Honor.  


[Indiscernible] -- 


THE COURT:  Hold on a second.  It looks like we've got 


two named Defendants, Megan Riegel, president of the Peace 


Center, and then Rueban Hays, who is the executive director 


and founder of Juneteenth -- when was that founded?  When 


was that?
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MR. GLEATON:  [Indiscernible].  I might be wrong. 


THE COURT:  All right.  Mr. Wilson, I'm reading your 


Complaint, you drafted this Complaint yourself?


MR. WILSON:  Yes, Your Honor. 


THE COURT:  All right.  Let me hear from you. 


MR. WILSON:  I'm not sure [indiscernible] Mr. Quarles 


is not listed [indiscernible].


THE COURT:  Well, Mr. Quarles is not subject of 


anything that was filed, so I need you to stay focused on 


Defendant's motion to dismiss as it relates to Mr. Rueban 


Hays.  


MR. WILSON:  Yes, sir.  I was getting to the text 


message that went to Mr. Quarles.  I was not part of that 


text message --


THE COURT:  What text message?


MR. WILSON:  The allegations that I'm claiming that Mr.   


- well, it's not an allegation, he actually sent a text 


message regarding me.  So that's --


THE COURT:  How is Mr. Hays involved in that?


MR. WILSON:  He's one of the Defendants.  


THE COURT:  I know that.  I can see that, but I'm just 


saying counsel's motion is to dismiss Mr. Hays as a party, 


so that's what I need you to address. 


MR. WILSON:  Mr. Hays, he's the one that saw the text 


message, the individual that got it.  This is not -- I think 
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-- he's kind of conflated the situation [indiscernible].  


This has nothing to do with the lawsuit that was involved 


with the Peace Center and the contract. 


THE COURT:  Is that another lawsuit?


MR. WILSON:  Yes. 


THE COURT:  That you filed?


MR. WILSON:  Yes. 


THE COURT:  That's pending?


MR. WILSON:  Well, it's over now.  


THE COURT:  Were you involved in that case?


MR. GLEATON:  No, Your Honor. 


THE COURT:  And some of the same allegations in that 


case are contained in this case?


MR. WILSON:  No, Your Honor.


THE COURT:  That was a breach of contract case and this 


is slander?


MR. WILSON:  Yes, Your Honor. 


THE COURT:  You filed both of them?


MR. WILSON:  Yes, Your Honor. 


THE COURT:  Go ahead, let me listen to you as it 


relates to Mr. Hays. 


MR. WILSON:  So the information -- so Mr. Hays sent a 


text message regarding myself.  I was not part of the 


conversation.  I didn't even know him --


THE COURT:  Okay.  What was the nature of the text 
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message?  What did it say?


MR. WILSON:  Informed Mr. Quarles that you and Bruce 


Wilson are hoe ass niggas.


THE COURT:  Let me ask you this, how is Mr. Quarles 


involved in this whole scenario?


MR. WILSON:  That statement was to him. 


THE COURT:  Okay, but Mr. Hays sent Mr. Quarles a text 


message?


MR. WILSON:  So evidently, they saw one another 


somewhere.  I wasn't there.  I wasn't around.  I don't know 


if it was a club or what, some type of event. 


THE COURT:  Does the text message exist?


MR. WILSON:  It does exist, yes. 


THE COURT:  You got it?


MR. WILSON:  Oh, yes. 


THE COURT:  Go ahead, let me hear the rest of it. 


MR. WILSON:  The text message went out. 


THE COURT:  To?


MR. WILSON:  To Mr. Quarles. 


THE COURT:  Okay.  


MR. WILSON:  Mr. Hays --


THE COURT:  How do you know Mr. Quarles?


MR. WILSON:  [Indiscernible].


THE COURT:  So Mr. Hays sent a text message to you as 


well as Mr. Quarles?
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MR. WILSON:  It never came to me, that's --


THE COURT:  Sent to Mr. Quarles, but you found out 


about it?


MR. WILSON:  Yes, sir.  So that's what the issue is.  I 


was not part of the conversation.  That's how he become the 


third party.  It was a text message, that's how 


[indiscernible].  And he didn't send him that text message 


calling me a hoe ass nigga because he wanted to send me a 


Christmas present.    


THE COURT:  How does it get to slander?  Because that's 


what the allegation is. 


MR. WILSON:  Well --


THE COURT:  How do you get there?


MR. WILSON:  So I think it's defamation --


THE COURT:  Defamation what?


MR. WILSON:  [Indiscernible].


THE COURT:  Okay. 


MR. WILSON:  And some of the messaging or statements in 


the Complaint speaks of defamation pro se.  There was a 


hearing regarding the same issue in front of Judge Morgan. 


THE COURT:  Judge who?


MR. WILSON:  Yes. 


THE COURT:  Judge who?  You said in front of Judge who?


MR. WILSON:  Morgan. 


THE COURT:  Morgan.  When was that hearing?
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MR. WILSON:  Yeah, that was on the -- well, I got the 


order back on the 27th.  That order --


THE COURT:  What was the nature of that hearing?


MR. WILSON:  It was the same as this, motion to 


dismiss.  


THE COURT:  As it relates to who?


MR. WILSON:  Riegel.


THE COURT:  Okay.  You got a copy of Judge Morgan's 


order?  


MR. GLEATON:  I don't have it with me today, but I have 


it. [Indiscernible].


MR. WILSON:  That would be the defamation and 


conspiracy.  [Indiscernible].  But as to the defamatory 


statement [indiscernible] I wasn't part of the text message.  


It wasn't to me.  It was to a third individual.  I think 


that is -- that meets all the elements.  


THE COURT:  This same -- this exact motion was argued 


before Judge Morgan, the only thing, it related to another 


party, is that what I'm hearing?


MR. GLEATON:  [Indiscernible].


THE COURT:  And the text only went to Mr. Quarles?


MR. GLEATON:  [Indiscernible].


THE COURT:  Paragraph 15 of his Complaint?  Let me get 


to it.  I'm reading.  


MR. GLEATON:  [Indiscernible].
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THE COURT:  That's not your guy, but the other -- 


Riegel, Riegel did that.  The only thing that connects this 


guy is this text message, that's the only thing that's out 


there.  


MR. GLEATON:  [Indiscernible].


MR. WILSON:  [Indiscernible].  The statement that was 


made was outside of our presence.  I wasn't around in the 


text message, so Mr. Hays has done the exact same thing as 


--


THE COURT:  Tell me how you get to the defamation, Mr. 


Wilson.


MR. WILSON:  Well, that comment, the same comment that 


was made --


THE COURT:  Well, you know, there's a difference 


between an insult and --


MR. WILSON:  Your Honor, that same type of language has 


been brought up --


THE COURT:  I understand that, but since you're 


representing yourself, I'm trying to get you to give me some 


legal analysis -- hold on a second -- give me some legal 


analysis as to why this gets to the level of defamation as 


opposed to just being an insult. 


MR. WILSON:  Exactly, Your Honor.  And our appellate 


court --


THE COURT:  What case, what case has the appellate 
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court ruled on?


MR. WILSON:  [Indiscernible] exact same thing, Your 


Honor, exact same thing -- 


THE COURT:  Yeah, my problem, Mr. Wilson, is I can't 


get to -- you know, if you look at the -- of course, you're 


representing yourself, but I'm just trying to hear some 


argument from you to take me from this being an insult to --


MR. WILSON:  [Indiscernible].


THE COURT:  It pertains just to you, it's defamation?


MR. WILSON:  It didn't come directly to me.


THE COURT:  I understand that, but, you know, there's a 


significant difference, like, in the previous case, it was 


sent to the media, that's different.  This is a text message 


that was sent to Mr. Quarles.  


MR. WILSON:  Right.  And if I was part of that text 


message, we wouldn't be here --


THE COURT:  But that doesn't necessarily make it 


defamation, Mr. Wilson.  


MR. WILSON:  So the way I'm looking at this, Your Honor 


--


THE COURT:  I know the way you looking at it, but I've 


got to look at it the way the law says.  You know, I 


understand what you saying, but what does the law -- I 


operate not what you think and how you feel, I'm just trying 


to get -- see if you can take me to anything connected with 
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any case or anything as it relates to the law on defamation 


that would get me from this being just an insult.  Because 


I'm really -- you know, I hate that this was said, but -- if 


this was said to me, if I got that, whether I got it through 


a third party or you got it through a third party, I 


wouldn't think it was defaming me.  I think it was just an 


insult. 


MR. WILSON:  Well, Your Honor --


THE COURT:  It's a bad insult, but it's an insult, you 


know.  


MR. WILSON:  [Indiscernible], Your Honor, it wasn't 


explained. 


THE COURT:  And I think you should be upset about what 


was said, but I don't think -- you know, from a legal 


standpoint, I can't get past this just being an insult.  


MR. WILSON:  What happened [indiscernible], on the 


Juneteenth event, when Mr. Hays took over the event, put up 


some [indiscernible] about Greenville sponsoring the 


Juneteenth event using white Americans backdrop for the 


Juneteenth event.  I was contacted by several media outlets 


who were familiar with the fact that I had started the first 


Juneteenth here in Greenville.  I was outspoken about the 


fact that I was disappointed that Mr. Hays would take that 


opportunity of marketing to white Americans [indiscernible] 


ethnic group (***).  He took exception to that and was angry 
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and upset during this whole time.  I hadn't spoke to him.  


So what Mr. Hays done was (***) --


THE COURT:  Quarles, yes, sir. 


MR. WILSON:  Mr. Quarles, the way I'm looking at it, 


would be the third party.  The statement wasn't said because 


he was trying to praise me.  


THE COURT:  Where did the statement go beyond Mr. 


Quarles?  Let me ask you this, where does the statement go 


beyond Mr. Quarles?


MR. WILSON:  Well, the statement was posted on Facebook 


when Mr. Quarles was -- Mr. Quarles --


THE COURT:  This statement was posted on Facebook?


MR. WILSON:  Because he was upset about the comments 


that Mr. Hays had made because Mr. Hays had talked about 


[indiscernible] in it. 


THE COURT:  Who posted it on Facebook, Mr. Quarles did?


MR. WILSON:  Yes.  


THEH COURT:  Mr. Quarles posted it, Mr. Hays did not?


MR. WILSON:  Well, Mr. Hays sent it to Mr. Quarles.  


THE COURT:  I understand that, but Mr. Hays didn't put 


it on Facebook, Mr. Quarles did.  


MR. WILSON:  Not that I --


THE COURT:  Well, you don't know who put it on 


Facebook.  You said somebody put it on Faebook.


MR. WILSON:  Mr. Quarles --
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THE COURT:  I understand, but my question is simple, do 


you have any proof that Mr. Hays or Mr. Quarles put this on 


Facebook, yes or no?


MR. WILSON:  No, sir.  


THE COURT:  Okay.  So you can't make that allegation.  


MR. WILSON:  No.  No. 


THE COURT:  Okay.  Mr. Wilson -- 


You got any other argument?


MR. GLEATON:  No, Your Honor. 


THE COURT:  All right.  Mr. Wilson, I've listened to 


you and I think it's very unfortunate, matter of fact, I 


think it's an ugly statement.  You know, it's an ugly 


statement.  If somebody said that -- made a statement like 


that and it was directed at me, I'd be upset just like you 


are, I'd be upset, but my reaction to it probably would be 


as -- maybe would be different than yours.  


See, at the end of the day, I look just like you and 


you look just like me, so, sure, I'm going to be upset about 


that, but I'm going to view it one of two ways.  Even as I 


sit up here with this black robe on, I've been called that 


before if the truth were known.  I consider it just an 


insult and I just move on.  


I'm not going to-- I don't think it falls in the 


category of defamation.  You know, I think it's an insult.  


Sometimes people get those things confused and it's okay to 
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get it confused.  I understand you're upset.  But that's why 


I was trying to see if you could take me to where the law 


says -- 


You know, one thing I've got to do is I can't make 


decisions based on whether something upsets me or not.  You 


know, I've got to make decisions based on what the law says.  


You know, I can't -- and that's just the way it is and you 


haven't taken me there for me to feel comfortable in 


allowing the matter to go forward.  I think counsel's 


argument is a valid one.  I think it's unfortunate that this 


statement was made, but I don't think it takes me there.  


Unfortunately, it doesn't take me there. 


MR. WILSON:  [Indiscernible].


THE COURT:  That motion is not before me.  The only 


motion before me is the one he filed and I'm inclined to 


grant the motion. 


I need you to do a formal order.  I think Judge Morgan 


probable had everybody to do a formal order last time.  I 


don't know if he did like Form Four --


MR. GLEATON:  [Indiscernible].


THE COURT:  I'm going to put you to work, though. 


MR. GLEATON:  [Indiscernible].


THE COURT:  Form four?


MR. GLEATON:  [Indiscernible] conspiracy because --


THE COURT:  Yeah, that order, I don't have anything to 
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do with that order, but this order, it will say that the 


motion to dismiss as it relates to Mr. Hays. 


MR. WILSON:  What I'm asking [indiscernible].


THE COURT:  His motion was just to dismiss Mr. Hays, 


right?


MR. GLEATON:  [Indiscernible].


THE COURT:  Which one did you ask for?


MR. GLEATON:  [Indiscernible].


THE COURT:  Well, that's what I'm giving you.


MR. GLEATON:  [Indiscernible].


MR. WILSON:  [Indiscernible].


THE COURT:  As it relates to Mr. Hays because Mr. Hays 


is his client. 


MR. WILSON:  Right, but I guess what I'm asking the 


Court [indiscernible] there's got to be [indiscernible], 


right?


THE COURT:  I can't do anything about Judge Morgan's 


order.  Only thing before me is the motion he filed.  I 


can't change anything about --


MR. WILSON:  [Indiscernible].


THE COURT:  Well, here again, I can't do anything about 


Judge Morgan's order.  The only thing before me today is the 


motion to dismiss as to Mr. Hays that he filed, that's the 


only thing I'm dealing with. 


I need you to send me an order within -- can you get 
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that within 20 days?


MR. GLEATON:  Yes, sir.  


THE COURT:  Send a copy to Mr. Wilson before you send 


it to me.  E-file if you can.


MR. WILSON:  [Indiscernible].


THE COURT:  Only for your review, not for me to change 


it, Mr. Wilson, just for your review.  


MR. WILSON:  Thank you.  
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recorded proceedings; that said proceedings were transcribed 
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related to, nor employed by any of the parties to this case, 
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outcome.


February 24, 2024


_________________________________
Penny M. Johnson  
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At the call of the case,  the Plaintiff Bruce Wilson was present in a pro se capacity.
Attorney Ralph Gleaton was present on behalf of Defendant Rueban Hays. After
hearing the arguments of both sides, the Court is inclined to grant  Defendant
Counsel's Motion to Dismiss Mr. Hays as a party defendant. A formal order from Mr.
Gleaton is to follow within 20 days.


Megan Riegel et alBruce Wilson


Greenville
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✔
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 


COUNTY OF GREENVILLE 


 


IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 


THIRTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 


Case No. 2023-CP-23-03268 


Bruce Wilson, 
 
 Plaintiff, 
 
v. 
 
Megan Riegel, In her Capacity as the   CEO and 
President of the Peace Center for the Performing 
Arts; and Rueban Hays, In his Capacity as the     
Executive Director and Founder of the Juneteenth 
GVL Inc., 
 
 Defendant(s), 
 
 


Motion to Dismiss Rueben Hays and 
Juneteenth GVL, Inc. 


Pursuant to Rules 12(b)(6), SCRCP 


 
 Defendants Rueben Hays (“Hays”) (Mr. Hays is incorrectly identified as “Rueban” in the 


caption of the Complaint) and, to the extent that it may also be a defendant, Juneteenth GVL, Inc. 


(“Juneteenth GVL”) move to dismiss the Plaintiff’s complaint pursuant to Rule 12(b)(6), SCRCP.  


The bases for this motion is that Plaintiff has failed to state facts sufficient to constitute causes of 


action for defamation or civil conspiracy.   


Statement of the Case and Facts 


 Plaintiff brought this case, alleging causes of action for defamation and civil conspiracy. 


The only allegations1 in the Complaint that refer to Hays or Juneteenth GVL are that “the Peace 


Center and Juneteenth GVL, Inc. agreed to jointly host the upcoming 2023 Juneteenth celebration” 


(Complaint ¶ 7), that Mr. Hays approved marketing banners depicting white Americans, the work 


Juneteenth and the Juneteenth flag to be placed in downtown Greenville to promote the Juneteenth 


 
1 Hays and Juneteenth GVL deny many of the allegations of the Complaint but present them in the motion as alleged 
in the Complaint because the court is required to rely on the facts as stated in the Complaint for purposes of a 12(b)(6) 
motion. 
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event (Complaint ¶ 9), and that Hays “sent a text message to Derrick Quarles, one of the original 


sponsor/hosts of the Greenville downtown Juneteenth events, using derogatory and threatening 


language toward Mr. Quarles and the Plaintiff” (Complaint ¶ 15). 


Standard of Review 


 A Complaint may be dismissed for failure to states facts sufficient to constitute a cause of 


action. Rule 12(b)(6) SCRCP. A Complaint must be dismissed if it does not “contain sufficient 


factual matter, accepted as true, to ‘state a claim to relief that is plausible on its face.’” Ashcroft v. 


Iqbal, 129 S. Ct. 1937, 1949 (2009) (quoting Bell Atlantic Corp. v. Twombly, 550 U.S. 554, 570 


(2007)). A complaint is only plausible “when the plaintiff pleads factual content that allows the 


court to draw the reasonable inference that the defendant is liable for the misconduct alleged.” 


Iqbal, 129 S. Ct. at 1949 (citing Bell Atlantic, 550 U.S. at 556). 


Argument 


Defamation 


 No cause of action for defamation has been made regarding Hays and/or Juneteenth GVL 


because there is no allegation that either published any statements to a third party. To prove 


defamation, the plaintiff must show (1) a false and defamatory statement was made; (2) the 


unprivileged publication was made to a third party; (3) the publisher was at fault; and (4) either 


actionability of the statement irrespective of special harm or the existence of special harm caused 


by the publication. Fleming v. Rose, 350 S.C. 488, 494, 567 S.E.2d 857, 860 (2002)." The 


publication of a statement is defamatory if it tends to harm the reputation of another as to lower 


him in the estimation of the community or to deter third persons from associating or dealing with 


him." Id.  Again, there is no allegation that Hays and/or Juneteenth GVL made any publication of 
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its alleged derogatory language.  The allegation is that the alleged derogatory language sent via 


text to, and was about, Mr. Quarles, the who was partnering with the Plaintiff in this matter.  


Civil Conspiracy 


 Plaintiff fails to state any facts upon which relief for Conspiracy may be granted. “A claim 


for civil conspiracy must allege additional acts in furtherance of a conspiracy rather than reallege 


other claims within the complaint. Moreover, because the quiddity of a civil conspiracy claim is 


the special damage resulting to the plaintiff, the damages alleged must go beyond the damages 


alleged in other causes of action.”  Hackworth v. Greywood at Hammett, LLC, 385 S.C. 110, 682 


S.E.2d 871 (Ct. App. 2009) (internal citations omitted).  Plaintiff fails to state any new allegations 


stating the same facts as used in the prior Causes of Action. Special damages are those elements 


of damages that are the natural, but not the necessary or usual, consequence of the defendant's 


conduct. Loeb v. Mann, 39 S.C. 465, 469, 18 S.E. 1, 2 (1893).  Further “[g]eneral damages are 


inferred by the law itself, as they are the immediate, direct, and proximate result of the act 


complained of. Special damages, on the other hand, are not implied at law because they do not 


necessarily result from the wrong. Special damages must, therefore, be specifically alleged in the 


complaint to avoid surprise to the other party.” Id. (internal citations omitted).  Plaintiff’s claim 


for damages merely repeats the damages claims for the other cause of action with a mere recital of 


“special damages that likely resulted. 


 Conclusion 


“[W]here the claims in a complaint are insufficiently supported by factual allegations, these 


claims may properly be disposed of by summary dismissal.” Bell Atlantic Corp. v. Twombly, 550 


U.S. 554 (2007) (as a matter of basic pleading, a plaintiff must provide defendants with “fair notice 


of what the . . . claim is and the grounds upon which it rests.” (quoting Conley v. Gibson, 355 U.S. 
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41, 47 (1957)).  For the reasons stated above, Plaintiff’s Complaint against Hays or Juneteenth 


GVL should be dismissed. 


 


GLEATON LAW FIRM, PC 
 
 
      /s/ Ralph Gleaton     
      Ralph Gleaton 
      SC Bar No.: 7308 
      PO Box 5739 
      Greenville, SC 29606 
      864-444-4178  
      ralph@gleatonlaw.com  
      Attorneys for Defendants   
      Rueben Hays and Juneteenth GVL, Inc. 
  
 
October 13, 2023 
Greenville, SC  
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 JURY VERDICT. This action came before the court for a trial by jury.  The issues 


have been tried and a verdict rendered. 
 


 DECISION BY THE COURT.  This action came to trial or hearing before the court. 
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   Affirmed;   Reversed;   Remanded;   


 Other        
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Bruce Wilson for Bruce Wilson
Bruce Wilson for Bruce Wilson


10/27/2023


✔


2023CP2303268


Please see page two below.


Megan Riegel et alBruce Wilson


Greenville


✔✔


✔
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E-Filing Note:  The date of Entry of Judgment is the same date as reflected on the Electronic File Stamp and the clerk's 


entering of the date of judgment above is not required in those counties. The clerk will mail a copy of the judgment to 


parties who are not E-Filers or who are appearing pro se. See Rule 77(d), SCRCP.  


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


  


  


This matter is before the Court on Defendant Megan Riegel's Motion To Dismiss
Plaintiff's Complaint And To Stay Discovery. This matter is also before the Court on
Plaintiff's Motion To Compel Discovery To Defendant Megan Riegel. Based on a review
of the file, submissions of the parties, and oral arguments, the Defendant's motion is
GRANTED in part and DENIED in part. It is GRANTED as to defamation per se, as
there are no allegations in the complaint of defamation per se. The motion is DENIED, at
this time, under Rule 12(b)(6) as to civil conspiracy and defamation.


The Plaintiff's motion is hereby GRANTED.


It is so ordered.
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Greenville Common Pleas


Case Caption: Bruce  Wilson vs. Megan  Riegel , defendant, et al


Case Number: 2023CP2303268


Type: Order/Electronic Form 4


So Ordered


G.D. Morgan Jr.


Electronically signed on 2023-10-27 14:00:49     page 3 of 3


E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2023 O


ct 27 3:05 P
M


 - G
R


E
E


N
V


ILLE
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2023C


P
2303268



51







52







53







54







55







56







57







58







59







1 
 


STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA  ) 
      ) 
COUNTY OF GREENVILLE   ) 
      ) 
Bruce Wilson,     ) 
      ) 
   Plaintiff,  ) 
      ) 
v.      ) 
      ) 
MEGAN RIEGEL, in her capacity as the       ) 
CEO and PRESIDENT of the PEACE           ) 
CENTER FOR THE PERFORMING ARTS ) 
                                                                        ) 
and                                                                  ) 
                                                                        ) 
RUEBAN HAYS, in his capacity as the        ) 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR and FOUNDER  ) 
of JUNETEENTH GVL Inc.                          ) 
      )
   Defendant.  ) 


IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
THIRTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
CASE NO.: 2023-CP-23-03268 
 
 
 


MEGAN RIEGEL’S MOTION TO 
DISMISS PLAINTIFF’S COMPLAINT 


AND TO STAY DISCOVERY 


 
 Defendant Megan Riegel (“Riegel”), in her capacity as the CEO and President of the Peace 


Center for the Performing Arts (“Peace Center”) moves to dismiss Plaintiff Bruce Wilson’s 


(“Plaintiff”) Complaint in its entirety under South Carolina Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) 


because the allegations fail to allege any plausible defamation or civil conspiracy causes of action.  


Pursuant to Rule 26, SCRCP and to promote efficiency for this Court and the parties, Riegel 


simultaneously moves to stay all discovery pending the outcome of her Motion to Dismiss. 


PLAINTIFF’S ALLEGATIONS1 


The Peace Center is a nonprofit in South Carolina operating in downtown Greenville.  


Compl. ¶¶ 2.  Defendant Megal Riegel (“Riegel”) is the President of the Peace Center.  Id.  


Defendant Rueban Hays (“Hays”) is the Executive Director and Founder of Juneteenth GVL Inc., 


 
1 Facts are taken from Plaintiff’s Complaint. The Peace Center vehemently denies all the factual 
allegations contained in the Complaint.  
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2 
 


a nonprofit organization in Greenville, South Carolina.  Compl. ¶ 3.  Plaintiff allegedly entered 


into an oral agreement with the Peace Center to host a 2023 Juneteenth celebration.  Compl. ¶ 8.  


In 2023, the Peace Center and Juneteenth GVL Inc. agreed to jointly host the upcoming 2023 


Juneteenth celebration in downtown Greenville.  Compl. ¶ 7.  When Plaintiff learned about this, 


he told Riegel that the Peace Center and Juneteenth GVL Inc.’s agreement would breach the 


purported agreement that Plaintiff had with the Peace Center.  Compl. ¶ 8.  Plaintiff also told 


Riegel that litigation was a strong possibility and he intended to start legal action.  Compl. ¶ 8.   


On June 1, 2023, Plaintiff sued the Peace Center.  Compl. ¶ 11.  Plaintiff claimed that he 


and the Peace Center orally agreed that the Peace Center would work collaboratively and 


exclusively with Plaintiff on future Juneteenth events in downtown Greenville, beginning with the 


2022 Juneteenth event.2  The Peace Center supposedly breached this contract by permitting 


Juneteenth GVL Inc. to collaborate with the Peace Center on the 2023 Juneteenth event.  See Bruce 


Wilson v. The Peace Center Found., Court of Common Pleas for Greenville County, Civil Action 


No. 2023-CP-23-02759.  On July 3, 2023, the Peace Center moved to dismiss Plaintiff’s 


Complaint, arguing Plaintiff’s breach of contract and promissory estoppel claims were factually 


and legally deficient.  Plaintiff alleges that Riegel’s statement was “defamatory per se” and 


“slanderous.”  Compl. ¶ 18.  On June 27, 2023, Plaintiff filed the instant defamation and civil 


conspiracy action.  Plaintiff served Riegel with interrogatories and document requests (“Discovery 


Requests”) at the same time he served the Complaint. 


STANDARD OF REVIEW 


A Rule 12(b)(6) motion to dismiss should be granted when the pleadings, construed in the 


light most favorable to the non-moving party, fail to allege enough facts to state a cause of action.  


 
2 The Court may consider documents that are integral to or incorporated by reference in the complaint.  See Brazell 
v. Windsor, 384 S.C. 512, 516, 682 S.E.2d 824, 826 (2009).   
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3 
 


Rule 12(b)(6), SCRCP; Haskell Co. v. Morgan, 274 S.C. 261, 262 S.E.2d 737 (1980). As the 


Supreme Court of South Carolina stated in DeBerry v. McCain, 275 S.C. 569, 274 S.E.2d 293 


(1981): 


A [motion to dismiss] admits the facts well-pleaded in the complaint but does not 
admit the inferences drawn by the plaintiff from such facts.  In short, a [motion to 
dismiss] a complaint does not admit conclusions of law pleaded therein. 
 


Id. at 575, 274 S.E.2d at 296; see also Carolina Winds Owners' Ass‘n v. Joe Harden Builder, Inc., 


297 S.C. 74, 76, 374 S.E.2d 897, 900 (Ct. App. 1988) (“A motion under Rule 12(b)(6)... admits 


the well pleaded facts in the complaint, but it does not admit the inferences drawn by the plaintiff 


from such facts, nor does it admit conclusions of law.”). Allegations that are merely legal 


conclusions are not enough to state a cause of action.  Jones v. Gilstrap, 288 S.C. 525, 343 S.E.2d 


646 (1986).  


ARGUMENT 


I. Plaintiff’s Complaint Fails to Adequately Plead Defamation. 
 


To recover for defamation, the plaintiff must prove that there was: (1) a false and 


defamatory statement made; (2) the unprivileged publication was made to a third party; (3) the 


publisher was at fault; and (4) either actionability of the statement irrespective of special harm or 


the existence of special harm caused by the publication.”  Erickson v. Jones St. Publishers, L.L.C., 


368 S.C. 444, 464, 629 S.E.2d 653, 664 (2006). The allegations in Plaintiff’s Complaint fail to 


plausibly plead the elements of defamation. 


A. Riegel’s statement is not defamatory per se.  


Riegel’s statement that Plaintiff is “media seeking” and litigious is not defamatory nor is it 


defamatory per se and Plaintiff has not plausibly plead otherwise.  A statement is classified as 


defamatory per se when the meaning or message is obvious.  If the defamatory meaning is unclear 
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unless the hearer knows facts or circumstances not contained in the statement itself, then the 


statement is defamatory per quod.  See Anderson v. The Augusta Chron., 355 S.C. 461, 476, 585 


S.E.2d 506, 514 (Ct. App. 2003), aff’d, 365 S.C. 589, 619 S.E.2d 428 (2005).  Here, being called 


“media seeking” and litigious is, by itself, insufficient to impeach Plaintiff’s reputation.  In cases 


involving defamation per quod, the plaintiff must introduce facts extrinsic to the statement itself 


to prove a defamatory meaning, which Plaintiff has failed to do.  Holtzscheiter v. Thomson 


Newspapers, Inc., 332 S.C. 502, 508-509, 506 S.E.2d 497, 501 (1998).   


Plaintiff alleges that the statements made by Riegel were slanderous.  See Compl. ¶ 18. 


“Slander is actionable per se only if it charges the plaintiff with one of five types of acts or 


characteristics: (1) commission of a crime of moral turpitude; (2) contraction of a loathsome 


disease; (3) adultery; (4) unchastity; or (5) unfitness in one’s business or profession.”  


Holtzscheiter, at 511, 506 S.E.2d at 502. “In all other cases-namely, when slander does not fall 


into the above-named categories-special damages must be established.”  Id. at 526, 506 S.E.2d at 


510 (Toal, J., concurring); Parrish v. Allison, 376 S.C. 308, 322, 656 S.E.2d 382, 389 (Ct. App. 


2007). The statements alleged in Plaintiff’s Complaint concern none of the above, and as such 


cannot be slander per se. 


If the defamation is not actionable per se, then the plaintiff must plead and prove common 


law actual malice, that is “the defendant was activated by ill will in what he did, with the design 


to causelessly and wantonly injure the plaintiff; or that the statements were published with such 


recklessness as to show a conscious indifference toward plaintiff’s reports.”  Holtzscheiter, at 510, 


506 S.E.2d at 502. Again, Plaintiff has provided no facts or allegations to support that Riegel acted 


with common law malice.  Plaintiff has also pleaded no special damages.  Thus, Plaintiff fails to 


plead a cognizable defamation claim.  
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B. Plaintiff’s vague pleading of the allegedly defamatory statement destroys his claim. 


Under South Carolina law, a complaint that does not state with specificity the time, place, 


medium, and listener of the alleged defamatory statements fails to state a claim for defamation.  


See McNeil v. S.C. Dep't of Corr., 404 S.C. 186, 195, 743 S.E.2d 843, 848 (Ct. App. 2013) 


(dismissing defamation claim where plaintiff alleged none of the statements were unprivileged, 


alleged none of the statements were published to a third party, and did not assert to whom the 


alleged statements were made); In re Jasper Pellets, LLC., 652 B.R. 262 (collecting cases) 


(dismissing defamation claim with prejudice where the plaintiff did not specify whether the 


allegedly defamatory statements were spoken or in writing).  Like McNeil and In re Jasper, 


Plaintiff’s Complaint fails to specify whether Riegel’s statements were verbal or written; the time, 


place, or medium Riegel used to make the allegedly defamatory statement; or the individual(s) 


who received the statement.  Plaintiff’s overbroad allegations doom his defamation claim.   


C. Riegel’s statement is privileged.3 


While each of the proceeding reasons are enough by themselves to require dismissal, 


Plaintiff has also failed to plead that the allegedly defamatory statement was unprivileged.  Under 


South Carolina law, an absolute privilege exists as to any utterance arising out of the judicial 


 
3 Riegel would also be able to raise an affirmative defense of qualified privilege.  South Carolina 
recognizes the doctrine of qualified privilege that protects from actions for defamation: 


A communication made in good faith on any subject matter in which the person 
communicating has an interest, or in reference to which he has a duty, is privileged 
if made to a person having a corresponding interest or duty, even though it contains 
matter which, without his privilege, would be actionable, and although the duty is 
not a legal one, but only a moral or social duty of imperfect obligation .... The 
privilege arises from the necessity of full and unrestricted communication 
concerning a matter in which the parties have an interest or duty and is not restricted 
within any narrow limits. 


Conwell v. Spur Oil Co. of Western South Carolina, 240 S.C. 170, 125 S.E. 2d 270, 274-275 
(1962). Riegel’s alleged statement was made in her capacity as CEO of the Peace Center regarding 
active litigation brought by Plaintiff. 
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proceeding and having any reasonable relation to it, including preliminary steps leading to judicial 


action of any official nature provided those steps bear reasonable relationship to it.  See Crowell 


v. Herring, 301 S.C. 424 (Ct. App. 1990).  The allegedly defamatory statement was directly related 


to Plaintiff’s breach of contract lawsuit against the Peace Center.  The Complaint acknowledges 


that Riegel issued her statement in response to the lawsuit that Plaintiff brought against the Peace 


Center, which is in active litigation.  The statement arose out of, and had a reasonable relation, to 


a judicial proceeding, entitling Riegel to prevail on this motion to dismiss.  Plaintiff did not and 


cannot plausibly plead that the allegedly defamatory statement is unprivileged.   


II. Plaintiff’s Complaint Fails to Adequately Plead Civil Conspiracy. 
 
Plaintiff’s pleading deficiencies extend to his civil conspiracy allegation.  A plaintiff asserting 


a civil conspiracy claim must establish (1) the combination or agreement of two or more people, 


(2) to commit an unlawful act or a lawful act by unlawful means, (3) with the commission of an 


overt act to further the agreement, and (4) damages proximately resulting to the plaintiff.  Paradis 


v. Charleston Cnty. Sch. Dist., 433 S.C. 562, 574, 861 S.E.2d 774, 780 (2021), reh’g denied (Aug. 


18, 2021).  Plaintiff alleged no facts that show that Riegel and Hays formed an agreement to 


commit an unlawful act or a lawful act by unlawful means.  The Complaint lacks any facts that 


allege Riegel ever interacted with Rueben Hays. The closest allegation is that at “some point in 


January of 2023, the Peace Center and Juneteenth GVL. Inc.[] agreed to jointly host the upcoming 


2023 Juneteenth celebration,” but this statement establishes no communications between Riegel 


and Hays.  Compl. ¶ 1. Plaintiff pleaded no facts that allege Riegel committed any overt act to 


further an unspecified phantom agreement to commit an unlawful act.   


    Plaintiff’s Complaint has sweeping legal assertions such as “[t]he Defendants entered into 


an agreement or understanding, explicitly or implicitly, for the purpose of injuring the Plaintiff by 
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[a]ssembling and coordinating,” but Plaintiff provides no details or any facts to support this 


conclusion.  “[A]llegations which are conclusory rather than factual should be disregarded.”  


Russell v. City of Columbia, 301 S.C. 117, 119, 390 S.E.2d 463, 464 (Ct. App. 1989), rev'd on 


other grounds, 305 S.C. 86, 406 S.E.2d 338 (1991). No facts allege a civil conspiracy claim in 


Plaintiff’s Complaint and as such it should be dismissed.    


III. Discovery should be stayed to promote efficiency and prevent Plaintiff from annoying 
and harassing Riegel 
 
Riegel has good cause to stay discovery while her Motion to Dismiss pends.  Staying 


discovery will conserve the time and resources of the parties and the Court.  See Rule 1, SCRCP 


(stating Rule 26, SCRCP “shall be construed to secure the just, speedy, and inexpensive 


determination of every action”).  If Riegel’s Motion to Dismiss is granted, discovery would be 


unnecessary.  Since the only discovery so far has been Plaintiff serving his discovery requests, this 


motion is timely.  Discovery has barely begun, so there is no risk of unfair prejudice to Plaintiff to 


stay discovery.  Plaintiff’s claims are baseless and discovery should be stayed until Defendant’s 


motion to dismiss is heard.   
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CONCLUSION 


Defendants Riegel ask the Court to grant her Motion to Dismiss and stay discovery. 


Respectfully submitted this 18th day of August, 2023. 


 
 
 


[signature to follow] 
 
 
 


NELSON MULLINS RILEY & SCARBOROUGH LLP 
 
 
 By:   /s/Cory B. Patterson                       
 Cory B. Patterson, N.C. Bar No. 39973 
 Nelson Mullins Riley & Scarborough 
 One Wells Fargo Center  
 301 S. College Street, 23rd Floor 
 Charlotte, North Carolina 28202 
 704.417.3000 (telephone)  
 Cory.Patterson@nelsonmullins.com  
  
 Attorneys for Defendant Megan Riegel 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 


The undersigned certifies that a copy of the foregoing was served this 18th day of August 2023 to 
the below recipient via e-mail and first-class mail: 
 
Pro Se Plaintiff 
Bruce Wilson 
14 Freestone St 
Greenville, SC 29605 
(864) 907-7080 
Brucewilson23@gmail.com  
 
 


/s/ Cory B. Patterson 
Cory B. Patterson 
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Certificate of Pro Se Appellant 


 


 


 The undersigned hereby certifies that the Record on Appeal contains all material 


proposed to be included by any of the parties and not any other materials 


 


 


June 23, 2024      


       By: /s/ Bruce Wilson 
       Bruce Wilson 


       14 Freestone St 


       Greenville SC 29605 


       (864) 907-7080 


       brucewilson23@gmail.com 


 


       APPELLANT 
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July 1, 2024










