
Ralph Gleaton, SC Bar No. 7308 
Post Office Box 5739 
Greenville, South Carolina 29606 
(864) 444-4178 
 ralph@gleatonlaw.com



 
 

..............................................................................................

............................................................................................

..........................................................................................................

.........................................................................................

.........................................................................................

...........................................................................................

...........................................................................................

...........................................................................................

.......................................................................................

.............................................................................................

.................................................................................................

......................................................................................................



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 P 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.  

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 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). 



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.

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

¶ 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 

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 

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 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 

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

lease to the media, Megan mad derogatory statements regardint 

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

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



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 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.

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 

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' 



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).

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 

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 

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.



damages claims for the other cause of action 

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. 

the Complaint against him for failure to state 

a claim is Granted.

This order is to Defendant Rueben Hays only.

IT IS SO ORDERED!



Bruce  Wilson vs. Megan  Riegel , defendant, et al

2023CP2303268

Order/Other

So Ordered

s/Alex Kinlaw, Jr., #2763



STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA         IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
COUNTY OF GREENVILLE 
 
Bruce Wilson,      2023  CP  23 03268 

   Plaintiff 
 

VS.   ORDER DENYING 
 MOTION TO        

RECONSIDER 
 

 
Megan Riegel, et al 
                      Defendants 
 
 

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

       _______________________________ 
Greenville, South Carolina     Alex Kinlaw, Jr. 
December 15, 2023      Circuit Court Judge 
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PLAINTIFF(S) DEFENDANT(S)

. This action came before the court for a trial by jury.  The issues
have been tried and a verdict rendered.

.  This action came to trial or hearing before the court.
The issues have been tried or heard and a decision rendered.

(CHECK REASON): Rule 12(b), SCRCP; Rule 41(a),
SCRCP (Vol. Nonsuit); Rule 43(k), SCRCP (Settled);

Other 

(CHECK REASON): Rule 40(j), SCRCP; Bankruptcy;
Binding arbitration, subject to right to restore to confirm, vacate or modify

arbitration award; 
Other 

(CHECK APPLICABLE BOX):
Affirmed;  Reversed;  Remanded;  
Other

NOTE: ATTORNEYS ARE RESPONSIBLE FOR NOTIFYING LOWER COURT, TRIBUNAL, OR 
ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY OF THE CIRCUIT COURT RULING IN THIS APPEAL.

See attached order (formal order to follow) Statement of Judgment 
by the Court:

This order ends does not end the case.                                             See Page 2 for additional information.

This judgment was electronically entered by the Clerk of Court as reflected on the Electronic Time Stamp, and a 
copy mailed first class to any party not proceeding in the Electronic Filing System on                         .
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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 

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. 

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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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. 

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).   



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).  

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.   

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.    

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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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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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 
























