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   Affirmed;   Reversed;   Remanded;   
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by the Court:  


 


ORDER INFORMATION 


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


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


  


  


First, the Court will address Plaintiff’s Motion for a Default Judgment.  The Plaintiff
based his default on the Affidavits of Service for both Defendants which were filed with
the Court on May 23, 2024.  The issue with these Affidavits is that they do not state the
date when the Defendants were served as required by Rule 4(g) (stating that the Proof
of service “state the DATE, time and place of service (emphasis added)).   Therefore,
the Affidavit of Default based on these affidavits would not be proper. The Plaintiff
argues that this issue was corrected by Affidavit of his process server which was filed
less than 24 hours before the hearing which had not been received by opposing
counsel. Under Rule 4(g), the Proof of Return “shall be promptly filed with the clerk."
Under Rule 6, South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure, when a Motion is to be
supported by affidavit, “the affidavit shall be served with the Motion” which was not done
in this case.  Therefore, the Court has not considered the supplemental affidavits to
support Plaintiff’s proof of service and finds that Plaintiff failed to establish that the
Defendants were in default and his Motion for Default Judgment is denied.


Next, the Court will address Defendant Fant’s Motion to Dismiss under Rule 12(b)(6).
The Complaint asserts 2 causes of action against Defendant Fant:  Intentional Infliction
of Emotional Distress (3rd Cause of action) and (2) Civil Conspiracy (4th Cause of
action).  Even though, Defendant Fant did not specifically address the civil conspiracy
claim in its Motion, it did seek dismissal of “all claims against Fant contained in the
Complaint.” In looking at the four corners of the complaint and viewed in light most
favorable to the Plaintiff the Complaint fails to properly allege a cause of action for
Intentional Infliction of Emotional Distress.  The facts supporting this cause of action
mostly describe the conduct of Defendant Williams. The allegations do not assert any
intentional or reckless act by Defendant Fant nor any facts supporting damages other
than mere bald assertions.  See Hansson v. Scalise Builders of S.C., 374 S.C. 352
(2007) and Ford v. Hutson, 276 S.C. 157 (1981).  As to the Civil Conspiracy cause of
action, Plaintiff merely repeats the allegations supporting the previous causes of action.
In a claim for civil conspiracy, a plaintiff must allege “additional facts in furtherance of the
conspiracy separate and independent from other wrongful acts alleged in the Complaint
and the failure to properly plead such acts will merit the dismissal of the claim.
Hackworth v. Greywood at Hammet, 385 S.C. 110 (Ct. App. 2009)


Therefore, Defendant Fant’s Motion to Dismiss both causes of action against him is
granted.  Plaintiff shall have 20 days to file an Amended Complaint to address these
deficiencies or the dismissal will be with prejudice. The Court denies Defendant Fant’s
Motion for Sanctions, said denial being without prejudice.


It is so Ordered.
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So Ordered


s/ Honorable Perry H. Gravely, #2755
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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 was before the Court on April 24, 2025.  Bruce Wilson appeared pro se and
Austin Nichols appeared on behalf of Defendant Fant.  At the call of the case, no one
appeared on behalf of Defendant Williams.  Plaintiff’s Motion for Judgment by Default
and Request for Hearing on Damages on Defendant Pranceton Williams is granted.
Defendant Williams was personally served with the Summons and Complaint on
February 18, 2025, at his last known address.  Therefore, the Court finds that Defendant
Williams was properly served and failed to Answer within thirty (30) days.  Therefore, the
Court enters default judgment as to Defendant Williams and requests that the Clerk
schedule an evidentiary hearing to determine Plaintiff’s damages.


The Court advised Plaintiff that if he plans to seek a permanent restraining order against
Defendant Williams, Plaintiff must file a request with the Court and serve Defendant
Williams with notice of this request.


Defendant Fant’s request to not attend the damages hearing as to Defendant Williams is
granted.


IT IS SO ORDERED.
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So Ordered


Jessica A. Salvini
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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.  


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


  


  


Defendant Fant’s Motion to Dismiss Plaintiff’s Amended Complaint and Motion for
Sanctions was before the Court on April 24, 2025.  Bruce Wilson appeared pro se and
Austin Nichols appeared on behalf of Defendant Fant.  Prior to the hearing on April 24,
2025, Plaintiff filed an Expedited Motion for Limited Continuance as to Defendant Fant’s
Motion to Dismiss asking the Court to allow Plaintiff to complete discovery related to
Defendant’s claim that he was improperly served with the Second Amended Complaint.
Based on conversations between the parties, Plaintiff agreed to withdraw his motion as
Defendant Fant was no longer claiming he was improperly served and Plaintiff conceded
that he made an error in filing the Second Amended Complaint as shown in his “Notice
to Clerk of Court Regarding Second Amended Complaint” filed on March 31, 2025.


After reviewing the Amended Complaint filed on February 11, 2025, and hearing
arguments from the parties, Defendant Fant’s Motion to Dismiss Plaintiff’s Amended
Complaint and Motion for Sanctions is granted in part and denied in part.  The Court
finds that Plaintiff has failed to plead facts sufficient to support claims for defamation,
intentional infliction of emotional distress, civil conspiracy, and extortion as against
Defendant Fant.  Defendant’s requests for sanctions is denied.  Defendant’s counsel
shall draft a more formal order within twenty (20) days.


IT IS SO ORDERED.
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA,   IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS OF 


COUNTY OF GREENVILLE   THE THIRTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 


 


Bruce Wilson,     )            CASE NO.: 2024-CP-23-02744 


      ) 


Plaintiff,   ) 


      ) 


  vs.    )   ORDER 


                 )   


Pranceton Rodrigues Williams, and               )   


Ennis M. Fant                            ) 


      ) 


  Defendants.    ) 


This matter came before the Court on April 24, 2025, for a hearing on Defendant Ennis M. 


Fant’s Motion to Dismiss Plaintiff’s Amended Complaint and Motion for Sanctions, pursuant to 


South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure (“SCRCP”) Rule 12(b)(6).  As set forth below, Defendant 


Fant’s Motion to Dismiss Plaintiff’s Amended Complaint and Motion for Sanctions is granted in 


part and denied in part.   


PROCEDURAL HISTORY 


Plaintiff Bruce Wilson commenced this lawsuit against Defendants Fant and Pranceton 


Rodrigues Williams on May 6, 2024, alleging Intentional Infliction of Emotional Distress and 


Civil Conspiracy.  Plaintiff served Defendant Fant with the Summons and Complaint on or about 


May 10, 2024.  Defendant Fant filed his Motion to Dismiss and Motion for Sanctions on June 10, 


2024.  On January 23, 2025, this Court granted Defendant Fant’s Motion to Dismiss Plaintiff’s 


Complaint and denied Fant’s Motion for Sanctions without prejudice.  The Court stated 


specifically,  


In looking at the four corners of the complaint and viewed in light most favorable 


to the Plaintiff the Complaint fails to properly allege a cause of action for 


Intentional Infliction of Emotional Distress.  The facts supporting this cause of 


action mostly describe the conduct of Defendant Williams. The allegations do not 
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2 


 


assert any intentional or reckless act by Defendant Fant nor any facts supporting 


damages other than mere bald assertions.  See Hansson v. Scalise Builders of S.C., 


374 S.C. 352 (2007) and Ford v. Hutson, 276 S.C. 157 (1981).  As to the Civil 


Conspiracy cause of action, Plaintiff merely repeats the allegations supporting the 


previous causes of action. In a claim for civil conspiracy, a plaintiff must allege 


“additional facts in furtherance of the conspiracy separate and independent from 


other wrongful acts alleged in the Complaint and the failure to properly plead such 


acts will merit the dismissal of the claim.  Hackworth v. Greywood at Hammet, 385 


S.C. 110 (Ct. App. 2009).   


See J. Gravely Order, January 22, 2025.  Based on this decision, the Court allowed Plaintiff 20 


days to file an Amended Complaint to address these deficiencies. 


On February 11, 2025, Plaintiff filed an Amended Summons and Complaint against both 


Defendants and alleged the following against Defendant Fant: 1) Defamation, 2) Intentional 


Infliction of Emotional Distress, 3) Civil Conspiracy, and 4) Extortion.  Plaintiff failed to properly 


serve Defendant Fant with a copy of his Amended Complaint.  On February 28, 2025, Plaintiff 


filed a Second Amended Summons and Complaint and failed to properly serve Fant with a copy 


of his Second Amended Complaint.  Upon discovering Plaintiff’s Amended Complaint and 


subsequent Second Amended Complaint through a review of the public index, Defendant Fant 


filed a Motion to Dismiss Plaintiff’s Second Amended Complaint.  On March 31, 2025, this Court 


informed defense counsel that a hearing for Plaintiff’s Emergency Motion for Temporary 


Restraining Order was scheduled for April 4, 2025.  Defendant Fant did not receive notice or 


service of this motion from Plaintiff.  On March 31, 2025, Defendant filed a “Notice to Clerk of 


Court Regarding Second Amended Complaint” withdrawing his Second Amended Complaint and 
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seeking to reinstate his Amended Complaint.  In response, Defendant Fant filed this Motion to 


Dismiss Plaintiff’s Amended Complaint on April 8, 2025. 


LEGAL STANDARD 


 Rule 12(b)(6), SCRCP, allows the court to dismiss a party’s claim for “failure to state facts 


sufficient to constitute a cause of action.”  In evaluating a motion to dismiss pursuant to this rule, 


the circuit court must view the facts alleged in the complaint and any reasonable inferences to be 


drawn therefrom in the light most favorable to the plaintiff.  Gentry v. Yonce, 337 S.C. 1, 5, 522 


S.E.2d 137, 139 (1999).   


“The trial court must base its ruling solely on allegations set forth in the complaint.”  Doe 


v. Marion, 373 S.C. 390, 395, 645 S.E.2d 245, 247 (2007). “The trial court’s grant of a motion to 


dismiss will be sustained if the facts alleged in the complaint do not support relief under any theory 


of law.”  Flateau v. Harrelson, 355 S.C. 197, 202, 584 S.E.2d 413, 416 (Ct. App. 2003). 


DISCUSSION 


This Court instructed Plaintiff to amend his pleadings to correct the deficiencies in his 


original complaint for his claims of Intentional Infliction of Emotional Distress and Civil 


Conspiracy.  Plaintiff has failed to do so and added additional claims.  Defendant Fant asserts 


Plaintiff’s Amended Complaint falls outside the limited instruction and leave from this Court.  The 


Court finds Plaintiff failed to plead the necessary elements sufficient to state a cause of action for 


Defamation, Intentional Infliction of Emotional Distress, Civil Conspiracy, and Extortion.  


Therefore, Plaintiff’s Amended Complaint against Defendant Fant is dismissed, pursuant to 


SCRCP Rule 12(b)(6).   


I. PLAINTIFF FAILED TO STATE A CLAIM FOR INTENTIONAL 


INFLICTION OF EMOTIONAL DISTRESS. 


In order to succeed on a claim for intentional infliction of emotional distress a Plaintiff 


must prove, “(1) the defendant intentionally or recklessly inflicted severe emotional distress, or 
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was certain, or substantially certain, that such distress would result from his conduct; (2) the 


conduct was so “extreme and outrageous” so as to exceed “all possible bounds of decency” and 


must be regarded as “atrocious, and utterly intolerable in a civilized community”; (3) the actions 


of the defendant caused plaintiff's emotional distress; and (4) the emotional distress suffered by 


the plaintiff was “severe” such that “no reasonable man could be expected to endure it.”  Hansson 


v. Scalise Builders of S.C., 374 S.C. 352, 356, 650 S.E.2d 68, 70 (2007). 


A. Fant did not intentionally or recklessly inflict severe emotional distress on Plaintiff. 


Plaintiff failed to plead that Defendant Fant committed any action or conduct which 


intentionally or recklessly inflicted severe emotional distress.  Rather, Plaintiff makes speculative 


assertions that Defendant Fant collaborated with Defendant Williams on his alleged defamatory 


April 25, 2025 Facebook Live Video by providing false information about Plaintiff and instructing 


Defendant Williams to share it on his live video.  Plaintiff does not allege that Defendant Williams 


stated he learned the alleged defamatory information from Defendant Fant.  Absent any of these 


facts, Plaintiff relies on speculation in his assertion that Defendant Fant controlled and directed 


Defendant Williams to post his Facebook Live Video.  In the Court’s initial order dismissing 


Plaintiff’s Complaint, the Court found that “[t]he facts supporting this cause of action mostly 


describe the conduct of Defendant Williams. The allegations do not assert any intentional or 


reckless act by Defendant Fant nor any facts supporting damages other than mere bald assertions.  


See Hansson v. Scalise Builders of S.C., 374 S.C. 352 (2007) and Ford v. Hutson, 276 S.C. 157 


(1981).”  See J. Gravely Order, January 22, 2025.  The Court finds that Plaintiff has not pled any 


additional facts that would change this finding.  


B. Plaintiff failed to allege any facts supporting extreme and outrageous conduct so as 


to exceed all possible bounds of decency. 
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Upon reading the Complaint and Amended Complaint, it is clear the public hearing 


concerned a dispute between two competing political candidates, Defendant Fant and Derrick 


Quarles (“Quales”).  See Plt. Compl. ¶¶ 8-12; Plt. Am. Compl. ¶ 7.  Plaintiff admits he was in no 


way involved in the hearing and that neither Defendant Fant nor Quarles informed him the hearing 


was occurring.  See Plt. Compl. ¶ 10; Plt. Am. Compl. ¶ 6.  Plaintiff states he attended the hearing 


and is aware of the events that occurred during the hearing.  See Plt. Am. Compl. ¶ 6.  Plaintiff’s 


Complaint and Amended Complaint shows that Defendant Fant knew and understood his political 


opponent, Quarles, filed the action against him and that Quarles was challenging his candidacy.  


See Plt. Compl. ¶¶ 16-21; Plt. Am. Compl. ¶ 6-7.  Plaintiff now asserts that Defendant Fant 


conspired with Defendant Williams, who was not in attendance at the hearing, to convince the 


community that Plaintiff filed the complaint against Defendant Fant, instead of Quarles, despite 


the hearing being publicly recorded and Defendant Fant knowing Quarles was his challenger in 


the matter.   


Plaintiff’s Complaint failed to make a showing of extreme and outrageous conduct that 


exceeds all possible bounds of decency.  Plaintiff claims Defendant Fant instructed Defendant 


Williams to state that Plaintiff attempted to remove Defendant Fant from office, lied to the Board 


of Commission to have Defendant Fant removed from office, testified against Defendant Fant, 


spied on Defendant Fant, and took videos and photos of Defendant Fant.  See Plt. Am. Compl. ¶ 


9.  Plaintiff relies on these assertions to support his claim for defamation against Defendant 


Williams.  Plaintiff also claims Defendant Fant instructed members of the community to watch 


Defendant Williams’ Facebook post to support his current claims against Defendant Fant.  See Plt. 


Am. Compl. ¶ 11-12.   
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There is nothing to support the claim that directing members of the public to watch a 


publicly issued social media post, published by someone else, amounts to extreme and outrageous 


conduct.  There is also nothing to support Plaintiff’s claim that stating he filed an administrative 


complaint and publicly recorded an individual is seen as offensive or morally deficient conduct.   


C. Plaintiff failed to plead any facts supporting a claim of severe emotional distress 


and damages attributable to Fant. 


Plaintiff stated he suffered emotional distress that was severe. However, Plaintiff failed to 


assert any facts supporting this claim and failed to plead any facts detailing damages.  Relying 


solely on the Complaint and Amended Complaint, Plaintiff failed to allege any damages or injury 


resulting from any conduct of Fant.   


II. PLAINTIFF FAILED TO STATE A CLAIM FOR DEFEMATION. 


Plaintiff failed to plead any facts showing that Defendant Fant made any defamatory 


statements toward Plaintiff.  “In order 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.”  Erickson v. Jones St. Publishers, LLC, 


368 S.C. 444, 465, 629 S.E.2d 653, 664 (2006), disapproved of by Floyd v. WBTW, No. CIV.A. 


4:06CV3120-RB, 2007 WL 4458924 (D.S.C. Dec. 17, 2007) (quoting Fleming v. Rose, 350 S.C. 


488, 494, 567 S.E.2d 857, 860 (2002)). 


Plaintiff, by way of this lawsuit and by way of his public actions and conduct, holds himself 


out to be a public figure to the community at large.  “All three types of public figures, just as public 


officials, must meet the New York Times standard of actual malice in order to recover damages 


for defamation. Public figures and public officials are entitled to less protection from defamation 


than private figures because they enjoy greater media access and are less vulnerable to injury from 
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defamatory statements due to their ability to publicly rebut such statements. Furthermore, both 


public figures and public officials are less deserving of protection because they have voluntarily 


exposed themselves to the increased risk of defamation.”  Erickson, 368 S.C. at 473, 629 S.E.2d 


at 668 (citing Foretich v. Capital Cities/ABC, Inc., 37 F.3d 1541, 1551 (4th Cir.1994)).  


“Consequently, to prove fault in a defamation action, a plaintiff who is a public official or public 


figure must prove by clear and convincing evidence that the defendant acted with actual malice in 


publishing a false and defamatory statement about the plaintiff.”  Id. at 467, 629 S.E.2d at 665. 


Plaintiff failed to plead that Defendant Fant published any defamatory statement by way 


of libel or slander.  Plaintiff failed to plead Defendant Fant published any statement whatsoever. 


Rather, Plaintiff asserted Defendant Fant directed members of the community to review a publicly 


available video published on Defendant Williams’ public Facebook profile.  The Court finds this 


assertion is insufficient to prove Defendant Fant published a false statement. 


Additionally, since Defendant Fant did not directly make a defamatory statement, he may 


only be held liable for Defendant Williams’ alleged defamatory statements if an agency 


relationship existed and the statement was made in the scope of that agency.  See Murray v. 


Holnam, 344 S.C. 129, 139, 542 S.E.2d 743, 748 (Ct. App. 2001) (“[A] principal may be held 


liable for defamatory statements made by an agent acting within the scope of his employment or 


within the scope of his apparent authority.”). Plaintiff failed to plead an agency relationship existed 


and on the face of the Amended Complaint there is no factual support to presume an apparent 


authority exists amounting to Defendant Williams’ acting as an agent on Defendant Fant’s behalf.  


Absent a showing of a principal/agent relationship, Defendant Fant cannot be held liable for 


Defendant Williams’ conduct.  See id. at 139, 542 S.E.2d at 748. 
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Absent the necessary elements for Defamation, Plaintiff’s claim against Defendant Fant is 


dismissed with prejudice.   


III. PLAINTIFF FAILED TO STATE A CLAIM FOR CIVIL CONSPIRACY. 


Plaintiff failed to plead the necessary elements sufficient to state a cause of action for civil 


conspiracy.  The elements of civil conspiracy are: “(1) the combination or agreement of two or 


more persons, (2) to commit an unlawful act or a lawful act by unlawful means, (3) together with 


the commission of an overt act in furtherance of the agreement, and (4) damages proximately 


resulting to the plaintiff.”  Paradis v. Charleston Cty. Sch. Dist., 433 S.C. 562, 576, 861 S.E.2d 


774, 780 (2021), reh'g denied (Aug. 18, 2021).  “[I]n civil conspiracy, the gravamen of the tort is 


the damage resulting to plaintiff from an overt act done pursuant to a common design.”  Hackworth 


v. Greywood at Hammett, 385 S.C. 110, 115, 682 S.E.2d 871, 874 (Ct. App. 2009).   


“In a civil conspiracy claim, one must plead additional acts in furtherance of the conspiracy 


separate and independent from other wrongful acts alleged in the complaint, and the failure to 


properly plead such acts will merit the dismissal of the claim.”  Id. at 115-116, 682 S.E.2d at 875.  


In this case, Plaintiff failed to state a claim because (1) he has not pled the existence of any 


combination or agreement between Defendants Fant and Williams; (2) he has not alleged any 


unlawful or lawful act by unlawful means; (3) he has not plead any overt act in furtherance of the 


conspiracy; and (4) he has not alleged any damages, in which this Court may grant relief. 


Based on the allegations contained in the Amended Complaint, Plaintiff failed to correct 


the deficiencies in Plaintiff’s claim, per this Court’s instruction.  See J. Gravely Order, January 22, 


2025.  Plaintiff failed to allege Defendant Fant committed any unlawful act or lawful act by 


unlawful means.  Plaintiff failed to make a showing of Defamation, Intentional Infliction of 


Emotional Distress, and Extortion.  Absent a showing of underlying conduct that is unlawful or 
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committed through unlawful means, Plaintiff failed to properly plead a claim for civil conspiracy.  


Paradis, 433 S.C. 562.   


As stated by the Court in the January 22, 2025 Order, Plaintiff must allege “additional acts 


in furtherance of the conspiracy separate and independent from other wrongful acts alleged in the 


Complaint and the failure to properly plead such acts will merit the dismissal of the claim.”  


Hackworth, 385 S.C. at 115-16, 682 S.E.2d at 875.  Plaintiff failed to allege additional acts in 


furtherance of the conspiracy.  Plaintiff asserted that an alleged phone call between himself and 


Defendant Williams, and a separate call between himself and Defendant Fant, amounts to a 


showing of an additional act in furtherance of the conspiracy.  This assertion does not support a 


factual showing of an overt act in the furtherance of the conspiracy.  Plaintiff claims Defendant 


Fant entered into an unlawful agreement “to defame Plaintiff and cause harm to Plaintiff's 


reputation, emotional well-being, and standing in the community.”  See Plt. Am. Complt. ¶ 67.   


Plaintiff alleged that Defendant Fant’s overt act in furtherance of this conspiracy is that he 


contacted, “multiple community leaders and members of the community, instructing them to view 


the defamatory video posted by Defendant Williams,” and that shortly after contacting members 


of the community, Defendant Williams called Plaintiff and stated he would remove the videos and 


Defendant Fant directed him to stop attacking Plaintiff if Plaintiff agreed to endorse Defendant 


Fant for political office.  See Plt. Am. Complt. ¶ 69-70.  Plaintiff failed to plead any communication 


or agreement between Defendants Fant and Williams for the purpose of unlawfully defaming 


Plaintiff.  The only alleged communication pled is that Defendant Williams told Plaintiff that 


Defendant Fant encouraged him to stop attacking Plaintiff.  Plaintiff does not plead anyone 


informed him that Defendant Fant directed them to watch the video, and Plaintiff does not plead 


that the alleged defamatory statement derived from Defendant Fant.  Plaintiff failed to plead any 
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agreement or communication ever occurred between Defendants Fant and Williams in furtherance 


of the conspiracy.  The only alleged communication between the Defendants, as pled, occurred 


after Defendant Williams posted the alleged defamatory video.  Plaintiff alleged these 


communications occurred approximately one month after the alleged defamatory video.  As pled, 


Defendant Fant expended efforts to stop Defendant Williams from continuing any attacks on 


Plaintiff, which appears to have been unsuccessful.  It is improper to assert that actions occurring 


a month after the alleged recognized harm and injury, support an overt act in the furtherance of a 


conspiracy to cause such recognized harm and injury.  Particularly given the only newly alleged 


conduct is Fant’s attempt to prevent Plaintiff any future harm. 


Therefore, as a matter of law, Plaintiff’s claim for civil conspiracy is dismissed, as Plaintiff 


failed to plead any agreement between Defendants Fant and Williams for the purpose of defaming 


Plaintiff, and Plaintiff failed to plead any overt act in furtherance of the civil conspiracy.   


IV. PLAINTIFF FAILED TO STATE A CLAIM FOR EXTORTION. 


Plaintiff failed to plead facts supporting his Extortion claim.  South Carolina does not 


recognize a civil claim for extortion and no elements or burden of proof are established for this 


alleged civil cause of action.  Plaintiff argues that S.C. Code Ann. § 16-9-10 allows him the ability 


to plead extortion; however, S.C. Code Ann. § 16-9-10 refers to the criminal penalty of perjury 


and subornation of perjury and does not relate to a criminal charge of “extortion.”  However, in 


viewing this claim in a light most favorable to Plaintiff, Plaintiff asserts that South Carolina defines 


extortion as, “the obtaining of property or other benefit from another induced by wrongful use of 


force, fear, or threats.”  Plaintiff failed to plead that Defendant Fant obtained property or benefit 


from another by the use of force, fear, or threats.   


Therefore, Plaintiff’s causes of action against Defendant Fant for civil extortion is 


dismissed with prejudice. 
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V. DEFENDANT FANT’S REQUEST FOR SANCTIONS IS DENIED. 


Defendant Fant requested sanctions, pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. § 15-36-10.  “In order for 


a litigant to receive attorney's fees and costs under the Act, he has the burden of proving: (1) the 


other party has procured, initiated, continued, or defended the civil proceedings against him; (2) 


the proceedings were terminated in his favor; (3) the primary purpose for which the proceedings 


were procured, initiated, continued, or defended was not that of securing the proper discovery, 


joinder of parties, or adjudication of the civil proceedings; (4) the aggrieved person has incurred 


attorney's fees and court costs; and (5) the amount of the fees and costs set forth in item (4).”  


Rutland v. Holler, Dennis, Corbett, Ormond & Garner (L. Firm), 371 S.C. 91, 97, 637 S.E.2d 316, 


319 (Ct. App. 2006). 


After review of the facts, pleadings, and arguments of the parties, this Court denies 


Defendant Fant’s Motion for Sanctions. 


THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED: 


 Based on the above reasons, Defendant Fant’s Motion to Dismiss is granted and the causes 


of actions against him are dismissed.  Plaintiff’s Amended Complaint is dismissed as Plaintiff has 


failed to plead an actionable claim of Intentional Infliction of Emotional Distress, Defamation, 


Extortion and Civil Conspiracy.  Furthermore, Defendant Fant’s Motion for Sanctions is denied. 


AND IT IS SO ORDERED!   
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Page 1 of 1 
 


STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 


COUNTY OF GREENVILLE ) THIRTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 


 )  


Bruce Wilson, )  


Plaintiff, )  


 ) FINAL ORDER REGARDING 


vs. ) MOTION TO RECONSIDER 


 )  


Pranceton Rodrigues Williams and 


Ennis M. Fant, 


)  


 )  


Defendants. ) Case No.: 2024-CP-23-02744 


 


 A Rule 59(e), SCRCP motion to reconsider and to alter or amend has been received, filed 


with the Court on May 5, 2025, and provided to the Court by the Clerk’s Office on May 15, 2025. 


As previously explained, pursuant to Rule 59(f), SCRCP, the Court, in its discretion, may decide 


the motion based on briefs without oral argument. The Court indicated to the parties by prior order 


in the Initial Order Regarding Motion for Reconsideration that it would decide the issues on written 


submissions.  Further, the Court informed the parties that written submissions were not required 


by the non-moving party, and that the moving party could rely upon its filings or supplement. The 


deadlines to file written submissions regarding these motions has now passed. 


After careful consideration of the able arguments and filings of Counsel and review of the 


record, the Court is unable to discover any material fact or principle of law that either has been 


overlooked or disregarded and further finds no error of law or fact not appropriately considered.   


Accordingly, the Motion for Reconsideration made pursuant to Rule 59, SCRCP, 1  is 


respectfully DENIED. 


AND IT IS SO ORDERED. 


Presiding Judge’s Signature Page to Follow. 


                                                      
1  The Court, in its discretion, has determined this Motion on the filings, without oral argument, pursuant to Rule 59(f), 


SCRCP. 
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SCRCP Form 4CE (08/31/2017)                                                                                                                    Page 1 of 2  
  


  


  


  


FORM 4  


STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA        JUDGMENT IN A CIVIL CASE  


COUNTY OF       


IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS      CASE NO.        
 


 


      


  


      


PLAINTIFF(S)  DEFENDANT(S) 
 


 


DISPOSITION TYPE (CHECK ONE) 


 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. 


The issues have been tried or heard and a decision rendered.  
 


 ACTION DISMISSED (CHECK REASON):  Rule 12(b), SCRCP;  Rule 41(a), 


SCRCP (Vol. Nonsuit);  Rule 43(k), SCRCP (Settled); 


 Other       
 


 ACTION STRICKEN (CHECK REASON):  Rule 40(j), SCRCP;  Bankruptcy; 


 Binding arbitration, subject to right to restore to confirm, vacate or modify 


      arbitration award;  


   Other       
 


  STAYED DUE TO BANKRUPTCY 


 


  DISPOSITION OF APPEAL TO THE CIRCUIT COURT (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.  


IT IS ORDERED AND ADJUDGED:  See attached order (formal order to follow)  Statement of Judgment 


by the Court:  


 


ORDER INFORMATION 


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


  


For Clerk of Court Office Use Only  
 


 


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                         . 


 


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


NAMES OF TRADITIONAL FILERS SERVED BY MAIL 


Pranceton Rodrigues Williams for Pranceton Rodrigues Williams
Bruce Wilson for Bruce Wilson
Pranceton Rodrigues Williams for Pranceton Rodrigues Williams
Bruce Wilson for Bruce Wilson


08/06/2025


✔


2024CP2302744


Please see the attachment on Page 2 below.


Pranceton Rodrigues WilliamsBruce Wilson


Greenville


✔✔


✔
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SCRCP Form 4CE (08/31/2017)                                                                                                                    Page 2 of 2  
  


  


  


  


 


 


Court Reporter:       
 
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 came before the Court on August 1, 2025 pursuant to Plaintiff's Motion for a
Damages Hearing. Based on the evidence presented by the Plaintiff, the Court finds the
Plaintiff has shown by a preponderance of the evidence he is entitled to $2,500 in actual
damages. The Court also finds the Plaintiff has shown by clear and convincing evidence
he is entitled to $7,500 in punitive damages. Thus, the Court hereby awards the Plaintiff
$10,000 in total damages.


It is so ordered.
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Greenville Common Pleas


Case Caption: Bruce  Wilson vs. Pranceton Rodrigues Williams , defendant, et al


Case Number: 2024CP2302744


Type: Order/Electronic Form 4


So Ordered


Patrick C. Fant, III


Electronically signed on 2025-08-06 10:02:20     page 3 of 3
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA


COUNTY OF GREENVILLE


IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS


THIRTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT


Bruce Wilson,


Plaintiff,


VS.


Pranceton Rodrigues Williams;
Ennis M. Fant


Defendants,


C.A. No: 2024-CР-23-02744


SUMMONS


(Jury Trial Demanded)


'
2
4
 M
A
Y
 6


 A
M
9
:
0
9


B
r
i
c
e


 G
a
r
r
e
t
t
 C
O
C


 G
U
L


 S
C


TO: DEFENDANTS, ABOVE NAMED:


YOU ARE HEREBY SUMMONED and required to answer the Complaint, a copy of


which is herewith served upon you, and to serve a copy of your answer to this Complaint upon the


Plaintiff at 14 Freestone St, Greenville SC 29605, within thirty (30) days after the service hereof,


exclusive of the day of such service, and if you fail to answer the Complaint, judgment by default


will be rendered against you for the relief demanded in the Complaint.


Respectfully submitted,


May 6, 2024


Greenville County, South Carolina


/s/ Bruce Wilson


Bruce Wilson


14 Freestone St


Greenville SC 29605


(864) 907-7080


brucewilson23@gmail.com


Vertfied
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA


COUNTY OF GREENVILLE


IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS


THIRTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT


Bruce Wilson,


Plaintiff,


2
4
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Brice Garrett
 C
O
C
 G
U
L


 S
C


VS.


Pranceton Rodrigues Williams;
Ennis M. Fant


Defendants,


C.A. No: 2024-CP-23-02744


COMPLAINT


(Jury Trial Demanded)


This case is in which Defendant Pranceton Rodrigues Williams and Defendant Ennis M.


Fant has caused tremendous emotional harm to the Plaintiff, by publishing to third parties,


derogatory and or hurtful lies about the Plaintiff, with reckless disregard of the harmful nature of


such slanderous and libelous words, acts, or comments regarding Plaintiff. Plaintiff, further,


complaining of the Defendant, would respectfully show, unto the Court as follows:


THE PARTIES


1. Plaintiff is a citizen and resident of Greenville County, South Carolina.


2. Pranceton Rodrigues Williams (hereinafter "Defendant Williams") upon


information and belief is a citizen and resident of Greenville County, South Carolina.


3. Ennis M. Fant (hereinafter "Defendant Fant") upon information and belief is


citizen and resident of Greenville County, South Carolina.


JURISDICTION AND VENUE


a


4. This Court has jurisdiction over all parties as the parties are residents of Greenville


County, South Carolina.
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FACTS OF THE CASE


5. Plaintiff Bruce Wilson is a Community Activist and the founder and CEO of a


nonprofit organization called Fighting Injustice Together, plaintiff's nonprofit organization


advocates on the behalf of, marginalized communities and people of color and as such, plaintiff


routinely assist individuals and communities around the Greenville South Carolina area with a host


of services.


6. Defendant Williams is a well-known social media blogger/influencer in the


Greenville County area with a large social media following.


7. Defendant Fant is a realtor, and Greenville County Councilmen.


8. On April 19, 2024, around 4:00pm plaintiff was conversing with Lisa Bailey a


candidate for Greenville County Council District 25, regarding plaintiff's upcoming graduation


from Greenville Technical College.


9. During the conversation, Ms. Bailey mentioned that a hearing concerning Derrick


Quarles and defendant Fant, who are both candidates for the upcoming Democratic primary for


District 25 County Council seat, would take place the following Thursday. However, details about


the hearing were not disclosed by Ms. Bailey, who simply informed the plaintiff about its


occurrence.


10. Up until this point plaintiff had no knowledge of the hearing, nor was plaintiff


aware of such filing or request for such hearing. Neither Mr. Quarles nor defendant Fant had


informed the plaintiff of this hearing, or the circumstances surrounding the need for the hearing.


11. On April 20, 2024, the plaintiff texted Mr. Quarles inquiring about the hearing at


County Council involving him and defendant Fant and if there was such a hearing.
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12. Mr. Quarles responded to plaintiff's text message stating that "there was a public


hearing scheduled for April 25, 2024, relating to Fant, yet did not provide the plaintiff with


specifics regarding the hearing."


13. Plaintiff reach out to community activist Jack Logan to ask if he knew the specifics


regarding the hearing and his response was that "he only know that a public hearing was being


held."


14. The plaintiff attended the hearing out of interest as a resident of District 25, having


no personal involvement in initiating or being a part of the proceedings about the hearing.


15. At the hearing it became apparent to the plaintiff that the subject of discussion was


defendant Fant's residency and eligibility to run for office in District 25.


16. Although the plaintiff was merely an observer at the hearing and did not partake in


any compacity or testify, at the hearing, plaintiff did witness Mr. Quarles present evidence


challenging Fant's eligibility based on residency requirements.


17. Mr. Quarles introduced documents, videos, pictures and one witness to the board


of elections.


18. Defendant Fant was also given an opportunity to introduce evidence, and he did so


by introducing several documents to the board.


19. No one other than Mr. Quarles and defendant Fant participated in the hearing other


than one witness Mr. Quarles utilized, which was a young lady, unknown to the plaintiff.


20. Following the presentation of evidence by Mr. Quarles and defendant Fant, the


Greenville County Board of Commission convened an executive session.


21. Subsequently, the Greenville County Board of Elections ruled in favor of defendant


Fant at the conclusion of the hearing, after which the plaintiff departed and returned home.
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA


COUNTY OF GREENVILLE


Bruce Wilson,


Plaintiff,


VS.


Pranceton Rodrigues Williams; and
Ennis M. Fant


Defendants,


IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS


THIRTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT


C.A. No: 2024-СР-23-02744


AMENDED COMPLAINT


(Jury Trial Demanded)
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COMES NOW, Plaintiff, Bruce Wilson, for his Amended Complaint against Defendants


Princeton Rodrigues Williams aka "Beacon" and Ennis M. Fant, respectfully states as follows:


INTRODUCTION


This action arises from Defendants' intentional and malicious campaign to defame and


emotionally harm Plaintiff, Bruce Wilson, a respected community activist and advocate for


marginalized communities in Greenville County. Defendants, acting in concert, published false


and defamatory statements about Plaintiff on social media, accusing him of unethical and criminal


conduct, including lying under oath, spying on Defendant Fant, and attempting to remove


Defendant Fant from public office by filing a false complaint with the Greenville County Election


Board in concert with others. These statements were made with actual malice and reckless


disregard for the truth, causing severe harm to Plaintiff's reputation, emotional well-being, and


standing in the community.


Additionally, Defendants engaged in extortionate conduct by attempting to coerce Plaintiff


into endorsing Defendant Fant in an upcoming election runoff in exchange for ceasing the


2 40







41







42







43







44







45







46







47







48







49







50







51







52







53







54







55







56







57







58







59







60







61







62







63







64







65







66







67







68







69







70







71







72







73







74







75







76







77







78







79







80







81







82







Wilson v. Williams and Fant - 4/24/25
Bobbi Fisher, RPR -- SC Official Court Reporter III


1


STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA * COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
                      * 


COUNTY OF GREENVILLE * TRANSCRIPT OF RECORD 


------------------------------x
BRUCE WILSON,


Plaintiff,


*
*
*
*


vs. *
*
 Case No. 2024-CP-23-02744 


PRANCETON R. WILLIAMS and 
ENNIS M. FANT,  


Defendants.


*
*
*
*


------------------------------x  


April 24, 2024 


B E F O R E:


The Honorable Jessica A. Salvini, Presiding Judge


A P P E A R A N C E S:


Bruce Wilson, Pro Se Plaintiff


Austin D. Nichols, Esq.
Attorney for Defendant Fant


Recorded by:  TEC Courtroom


Court Reporter:  Bobbi Fisher, RPR 
SC Official Court Reporter III


83







Wilson v. Williams and Fant - 4/24/25
Bobbi Fisher, RPR -- SC Official Court Reporter III


2


I N D E X 


DESCRIPTION PAGE


Proceedings 3


E X H I B I T S


(None.)


  


COURT REPORTER/TRANSCRIBER LEGEND


Dash (--) Indicates an interruption in speech


Ellipses (...) Indicates trailing off in speech


(ph) Indicates phonetic word


[sic] Indicates the word is written as said


(Indiscernible)Indicates word(s) is not 
known due to poor audio recording quality  
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P R O C E E D I N G S


THE COURT:  Case No. 2024-CP-23-02744.  I have Plaintiff 


present.  I have Mr. Fant and counsel present.  I do not have 


Mr. Williams present.  My courtroom bailiff sounded for him 


three times with no response. 


This is Plaintiff’s Motion for a Temporary Restraining 


Order and expedited hearing for temporary injunction.  I do 


believe that Mr. Williams did receive notice of today’s 


hearing, and whether or not this motion actually applies to 


him, I'm going to hear about that.  I do believe it does, 


based on my review, but, yes, sir, Mr. Wilson, I'm happy to 


hear from you.


MR. WILSON:  Your Honor, this is definitely in regards to 


Mr. Williams and not Mr. Fant.  This -- 


THE COURT:  Tell me what you're asking me to do today and 


the reason why I should grant it.


MR. WILSON:  So, Your Honor, I don't know -- I want to 


defer this until after the default issue, because I'm probably 


eventually going to be asking, if the default is granted or 


damages, that a Permanent Restraining Order be placed against 


Mr. Williams.  So I don't know if it would be appropriate to 


address this later, or if the Court would want me to go ahead 


and go through it, I can now.


THE COURT:  I'm happy to address the next matter that was 


on the Court's docket; it's under the same case caption, same 
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case number, and this would be Plaintiff’s Motion for Judgment 


by Default and request for hearing on damages as to Defendant 


Pranceton Rodriguez Williams.  


And I’m assuming your process server is here to confirm 


that he served Mr. Williams with a Summons and Complaint, and 


as of to date, I am going to note, in the Court's record, 


there has been no Answer that's been filed by Mr. Williams.


MR. WILSON:  Well, Your Honor, he’s here for a different 


matter dealing with this case, but there is an Affidavit of 


Service to Mr. Williams on the -- 


THE COURT:  There is.  In the Court's file, there is an 


Affidavit of Service that was filed on February 18th —


MR. WILSON:  18th, yes, Your Honor.


THE COURT:  — of this year.  Mr. Williams was personally 


served on February 18th at his last known address.  And so I 


am going to grant the request for an entry of default and 


direct the Clerk of Court's Office to schedule a damages 


hearing, and Mr. Williams will need to be served notice for 


that evidentiary hearing.


MR. WILSON:  Yes, Your Honor.


THE COURT:  All right.  So that’s granted.


MR. WILSON:  Thank you.  Thank you, Your Honor.


THE COURT:  Yes, sir.


MR. NICHOLS:  And to that, Your Honor, just when that 


damages hearing is scheduled, is my client permitted leave to 
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not have to attend the damages hearing?  It would just require 


additional attorney’s fees on his part to attend the damages 


hearing, which we don't contest in any way.


THE COURT:  That's granted.  Mr. Fant, you're excused.  


You do not need to schedule that -- you do not need to attend 


that damages hearing when it is rescheduled.  Your attorney 


will receive notice since y'all are a party, but yes -- but he 


will need to be served.


MR. WILSON:  Yes.  Yes, Your Honor.


THE COURT:  Okay.  All right.


So now that I have granted an entry of default for 


failure to file an Answer timely -- there's no Answer that's 


been filed to date; he is well past the deadline -- let’s go 


back to your first motion.


MR. WILSON:  So, Your Honor, there's -- with 


Mr. Williams, who is on this campaign of making so many 


defamatory Facebook posts on social media, he owns some type 


of podcast -- I don't know what it is.  But he goes on this 


podcast and repeatedly makes derogatory and inflammatory 


statements about me.  It has turned, though, within the last 


month or so, into what I deem to be threats of bodily harm or 


encouraging others.


THE COURT:  Didn’t Judge Fant address this exact same 


issue and found that it was not -- that, although he could 


understand why you believed that, that he did not find that 


87







1


2


3


4


5


6


7


8


9


10


11


12


13


14


15


16


17


18


19


20


21


22


23


24


25


Wilson v. Williams and Fant - 4/24/25
Bobbi Fisher, RPR -- SC Official Court Reporter III


6


there was actual threats in those posts?


MR. WILSON:  Yeah, he -- in his ruling, and I'll --


THE COURT:  That's okay.  I'm asking about it because --


MR. WILSON:  No, I agree -- I agree with how the Court 


analyzed that.  I think what he done was he deferred it 


because there was a pending criminal case.  That case is still 


pending.  At the time of the hearing, it had not been assigned 


to an investigator; it has now been assigned to an 


investigator who has pulled some of the videos and other 


materials.  


That case is ongoing.  You know, to be candid with the 


Court, that case is still -- that criminal part of it is still 


pending, but the actions of Mr. Williams -- and some of the 


actions from him, Your Honor, is creating a situation where we 


are having to -- because he's creating more -- more reasons to 


file additional civil cases, which I'm just trying -- trying 


to not have to do. 


So I don’t know if a restraining order, per se, would be 


in line with stopping that, but I eventually will be asking at 


the damages hearing for a Permanent Restraining Order just 


because it does not stop, and we just keep having to file 


cases or claims related to the things that he's doing.


So I agree with how the Court -- 


THE COURT:  Okay.  Because I was looking at Judge Fant’s 


Order, and he just said, at this point, they're vague -- the 
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threats are vague.  


MR. WILSON:  Yes, Your Honor.


THE COURT:  And they're taken out of context, so the 


Court can't properly assess whether Mr. Williams is actually 


posing any real imminent physical danger or whether this is 


just a slander —


MR. WILSON:  Yes, Your Honor.


THE COURT:  — or defamatory statements. 


MR. WILSON:  Yes, Your Honor.


THE COURT:  So, at this point, I’m going to deny your 


request for that Order.  But if you are going to ask for a 


Permanent Restraining Order at the damages hearing, I want you 


to properly file a request with the Court and serve 


Mr. Williams so that he has notice that, in addition to 


damages, you are going to be asking the Court for some type of 


Permanent Restraining Order so that he's on notice.


MR. WILSON:  Yes, Your Honor.


THE COURT:  Okay.


MR. WILSON:  Yes, Your Honor.


THE COURT:  So then that's going to resolve those two 


motions.  And then I believe that's going to bring me to my 


next matter, but give me one moment to make some notes. 


MR. WILSON:  Yes, Your Honor.


THE COURT:  Since I'm moving on to the next matter on my 


docket -- this is an open courtroom, but I do see I have 
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additional individuals that have come into the courtroom.  Are  


you on -- you're welcome to stay and watch.  Are you on the 


docket for this morning?  They're with you? 


MR. WILSON:  Yes, Your Honor.


THE COURT:  Okay.  Y'all know I just don't like people to 


sit.  And there's one other courtroom -- Courtroom 1 is 


running, and I didn't realize that, so I wanted to make sure.  


Okay.


(The Court confers with the clerk regarding orders and 


docket.)


THE COURT:  All right.  So that's going to bring me to my 


next matter on the docket, which is going to be Mr. Fant’s 


Motion to Dismiss the Plaintiff’s Amended Complaint and Motion 


for Sanctions.  And then I was handed up -- because I don't 


believe I had seen it yet -- at least it wasn't in my stack -- 


and y'all know I print everything -- I have Mr. Wilson’s 


Request for a Limited Continuance. 


Are you asking me for a limited continuance as to this 


motion?


MR. WILSON:  Yes, Your Honor.


THE COURT:  Okay.  Let me -- and have you seen this, 


Mr. Nichols?  I didn't have it in my stack.  


MR. NICHOLS:  Ten minutes ago, Your Honor.


THE COURT:  Okay.  Do you need --


MR. NICHOLS:  Now, I give Mr. Wilson some credit.  He 
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showed me that he emailed it to me last night; however, I 


didn't see it until this morning.


THE COURT:  I didn't see it until -- I didn't see it 


until Kim handed it to me this morning.  So I have not read it 


yet.


MR. WILSON:  Yes, Your Honor.


THE COURT:  Since we're ahead of schedule and I don't 


have a block until 11:30, can I just read it real quick, 


y'all, and we'll just be at ease for just a moment, and then 


that will -- and then I’ll hear from y'all on it.


MR. WILSON:  Thank you.


THE COURT:  Okay.  Give me a chance to just take a look.


(Pause in the proceedings while the Court reviews 


documents.)


THE COURT:  [Delayed recording start] -- to dismiss this 


case on the basis that Mr. Fant wasn't properly served?


MR. NICHOLS:  No, Your Honor.


THE COURT:  So, Mr. Wilson, if he withdraws that 


position, then your motion for a continuance is not needed.


MR. WILSON:  If he's -- I agree, Your Honor.


THE COURT:  Okay.  All right.  So then, gentlemen, we can 


move forward.  And I'm just going to find for the record that 


the motion is withdrawn because Mr. Nichols isn't going to 


contest service.  Instead, he's going to ask me to dismiss the 


case under 12(b)(6) for failure to state a claim, which relief 
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can be granted based on what I read before, which was you were 


granted 20 days' leave to file an Amended Complaint, which you 


did.  And so let's see if those facts are sufficient.


Mr. Nichols?  


MR. NICHOLS:  And if I may, Your Honor, just for record 


purposes regarding the service issue, frankly and candidly, 


Your Honor, we tried to -- I tried to resolve this Monday, 


leaving here.  I believe -- kind of understanding now who some 


of these people are -- we were going to try to go through a 


process showing that service was completed.


Your Honor, we don't challenge that the process server 


took a -- some form of the Complaint -- we don't know if it 


was amended or second Complaint -- to an address associated 


with Mr. Fant.  What we were trying to articulate is that the 


process server left it in the door at Mr. Fant's son's house.  


It is an Ennis M. Fant, but it's Ennis M. Fant, Jr. 


THE COURT:  Okay.


MR. NICHOLS:  So we were trying to resolve all of that, 


and so we couldn't file our Motion to Dismiss without -- and 


omit that, as you know, per the rules.  So we are happy to 


withdraw that for the purposes of going forward because we are 


here and this is in response to an Amended Complaint, in which 


we've already received a grant of dismissal on the first 


Complaint.  So that's not the dispositive motion that is 


before Your Honor, but it needed to be preserved for the 
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record.


THE COURT:  All right.  So, Mr. Wilson, what he's telling 


me, just in plain terms is, for purposes of today, they would 


like to go forward.  But should you attempt to serve Mr. Fant 


at that address -- it is his son’s address -- they will 


contest service. 


So I'm not making any finding that that waives his 


argument that that's not his residence. 


MR. WILSON:  Well, and --


THE COURT:  I'm just finding that, for purposes of today, 


they're not moving forward with that position.


MR. WILSON:  And I perfectly understand of making sure 


that the record is complete, Your Honor.  We know the address.  


We know who the address belongs to.  We have been kept -- 


getting evidence to prove who owns and who lives at that 


residence.  Some of the neighbors that are here have Ring cam 


footage.  We believe that there may even be Ring cam footage 


of Mr. Robinson serving Mr. Fant, which that's why we were 


going to be asking for time, so we could get that footage. 


Some of the neighbors, who have also written affidavits, 


relayed to who lives at this particular address, for more than 


20 years, who that person is.  


So I just wanted to put that on the record, Your Honor.  


I know that we're proceeding, not going down that road.  I 


also want to make sure that the record is clear.
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THE COURT:  Okay.  So now everybody is on notice.  And so 


I'm happy to hear this motion.  Do we want to take a brief 


recess so you can talk with your witnesses and maybe release 


them, or they can stay and watch?  This is an open courtroom.  


But we could take a few minutes, if you want.  


MR. WILSON:  If the Court doesn’t --


THE COURT:  I don't mind.  Let's just be at ease for just 


a few minutes.  That way, you can talk with them, see if you 


want to release them, and they don't have to stay.


But I appreciate you-all coming very much.


All right.  Let's be at ease.


(A brief recess was taken.)


THE COURT:  Back on the record.  [Judge's microphone 


muted.]  (Indiscernible).  I’m happy to hear (indiscernible).


MR. NICHOLS:  Yes, Your Honor.  May it please the Court.  


Thank you for having us this morning.


Your Honor, our Motion to -- we submitted a memorandum -- 


a brief to Your Honor.  I provided opposing -- the opposing 


party, Mr. Wilson in this matter, with a copy as well 


yesterday.


And so we -- on our Motion to Dismiss as well as our 


memorandum, we stand behind our arguments and positions in 


those as well, Your Honor, and re-incorporate those. 


Your Honor, to start off, on a general basis, we believe 


that this case should be dismissed because it exceeds the 
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limited scope that was established in Judge Gravely’s previous 


Order of Dismissal. 


Your Honor, earlier this year, Judge Gravely dismissed 


this case without prejudice, allowing Mr. Wilson 20 days' 


leave to -- as it states in the Order -- to fix the 


deficiencies, and, at that time, his claims were solely 


intentional infliction of emotional distress and civil 


conspiracy, Your Honor.


Now, since the -- that Order was filed, there's, as you 


know, what is before you, the Amended Complaint, which now 


adds two additional claims, that being defamation and 


extortion. 


Your Honor, again, to our point that the scope was 


limited, I think what is further evidence of that and further 


evidence of why this case should be dismissed, is evidenced by 


the Second Amended Complaint, what we are constituting as the 


third Complaint filed in this matter, which also had some 


procedural issues as well.


But in that, Your Honor, there are -- the defamation 


claim that is asserted before Your Honor today is abandoned in 


the Second Amended Complaint, and it actually amended to 


defamation per se.  While still falling under the defamation 


umbrella, it is a different cause of action, as Your Honor 


knows.


So for just those basic reasons and procedural reasons 
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alone, we move to dismiss, as this is outside the limited 


scope of the prior Order.


But as to the actual merits of the case, Your Honor, when 


it comes to the claim for intentional infliction of emotional 


distress, simply we rely on our arguments in the prior motion.  


There simply are no additional facts that have been pled that 


supports a claim of intentional infliction of emotional 


distress. 


I believe, Your Honor, the same facts are pled for all 


these causes of action that relate to my client.  It is clear, 


based on reading all three of the Complaints, the true 


defendant in this case is Mr. Williams but that the 


accusations or allegations against Mr. Fant are that, at some 


point unbeknownst to, frankly, anyone, Mr. Fant called and 


directed Mr. Williams to produce a two-hour Facebook Live 


video that concern issues that had just been addressed at a 


public hearing in which Mr. Fant -- and Mr. Wilson was in 


attendance, but as Your Honor sees in both the Complaint and 


our memorandum was a public hearing concerning residency of 


Mr. Fant and his challenge by his, at that time, political 


opponent, Mr. Quarles. 


And so, Your Honor, what is confusing and disheartening 


in reading this Complaint to my client is that what the 


plaintiff in this case wants you to believe is evidence of 


IIED, if you don't mind for short; is that Mr. Fant -- despite 
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the fact that there was a public hearing where there were 


several people in attendance -- it was publicly recorded, both 


written, transcribed, and I believe on video -- what the 


plaintiff wants the Court to believe is that Mr. Fant then 


left and secretly told Mr. Williams to post a video providing 


false information to the public when Mr. Williams was the only 


one who wasn't in attendance at that hearing.  And then, 


following that, that Mr. Fant then directed other members of 


the community to watch the publicly posted video.  


Your Honor, I'm not sure -- I haven't come across any 


case law or statute that says that, in any way, that that is 


extreme or outrageous conduct, even if we are assuming 


arguendo that it occurred.  I'm not sure in what way -- again, 


assuming arguendo, that it occurred, that telling other 


individuals about a publicly posted video on a social media 


platform, that is not produced by him, that was not published 


by him, that he is not a featured member of the video or a 


guest of the video, I'm not sure how that is extreme and 


outrageous conduct. 


Furthermore, Your Honor, we don't know what 


communications, if any, that Mr. Fant had to these community 


members.  We have no idea whether he said, "Go look at this 


ridiculous video that Mr. Williams posted on his Facebook 


page."  It's just simply conjecture, speculation, and frankly, 


imagination that is trying to connect Mr. Fant and 
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Mr. Williams to this video.


  Further, Your Honor, I believe that he is stating that 


-- and, again, Your Honor, these apply to, frankly, all of our 


responses to these causes of action -- but that, a month 


later, Mr. Fant called Mr. Wilson and said, "I'm going to try 


to get Mr. Williams to stop doing the video and posting these 


videos about you."  And, after that, Mr. Williams called 


Mr. Wilson and said, "I spoke with Mr. Fant.  I'm going to 


stop posting these videos about you."


Your Honor, I'm not sure at what point there's extreme 


and outrageous conduct.  Frankly, as it concerns the IIED and 


the defamation claim, it seems to me like the only overt act 


by Mr. Fant in this situation is trying to get Mr. Williams to 


stop attacking Mr. Wilson.


I have not myself -- and I'm now transitioning to the 


defamation claim -- have not, in two lawsuits, seen or heard 


any statement, regardless of whether it's defamatory or not, 


any statement issued by Mr. Fant concerning Mr. Wilson.  It 


hasn't been pled and now, in this case, three different 


complaints and then there's a whole 'nother lawsuit.  And I 


get that's what -- that's not before Your Honor, and that was 


on Monday.


But absent a statement, either verbally or written, which 


would be slander or libel, what claim is there for defamation?  


There's no act done -- there's no statement made that was 
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published by Mr. Fant.  These fail all of the necessary 


elements of defamation as well as intentional infliction of 


emotional distress.  This is outside the defamation.  This is 


exactly what Judge Gravely was discussing in his Order just 


earlier this month, is that all of the facts of this case -- 


and now three different versions of the Complaint -- all 


concern acts done by Mr. Williams, and somehow Mr. Fant's 


believed behind-the-scenes, unobserved actions are in 


furtherance of a conspiracy or furtherance of defamation and 


infliction of emotional distress, and, frankly, Your Honor, 


are just illogical.  


Again, turning back to the defamation, Your Honor, again, 


we stand on our motion -- our Memorandum in Support, and I 


think this argument is, frankly, unnecessary.  But even 


assuming there is some type of coordination or combination and 


agreement between Mr. Fant and Mr. Williams in viewing this in 


the light most favorable to the plaintiff in this case, 


there's no agency relationship that you can attach a 


defamatory statement or defamatory publication by Mr. Williams 


to Mr. Fant.  They're not husband and -- they're not married.  


They're not an employee relationship.  There's no special 


relationship that would create a principal–agent relationship.


So to hold Mr. Fant liable for actions conducted by a 


third party in which it has no special relationship is beyond 


the case law and it's beyond the statute of -- that is before 
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Your Honor and beyond the laws of South Carolina.  It's just 


simply --


Yes, ma'am.


THE COURT:   [Judge's microphone muted.]  (Indiscernible) 


any question because (indiscernible).  


MR. NICHOLS:  I can't answer that question, Your Honor.


THE COURT:  (Indiscernible) the question in my mind is 


(indiscernible).  I think what's happening is unfair 


(indiscernible).


MR. WILSON:  We, absolutely, Your Honor, should be 


working together.  I think if you read the -- either Complaint 


-- you'll see that Mr. Fant and I have a history going back 


almost 30 years.  And it's sad that we are here but, 


unfortunately, we are here for reasons that make absolutely no 


sense, Your Honor.  


THE COURT:  Have y'all been friends for 30 years until 


now?


MR. WILSON:  Probably even longer than that, Your Honor.  


THE COURT:  Huh?


MR. WILSON:  Probably even longer than that.


The issue, Your Honor, started a couple of years ago with 


a -- dealing with an issue in the community that I was 


championed for -- or against, I guess -- and I had to 


challenge Mr. Fant on certain issues, which, if you do that, 


in my opinion -- and not trying to be disrespectful to -- 


100







1


2


3


4


5


6


7


8


9


10


11


12


13


14


15


16


17


18


19


20


21


22


23


24


25


Wilson v. Williams and Fant - 4/24/25
Bobbi Fisher, RPR -- SC Official Court Reporter III


19


Mr. Fant does not like anybody to challenge him.  


And that's what created the hostilities.  Then you start 


talking about political ramifications, thinking that I'm going 


to run for office against him.  In my opinion, that started 


this whole, "Well, I can't like you" or "I have to tell 


individuals in the community negative things about you to make 


them feel less of you." 


And so that's kind of -- and I know this is not part of 


the case, but --


THE COURT:  I know.  I just --


MR. WILSON:  To me, that's where we are getting at 


because, Your Honor -- and a prime example, Your Honor:  Just 


last month, myself along with -- I think Mr. Quarles is still 


here -- Mr. Quarles, we were in a debate about a community 


issue dealing with the trash company that was going to get 


shut down for more than 60,000 residents.  And because we -- 


Mr. Quarles and myself -- took it upon ourselves to set up a 


meeting in Columbia with some senators to go down and advocate 


on behalf of 60,000 residents -- and this is -- I'd be more 


than happy to show the Court the video -- Mr. Fant, along with 


Mr. Williams, goes on Facebook Live.  And if I were to show 


the Court just the caption of the case -- the names that they 


called me -- because we done that -- it's absolutely sad.


And so that’s why we're here, because it just --


THE COURT:  Okay.
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MR. WILSON:  We -- if you do something good for the 


community, you do it.  It's not about me fighting you and you 


fighting me and I got to make you look bad.  And, 


unfortunately, that's -- it’s a sad situation, Your Honor. 


THE COURT:  It's okay.  All right.  I'm going to let Mr. 


-- I didn't mean to interrupt you; I'm going to let 


Mr. Nichols -- but I do -- listen, y'all:  Y'all do great 


things for the community.  Y'all need to work together.  I'm 


encouraging working together.


There comes a point where -- I mean, you could spend your  


time in this courtroom or you could spend your resources and 


energy out in the community, helping the community in the way 


that you feel is best.  


But, nevertheless, we're going to hear this motion, and 


let him finish his -- I just was trying to understand, but I'm 


just going to encourage you-all, I mean, to try to work 


together, but...


Okay, Mr. Nichols.  I'm sorry.  


MR. NICHOLS:  No, I -- please don't, Your Honor.  I 


completely appreciated that.  You know probably Judge Lee as 


well as I do, and when I clerked with her, she was the same 


way on the bench, and frankly, I think more judges should kind 


of be more personable on the bench.  So I appreciate that, 


Your Honor.


But to continue on with my arguments, I think really just 
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the last point here, Your Honor, is the claim for extortion, 


and simply, there just is not a civil remedy, at least from 


what I can tell from my research, from the statute and the 


case law and even trying to do some statutory history, that 


there's just not a civil cause of action for extortion.


But I do want to note for Your Honor -- and I know you 


want to give the plaintiff an opportunity to respond before we 


move into the motion for sanctions, and while my client is 


here, I think there are some strong arguments that we need to 


make for that motion, and frankly, our arguments for -- 


against the claim for extortion fall into that, Your Honor.  


And so, I would just kind of reserve those at this time, 


and I'm happy to answer any questions you may have.  


THE COURT:  All right.  Mr. Wilson, tell me why I 


shouldn't dismiss the Complaint -- this Amended Complaint.


MR. WILSON:  Because the Complaint -- everything in the 


Complaint -- the four corners -- aligns with each element of 


every claim.  


First, Your Honor, I want to get into, if the Court 


doesn't mind, this notion that the amendment should have been 


limited.  I don't know where that came from, about it being 


limited to certain issues.  I was granted leave to amend, and 


I think that opens the door to allow me to amend. 


THE COURT:  Okay.


MR. WILSON:  So that's how I feel about that.
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I want to go through some of the elements, if the Court 


doesn't mind.  I heard counsel -- and I'm going to -- I know 


he went straight to the -- to the intentional infliction of 


emotional distress.


Before I get there, Your Honor, I wanted to go through 


the list, how it's outlined in the Complaint.  It starts off 


and it should be with defamation.  


Your Honor, in looking at the case of Murray v. 


Helms (verbatim) and Jones v. Garner (verbatim) actions, 


participating in, helping, giving information to an individual 


to put out in the public that is false, wrong, a lie, however 


we want to -- that -- he -- Mr. Fant can be held liable for 


that if he actively participated and helped disseminating 


these videos.  By telling members of the community, "Make sure 


you watch that video," by providing information to 


Mr. Williams, who did not attend the meeting, is absolutely -- 


he could be held liable.


Now, going through the Complaint, listening to it -- and, 


Your Honor, I appreciate counsel saying that he doesn't see 


any evidence and all of this.  Your Honor, we have two -- two, 


not one -- two videos of the conversation between myself and 


Mr. Fant that is captured, that is recorded of my words and 


Mr. Fant's words.  And this notion that he had nothing to do 


with Mr. Williams and how counsel -- and I appreciate Counsel, 


how he attempted to lay it out to this Court -- was not 
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correct.


What Mr. Fant tried to do was tell me -- and it is on 


this video -- that if -- if I were to endorse him in a runoff 


against Mr. Quarles, if I endorse him, he would make sure -- 


he would ensure that these videos stopped, ceased, and be 


removed.  This is on video.  This is not just coming from 


Bruce Wilson.  This is his words.


Five minutes later, Mr. Williams calls me.  This is while 


this lawsuit is pending, Your Honor.  Knowing the pendency of 


this lawsuit -- that's how brazen they are -- is that 


Mr. Williams then calls me, "I just spoke with Ennis.  I will 


do it.  Once again, you have to endorse him." 


When I did not endorse him, guess what happened, Your 


Honor.  They kept on with the videos.  They kept on posting, 


telling individuals that I am lying, that I lied to try to get 


-- I had nothing to do with this here.


In this video, "Bruce Wilson lied up under oath."  


Defamation pro se.  All day, Your Honor.  


So I'm kind of lost on -- and I appreciate Counsel and I 


respect Counsel -- the argument.  I didn't create this.  I did 


not create this.  All I done, Your Honor, was attended a 


hearing, and I was slandered for doing it.  Repeatedly, not 


just once.


There's not just one of these videos, Your Honor.  There 


are several of them that extend more than five hours.  And at 


105







1


2


3


4


5


6


7


8


9


10


11


12


13


14


15


16


17


18


19


20


21


22


23


24


25


Wilson v. Williams and Fant - 4/24/25
Bobbi Fisher, RPR -- SC Official Court Reporter III


24


one point just this year, Mr. Fant gets on live with 


Mr. Williams.  And I would show -- if I showed the Court the 


caption, it is horrendous what they say about me.


I believe that, laying this out, the four corners of the 


Complaint aligns with every element, and I would ask the Court 


to go through the Complaint.  It's an extensive Complaint.


THE COURT:  I have it up.  I'm going through each 


paragraph.


MR. WILSON:  And before I sit down, Your Honor, I do not 


want to —


THE COURT:  That's okay.


MR. WILSON:  — overexhaust myself.  I did want to go 


through this notion of two different Complaints.  Your Honor, 


I never tried to sell -- sell -- I never tried to serve 


Mr. Fant with the Second Amended Complaint.  I have both 


copies here.  I have always had them.


We incorrectly filed them.  We sent in a notice saying, 


"Hey, we didn't mean to file these."  They would not be 


prosecuted.  They was never served.  So this notion that I 


left these on someone's doorstep is wrong.


And the reason I point that out, Your Honor, is that, in 


Defendants’ motion, which contradicts its own self, paragraph 


13 and 14, I would ask the Court just to read those -- just to 


read those.  They contradict each other and try to label me as 


he's intentionally doing this, he's playing trickery, he's 
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doing all these different things.  Just read those two 


paragraphs in the Amended Motion to Dismiss filed by Counsel.  


No one done that.  But once they found out that, you know 


what?  He actually is not trying to prosecute that second -- 


he didn't even try to serve it, and then they tried to change 


it and reword it.  And it's just playing tricks and games with 


the Court, and that, I don't appreciate.  That, I don't.


Your Honor, I believe, under the four corners of the 


pleadings, my pleadings are factual, they meet each element.  


And I would like to say one thing about the extortion before I 


sit down.  I believe the District Court of South Carolina has 


recognized that that type of claim can be initiated in South 


Carolina. 


I would say, Your Honor -- and I tried to correct it in 


my memorandum, and I hope the Court would read or have a 


chance to go through my memorandum -- that we did 


inadvertently cite the wrong -- the state statute dealing with 


extortion.  We did correct that in my memorandum to explain to 


the Court, along with the proper case law that established 


that that type of claim can be brought in South Carolina.


I think I -- I don't want to exhaust the Court, so I will 


sit down.


THE COURT:  Okay, yes, sir.


Let me hear from you.  If you want to respond, that's 


fine, and then I'll hear from you on sanctions, I’ll let 
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Mr. Wilson respond, and then I'm going to take it under 


advisement and go back and look at Judge Gravely’s Order.


MR. NICHOLS:  Thank you, Your Honor.


THE COURT:  Go ahead.


MR. NICHOLS:  Your Honor, I frankly have to -- to 


respond.  


Frankly, Your Honor, we've had several hearings in this 


case and in others.  And in every hearing, there's been -- an 


individual here has been at every hearing.  At some point in 


time, my integrity and my candor to the Court gets attacked.  


In every hearing, I try my best to just be professional 


and respectful.  I give my best candor to the Court, as best 


as I know it, the information as best to the Court as I know 


it, and that gets attacked every time.  And I want to be able 


to respond by providing some clarity as to what I believe that 


I am offended by but that I believe was just stated.


Frankly, Your Honor, concerning these Amended Complaints 


and Second Amended Complaints, as I point out to Your Honor, 


other judges, and to the Clerk of Court's Office, over the 


last year, we have not received -- my office, nor has Mr. Fant 


-- received a single notice, a single copy, or any 


instrumentation that has been filed with this office or this 


court until either moments prior to the hearing or, in the 


case of Monday, in the case of now today, I am finding it out 


at 5:00 PM the day before. 
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What happened with these Complaints, Your Honor, is that 


Judge Gravely dismissed the case, allowed for 20 days' leave. 


We anticipated that he would be filing the Amended Complaint 


but we never were served and we never received a copy of it. 


In fact, Mr. Wilson contacted me, as we discussed on 


Monday, and asked could he serve through me; my client has 


instructed me not to allow that to happen.  So I informed him 


that we could not do that.


As I stated earlier -- as I've stated in now the second 


hearing, this document that was left at my client's son's 


house, we don't know what the document was.  We discovered 


that there was a Second Amended Complaint, and we discovered 


that there was a withdrawal of that Amended Complaint the day 


-- the Friday before our last hearing where Judge Gravely 


dismissed the case. 


We had to find out during that hearing, Your Honor, which 


case was going forward.  I brought the question to Judge 


Gravely.  Judge Gravely -- we went through the procedural 


history, and I said, "Judge Gravely, respectfully, I don't 


know what to do next because I'm not sure which Complaint I'm 


responding to at this point."  Judge Gravely instructed us to 


respond to the Amended Complaint and now that the -- the 


Second Amended Complaint had been withdrawn.


So I say all of that to say it's beyond the Motion to 


Dismiss, but my candor, my integrity, my honesty to this Court 
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has been attacked this entire time.  My confusion has been at 


an all-time high, but my candor to this Court has, at all 


times, been respectful and has been at the utmost integrity.


Now, Your Honor, back to the Motion to Dismiss.  Going 


back to our -- the claim for extortion.  Actually, going back 


to it all, Your Honor.  As the plaintiff just stated and 


admitted, his evidence and his support that Mr. Fant did 


anything occurred a month after his alleged injury occurred, 


which would be the alleged defamatory video that is two hours 


long, in early -- about this time of last year.


I am -- I have looked through case law.  I have -- 


frankly, I have talked to other lawyers.  I cannot find 


anything that suggests that an action done -- a communication 


between the defendant and the plaintiff a month later is 


support of a conspiracy, of defamation, and intentional 


infliction of emotional distress of actions that occurred by a 


third party a month prior. 


Frankly, Your Honor, this Plaintiff has now had three 


opportunities to properly plead these claims that he is 


asserting.  There are several quotes that are made throughout 


these Complaints.  I now hear that there is this recording 


that exists on surveillance video that is between himself and 


between my client that is supposed to be evidence that 


occurred again a month after this happened.


Why isn't there a single quote from that recording, that 
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is alleged in this Complaint, that says, "I told Bruce -- or 


Pranceton Williams -- to produce this video providing false 


information to you"?  Why isn't there a quote or a 


communication from Mr. Williams saying Mr. Fant is the one who 


gave me that false information and told me to put it out to 


the public? 


Frankly, Your Honor, this is another -- and getting in -- 


I'm now about to get into my Motion for Sanctions -- another 


display of the attempt to harass and humiliate Mr. Fant.


Your Honor, the plaintiff in this case has filed -- and 


both cases has been granted -- a status of -- indigent status 


to where there is no filing fee, there is no court costs 


associated with these cases.  


Mr. Fant, on the other side, doesn't have that same 


privilege and has incurred countless time and hours spent in 


attorney's fees in defending these frivolous lawsuits.  


As the plaintiff just admitted to Your Honor, I have -- 


he has done legal research that shows there is not a civil 


claim for extortion in the state of South Carolina; yet, it 


was -- yet, it was not pled in the original Complaint but pled 


in these subsequent Complaints, with no facts to support it 


other than the ridiculous assertion that, in one month, 


Mr. Fant wants to damage the reputation of Mr. Wilson in the 


community -- damage his name, damage his word, damage his 


reputation -- and so, that way, nobody values his reputation 
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and name in the community, but then, less than a month later, 


wants Mr. Wilson's name and reputation in the community to 


support him for political office.  I mean, just frankly, Your 


Honor, it makes no sense whatsoever. 


Your Honor, now really moving into our Motion for 


Sanctions.  We have filed this Motion for Sanctions in, 


frankly, every motion that we have filed, because -- in both 


lawsuits because it is just patently ridiculous.  There's 


nothing that has been fixed as far as the deficiencies as 


ordered by Judge Gravely, and now yet we are still here. 


There are motions, there are temporary restraining 


orders, there are random filings that are placed with the 


clerk's office that we get hearings and notices of, not from 


the plaintiff but from the Court, that my client has to 


respond to, that my client has to defend himself on, and then 


show up to then find out that the motion has nothing to do 


with it. 


I think most telling, Your Honor -- and this occurred in 


our other case in front of Judge Morgan -- Your Honor, I want 


to turn if you have it -- I have a copy if you need it -- the 


original Complaint in this matter.


THE COURT:  I have it.


MR. NICHOLS:  At the end of that Complaint, Your Honor, 


it states that the plaintiff in this case is seeking -- let me 


turn to it; beg the Court's indulgence, Your Honor.
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THE COURT:  That's okay.


MR. NICHOLS:  My intern didn't put tabs in my binder, so 


now I'm just flipping to stuff.


THE COURT:  No, take your time.


MR. NICHOLS:  The original Complaint, Your Honor, at the 


end, page 9, demands $500,000 in damages in this case, Your 


Honor, in just this case, with this caption ending in 744, I 


believe.  $700,000 -- I mean, I'm sorry, $500,000.  I submit 


to Your Honor, in the other case, the demand for relief is 


$350,000. 


May I approach, Your Honor?


THE COURT:  Yes, sir.


MR. NICHOLS:  And I have provided this to the plaintiff 


before. 


Before you, that was submitted a year ago.  This is right 


after we filed our Motion to Dismiss and Motion for Sanctions. 


As you see in that email, Your Honor, from Mr. Wilson, he is 


demanding at that point in time, despite the fact that I 


didn't see any media inquiries, but, apparently, the media 


inquiries would suggest that we should settle this case and 


the other pending case before this Court, and that was for a 


grand total of $1,000.


THE COURT:  How am I to consider that?  That's a 


settlement negotiation.  This email is a settlement 


negotiation.
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MR. NICHOLS:  I understand, Your Honor.  I completely 


understand that, and frankly, Your Honor, I anticipated you 


would say that.


THE COURT:  Mm-hmm.


MR. NICHOLS:  My basis for that, Your Honor, is --


THE COURT:  So I'm not going to consider it.  He can say, 


"I'll settle these cases and dismiss it for a handshake."  I 


mean, it's...  


MR. NICHOLS:  1,000 percent, Your Honor.  And we don't 


take any issue with the Court seeing it that way.  


Nonetheless, we believe it is a viable part of our argument 


for a Motion for Sanctions. 


During just this lawsuit, there has now been three 


Complaints filed.  Whether the Second Amended Complaint was 


served and it was the prevailing Complaint of this case or not 


is immaterial.  There have been three lawsuits filed, all 


showing three different sets of facts, all with three 


different sets of causes of action, all that would be 


demanding $500,000 from these defendants, but would settle the 


case for $500.  


I get that, Your Honor, that that is not a matter that is 


before the Court to address because it is settlement purposes, 


Your Honor, but nonetheless, it severely highlights the lack 


of integrity to this Court and that this is an attempt to 


humiliate and harass Ennis Fant.
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THE COURT:  Mr. Wilson?  And I'm going to state for the 


record, I'm not considering settlement negotiations.


MR. WILSON:  I appreciate the Court.  Your Honor -- 


THE COURT:  But let me hear you on sanctions.  He wants 


me to sanction you if I dismiss this case.


MR. WILSON:  Your Honor, he said a couple of things that 


just completely -- first of all, let me clear something up 


with Counsel on the record, is that Counsel believes that I 


have been attacking him or whatever.  Not the case, Your 


Honor.  In fact, I have respect for Counsel. 


Counsel can only present to this Court what the client 


tells him.  So anything that Counsel puts in his documents, 


his filings, I don't hold it against or have any negative 


issues with Counsel.  


Counsel has filed several documents that were misleading 


to the Court and have made misleading statements to this 


Court.  In fact, he done it just five minutes ago.  And I'm 


going to show the Court, with the Court's permission, of why I 


say that.


Counsel gets on a rant -- and not really paying 


attention, I guess, I don't know, but he would make comments 


to this Court that -- that are just not true.  For instance, 


"Mr. Wilson is -- under this case, he doesn't have to pay 


anything."  And I only pulled up one because -- it was there. 


Here's a filing that I had to file just the other day 
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where I had to pay to file.  This case, I had to pay to have 


it filed.  This motion -- and it shows the $25 -- and I'll 


hand it to Counsel.  It shows -- and I can bring it up to the 


Court, but I think the Court can see it.


THE COURT:  Ms. (Indiscernible) can help me out here.


MR. WILSON:  That, I paid it.  I come out of pocket for 


this.  I don't know why -- I don't know where that came from. 


Then Counsel says, "You know what, Your Honor?  You 


should sanction him because of all these different pleadings 


and we don't ever get served with them, they just show up and 


we don't know." 


The Affidavit of Service from the Greenville County 


Sheriff Department, Your Honor, that served him -- not me 


leaving some paper documents around; I don't have time for 


that, Your Honor.  This is from the Greenville County Sheriff 


Department that served Mr. Fant, that served him in some other 


matters, from Greenville County Sheriff, not from Bruce 


Wilson.  


Then he says, "Well, Mr. Fant is so innocent, he doesn't 


do anything."  This, I will pass up.  And I don't have a copy 


--


THE COURT:  Show it to Mr. Nichols first.  


You have a copy?  Okay.


MR. WILSON:  "Mr. Fant is so innocent, he doesn't do 


anything, he doesn't say anything.  He doesn't mess with 
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Mr. Wilson.  Mr. Wilson just bothers him.  Mr. Wilson's always 


bothering and harassing Mr. Fant." 


Your Honor, that depiction -- that caption outlines what 


I have to deal with.  That's just one instance just this year.  


That's what I have to deal with.  And the caption, I think, 


Your Honor, speaks for itself.


MR. NICHOLS:  Your Honor, this matter was addressed 


earlier this month.


MR. WILSON:  I'm -- I'm --


MR. NICHOLS:  This is [cross-talk; indiscernible].  This 


is a posting from the same Temporary Restraining Order that we 


had a hearing on earlier this month where myself and Mr. Fant 


showed up here in court and was told by the plaintiff, "We 


don't even know why he's here because this doesn't concern 


Mr. Fant."


MR. WILSON:  I misspoke.  May I continue, Your Honor?  


What I'm highlighting, Your Honor, is --


THE COURT:  Did Judge Gravely rule on this one?


MR. WILSON:  I'm sorry, Your Honor?


THE COURT:  Did Judge Gravely address this?


MR. WILSON:  That deals with the restraining order.  What 


I'm showing the Court is this notion that I'm harassing, I'm 


just bringing him up.  I'm just highlighting it to the Court 


that that's not true.  I don't know what this notion that I'm 


just -- I'm messing with him, I'm just bringing his name up.
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Here's another one, Your Honor, that has absolutely 


nothing to do with me.  Nothing to do with me.  The first 


thing that Mr. Fant says is, "Bruce Wilson, Derek 


(indiscernible), (indiscernible) Thompson, they are messing 


with me."  I don't know who that is or where that come from.  


Had nothing to do with me.  But my name was brought up, Your 


Honor.  My name.


All these -- the lawsuits that I have had to file against 


this defendant -- I was at home, minding my business, Your 


Honor, or going to a public meeting.  Had nothing -- for some 


reason, my name gets brought up.  But he's -- he's the victim, 


when I keep getting pulled into this.


Now, Your Honor -- and I just wanted to say that.  Mr. --  


Counsel just told the Court that he was in front of Judge 


Morgan or Gravely, and he went through all this about these 


filings, and the judge told him to re-file it.  Your Honor, 


misstatement.  We were in front of Judge Fant dealing with a 


restraining order, and we started talking about this issue, 


not...  


Counsel said he has nothing against my filings.  Just 


this morning when I say, "Counsel, did you get my filings?"


"Oh, no, I didn't get it." 


But then when I showed him that I did send it, "Oh, you 


know what?  I just probably didn't see it."


THE COURT:  Okay.
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MR. WILSON:  I'm sending the information.  I don't know 


what's happening.


THE COURT:  Okay.  That's not going to be my 


consideration, though, for sanctions, Mr. Wilson.  I'm only 


going to consider whether or not this is a frivolous lawsuit 


and then sanctions are warranted.


MR. WILSON:  If the Court -- and I would ask the Court to 


read my pleadings.  I didn't correct this, Your Honor.  There 


are ten, if not more, videos about me that were directed at 


the hands of -- and my Complaint outlines it; I believe the 


Court, looking at that, within the four corners, would have to 


accept what's in that Complaint as true.  And if it's true, 


does it warrant a claim?


THE COURT:  If you've pled every element pursuant to 


Judge Gravely's Order.


MR. WILSON:  Right.  Well...  


THE COURT:  You have to plead each element of the claims 


against Mr. Fant sufficiently.  And Judge Gravely's Order, I'm 


going to go back and look at.


MR. WILSON:  I -- I -- I --


THE COURT:  (Indiscernible) some deficiencies and said, 


"I'm going to give you 20 days to correct them."  I'm just -- 


that's what my focus, gentleman, is going to be on.


MR. WILSON:  I will -- I will defer to that.  I won't 


even open my mouth then, Your Honor, if that's how we -- if 
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that's the -- how the Court thinks it's -- you know, the right 


way to do this, I will sit down because I know what the Order 


says.  I know that I have pled and I have adhered to that 


Order.


THE COURT:  Remember, the argument of counsel, while it's 


beneficial to the Court, is not specifically what I'm going to 


look at.  I'm going to look at Judge Gravely's Order, the two 


Complaints, whether or not you've corrected those 


deficiencies, and then I'll make a determination on the 


sanctions, gentlemen.


MR. WILSON:  I'm going to sit down, Your Honor.


THE COURT:  Okay.  I cannot stress this enough:  Y'all, 


you've got to figure out how to fix this relationship.  I 


don't know how that happens.  I don't -- y'all have known each 


other a long time, 30 years, if not longer.  


I'm going to say it again:  You do great things for the 


Greenville community.  You're wasting -- you're wasting your 


energy fighting when you can be fighting on behalf of the 


people that -- our citizens in our community who are relying 


on you.  And you've got to figure out how to fix this.  


I don't know.  I don't know what the solution is, but 


you've got to figure it out as opposed to being in this 


courtroom.


So I'm going to do my best for y'all.  I'll take it under 


advisement.  I need to go back and look.  I want to be very 
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careful about my ruling to make sure that I'm not -- that I'm 


treating you fairly, Mr. Wilson, based on what Judge Gravely 


ordered, and that I'm treating you fairly, Mr. Fant, based on 


having to be here in the courtroom and hiring counsel.  You've 


got another lawsuit pending. 


If you can't figure out how to resolve this, I'm going to 


see y'all the next few months.  Every time I'm here, I'm going 


to see y'all.


All right.  Let me think about it.  Let me take it under 


advisement.


MR. WILSON:  Thank you, Your Honor.


THE COURT:  Y'all did a great job.


MR. WILSON:  Appreciate the Court.


MR. NICHOLS:  Thank you, Your Honor.


(The hearing concluded.)
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CASE NAME:  Wilson v. Williams and Fant 
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RECORDING METHOD:  TEC Courtroom
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I, Bobbi Fisher, do hereby certify that the foregoing 


transcript is a true and correct record of the recorded 


proceedings; that I was not present for the live proceeding; 


and that said proceedings were transcribed to the best of my 


ability from the audio and/or video recording and supporting 


information; and that I am neither counsel for, related to, 


nor employed by any of the parties to this case; and I have no 


interest, financial or otherwise, in its outcome.


_/s/  Bobbi Fisher_________________


Bobbi Fisher, SC Official Court Reporter III, RPR 
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Greenville County Sheriff's Office
Civil Division


AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE


Case:


2024-CP-23-


02744


Court:


In The Court of Common Pleas 13th Judicia!
Circuit


County:
Greenville


eb:


12730031 (5511)


Defendant/ Respondent:
Pranceton Rodrigues Williams; and Ennis M. Fant


For:


Bruce Wilson


Court Date:


Plaintiff / Petitioner:


Bruce Wilson


Received by:


Greenville County Sheriff's Office


To be served upon:


Ennis M. Fant


I, Vincent Robinson, being duly sworn, depose and say: I am over the age of 21 years and not a party to this action, and that within theboundaries of the state where service was effected, I was authorized by law to make service of the documents and informed said person ofthe contents nerein


Recipient Name / Address:


Manner of Service:


Documents:


Additional Comments:


Ennis M. Fant, 4 Smokerise Court, Simpsonville, SC 29607


Personal/Individual, Mar 13, 2025, 6:28 pm EDT


Amended Summons, Amended Complaint (Received Feb 13, 2025 at 2:38pm EST)


1) Unsuccessfu! Attempt: Mar 4. 2025, 2:46 prm EST at 4 Smokerise Court, Simpsonville, SC 29607Attempted service at the address providea. No answer to repeated knocking. ! left a door tag with our office's contact information on it.


2) Unsuccessful Attempt: Mar 6, 2025, 6:13 po EST at 4 Smokerise Court, Simpsonvilie, SC 29607Attempted service at the address provided. No answer to repeated knocking.


3) Successful Attempt: Mar 13, 2025, 6:28 pm EDT at 4 Smokerise Court, Simpsonville, SC 29607 received by Ennis M. Fant. Age: 60-65;Ethnicity: Caucasian; Gender: Male; Eyes: Black;
Attempted service at the address provided. I made contact with Ennis M. Fant who confirmed his identity and accepted service withoutincident. Subjec stated, "I am he or Mr. Fant, just put it jn the door". I could only get a partial description of the subject, as he was peekingbehind the blinds in the doorway.


y 3/6/25ncent Robinsoh
Date


Greenville County Sheriff's Office
1613 E. North St Ste. 102


Greenville, SC 29607


864-875-0697


Subscribed and sworn to before me by the affiant who is
personally known to me.


Katir Ba
Notary Public


3-18.25
Date


16-26-34
Commission Expires


Katie Bauer
NOTARY PUBLIC


State of South Carolina
My Commission Expires June 26, 2034
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Bruce Wilson,


Plaintiff,


VS.


Pranceton Rodrigues Williams,
Ennis M. Fant


Defendant,


C.A. No: 2024-СP-23-02744


PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR JUDGMENT


BY DEFAULT AND REQUEST FOR


HEARING ON DAMAGES ON


DEFENDANT PRANCETON RODRIGUES


WILLIAMS


COMES NOW the Plaintiff, who as duly asked the Clerk of Court to enter a default against


Defendant Williams and now ask this Honorable Court to schedule a hearing to determine


damages.


CASE SYNOPSIS


Defendant Williams, Defamed and cause Emotional harm to the Plaintiff Bruce Wilson, by


making a lengthy a false Facebook Live video on social media at the direction of co-defendant


Fant; thereby disregarding the harmful nature of the falsity of the statements made in the posted


video which was seen by thousands (1000s) of individuals on social media.


1.


INTRODUCTION


Plaintiff brought this action against Defendants Pranceton Rodrigues Williams and Ennis


Fant for Defamation and Infliction of Emotional Distress and Civil Conspiracy on May 6,


2024.


2. By Order of the Court Plaintiff Amended the Complaint on February 11, 2025.


3. Plaintiff served the Amended Summons and Amended Complaint on Defendant Williams


on February 18, 2025, at Defendant Williams' resident, as evidenced by the Affidavits of


Service on file with this Court.
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4. Defendant Williams' Answer or other responsive pleading was due on or about March 20,


2025. Defendant Williams failed to Answer or otherwise respond within this timeframe.


5. Plaintiff is, therefore, entitled to entry of default which the Clerk Court has already entered


after Plaintiff filed an Affidavit of Default and Non-Military Service on April 4, 2025, on


Defendant Williams; and Plaintiff is entitled to a Judgment on Default and a hearing on


damages on Defendant Williams.


6.


7.


ARGUMENT AND AUTHORITIES


Rule 55(a) directs the Clerk of the Court to enter default against a party who has not filed


a responsive pleading or otherwise defended the suit, with no directives for the Court as


such is a ministerial act. SCRCP 55(a).


Rule 55(b) permits the court to enter default judgment against a party against whom default


has been entered. SCRCO 55(b)(1). Plaintiff meets the procedural requirements for


obtaining an entry of default on defendant Williams as demonstrated by Plaintiff's sworn


affidavit of default and affidavit of non-military service filed with this court.


8. Plaintiff does not seek affirmative relief against an infant, an incompetent person, or the


State of South Carolina.


9. Under SCRCP 12(a), the time for Defendant to respond is thirty (30) days after being


served with process.


10. Because Defendant Williams, did not file a responsive pleading or otherwise defend, within


thirty (30) days as required by Rule, Plaintiff is entitled to Entry of Default, and Entry of


Judgment on Default on Defendant Williams.


11. Plaintiff's damages are unliquidated, and a hearing is requested to receive evidence of


Plaintiff's damages. Such evidence will include witness testimony.
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PRAYER


12. For these reasons, Plaintiff asks the Court to enter a Default Judgment against Defendant


Williams and to schedule an evidentiary hearing to determine Plaintiff's damages.


April 1, 2025


Greenville, South Carolina


Respectfully submitted,


s/ Bruce Wilson


Bruce Wilson


14 Freestone St


Greenville SC 29605


brucewilson23@gmail.com
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA


COUNTY OF GREENVILLE


IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS


THIRTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT


Bruce Wilson,


vs.


Plaintiff,


Pranceton Rodrigues Williams,
Ennis M. Fant


Defendant,


C.A. No: 2024-CP-23-00548


CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE


The undersigned certifies that a copy of the foregoing Plaintiff's Motion for Judgment


by Default And Request For Hearing On Damages On Defendant Pranceton R. Williams


was served on April 1, 2025, via US Mail prepaid postage and addressed to:


April 4, 2025


Greenville, South Carolina


Pranceton Rodrigues Williams


20 Alice Farr Dr,
Greenville SC 29617


Pro Se Defendant


4


s/ Bruce Wilson


Bruce Wilson


14 Freestone St


Greenville, SC 29605


brucewilson23@gmail.com
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA


COUNTY OF GREENVILLE


Bruce Wilson


VS.


Pranceton Rodirgues Williams, and
Ennis M. Fant


Plaintiff's Attorney:
Bruce Wilson


IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
13 JUDICIAL CIRCUIT


CASE NO.: 2024 -CP- 23 - 02744


MOTION AND ORDER INFORMATION


FORM AND COVERSHEETPlaintiff,


)


)
)


Defendant.)


Defendant's Attorney:
Bar No


Address:


Phone:


E-mail:


Fax


Other:


Bar No.


Address:
14 Freestone St, Greenville SC 29605


Phone: 864-907-7080 Fax


E-mail: brucewilson23@gmail.comOther:


XMOTION HEARING REQUESTED (attach written motion and complete SECTIONS I and III()
FORM MOTION, NO HEARING REQUESTED (complete SECTIONS II and III)
PROPOSED ORDER/CONSENT ORDER (complete SECTIONS II and III)


Nature of Motion: Judgment by Default and Request for Hearing on Damages


Estimated Time Needed:


SECTION I: Hearing Information


SECTION II: Motion/Order Type
☑Written motion attached


Court Reporter Needed: ☑ YES/ NO


Form Motion/Order


I hereby move for relief or action by the court as set forth in the attached proposed order.


Signature of Attorney for ☑ Plaintiff/ Defendant


X PAID -AMOUNT: $ 25.00


(check reason)


☐ EXEMPT:


April 1
Date submitted


SECTION III: Motion Fee


☐ Rule to Show Cause in Child or Spousal Support
☐Domestic Abuse or Abuse and Neglect


☐ Indigent Status ☐ State Agency v. Indigent Party
☐Sexually Violent Predator Act ☐ Post-Conviction Relief


Motion for Stay in Bankruptcy


Motion for Publication ☐ Motion for Execution (Rule 69, SCRCP)
Proposed order submitted at request of the court; or,


reduced to writing from motion made in open court per judge's instructions
Name of Court Reporter:
Other:


JUDGE'S SECTION


Motion Fee to be paid upon filing of the attached


order.


Other:


JUDGE CODE


Date:


2025


,20
CLERK'S VERIFICATION


Date Filed: April iot 2025Collected by: JA


MOTION FEE COLLECTED: $ 5.00
CONTESTED - AMOUNT DUE: $


SCCA 233 (11/2003)
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA,   IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS OF 
COUNTY OF GREENVILLE   THE THIRTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
 
Bruce Wilson,     )            CASE NO.: 2024-CP-23-02744 
      ) 


Plaintiff,   ) 
      ) 
  vs.    ) FANT’S MOTION TO DISMISS 
                 ) PLAINTIFF’S AMENDED  
Pranceton Rodrigues Williams, and               )   COMPLAINT AND MOTION FOR  
Ennis M. Fant,                           ) SANCTIONS 
      ) 
  Defendants.    ) 
 


NOW COMES Defendant Ennis M. Fant (“Fant”), by and through counsel, and move this 


Court to dismiss this Amended Complaint pursuant to Rule 12(b)(6) of the South Carolina Rules 


of Civil Procedure (“SCRCP”). In support of this Motion, Fant shows the Court the following: 


1. Plaintiff, Bruce Wilson (“Plaintiff”), commenced this lawsuit against Fant on May 


6, 2024, alleging Intentional Infliction of Emotional Distress and Civil Conspiracy. 


2. Plaintiff served Fant with the Summons and Complaint on or about May 10, 2024. 


3. Fant filed a Motion to Dismiss and Motion for Sanctions on June 10, 2024. 


4. On January 22, 2025, the Court granted Fant’s Motion to Dismiss Plaintiff’s 


Complaint, allowing Plaintiff 20 days leave to Amend his Complaint to file facts supporting his 


causes of action against Defendants.  


5. The Court denied Fant’s Motion for Sanctions, without prejudice. 


6. On January 30, 2025, Plaintiff filed a Motion for Reconsideration of Denial of 


Motion for Default Judgment and Supplemental Affidavit of Service, which Plaintiff failed to 


notify any defendant or provide a copy of the Motion, pursuant to SCRCP Rule 5. 


7. On February 11, 2025, Plaintiff filed an Amended Complaint, which he failed to 


serve the defendants in this matter, pursuant to SCRCP Rules 4 and 5. 
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 2 


8. Plaintiff now asserts the following causes of action against Defendant Fant in 


Plaintiff’s Amended Complaint: 1) Defamation; 2) Intentional Infliction of Emotional Distress; 3) 


Civil Conspiracy; and 4) Extortion. 


9. On February 12, 2025, this Court denied Plaintiff’s Motion for Reconsideration. 


10. On February 28, 2025, Plaintiff filed a Second Amended Complaint, thus in effect 


voluntarily dismissing the Amended Complaint. 


11. As a result of Plaintiff’s status as a pro se litigant, Defendants are not provided with 


electronic notification of Plaintiff’s filings. 


12. Plaintiff has failed to serve Defendant Fant with a copy of the Amended Complaint 


and the Second Amended Complaint, pursuant to SCRCP Rules 4 and 5. 


13. Prior to a hearing before this Court on April 4, 2025, Fant was under the belief that 


Plaintiff intentionally attempted to serve Fant with the Second Amended Complaint at an address 


that is not Fant’s residence and Plaintiff has intentionally failed to properly serve Fant in 


compliance with the SCRCP as a mean of trickery and manipulation of the service process. 


14. During the hearing on April 4, 2025, Fant learned that Plaintiff never attempted to 


serve the Second Amended Complaint, but instead intentionally attempted to serve Fant with the 


Amended Complaint at an address that is not Fant’s residence and Plaintiff has intentionally failed 


to properly serve Fant in compliance with the SCRCP as a mean of trickery and manipulation of 


the service process. 


15. Fant further learned that Plaintiff filed a Notice with the Greenville County Clerk 


of Court vaguely titled “Notice to Clerk of Court Regarding Second Amended Complaint”. 


16. This notice states that Plaintiff is withdrawing his Second Amended Complaint and 


would like to reinstate the Amended Complaint.   
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17. Plaintiff failed to provide defendants or defense counsel of this notice as Fant and 


undersigned counsel discovered this through Plaintiff’s statements during the April 4, 2024, 


hearing. 


18. Plaintiff’s “Notice to Clerk of Court Regarding Second Amended Complaint” 


amounts to a voluntary dismissal. 


19. Fant discovered Plaintiff’s Second Amended Complaint by learning a copy of the 


Second Amended Complaint was left at the front door of one of Fant’s family members. 


20. Plaintiff has now in his Amended Complaint added additional causes of action 


arising out of the same alleged conduct that was not initially plead or asserted in Plaintiff’s initial 


Complaint. 


21. Fant moves for a dismissal of Plaintiff’s Amended Complaint for failure to properly 


serve Fant in this matter, pursuant to Rules 4, 6(b), 12(b)(4), 12(b)(5), 12(h)(1) of the SCRCP. 


22. Plaintiff fails to state facts supporting his claim for Defamation against Fant. 


23. “In order 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.”  Erickson v. Jones St. Publishers, LLC, 368 


S.C. 444, 465, 629 S.E.2d 653, 664 (2006), disapproved of by Floyd v. WBTW, No. CIV.A. 


4:06CV3120-RB, 2007 WL 4458924 (D.S.C. Dec. 17, 2007) (quoting Fleming v. Rose, 350 S.C. 


488, 494, 567 S.E.2d 857, 860 (2002)). 


24. “[Defamation] 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.”  
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Murray, 344 S.C. 129, 142, 344 S.E.2d at 749.  Defamation per se presumes that Defendants acted 


with common law malice and Plaintiff suffered general damages.  Id. at 142, 344 S.E.2d at 749. 


25. Plaintiff, by way of this action and by way of Plaintiff’s actions and conduct, holds 


himself out to be a public figure.   


26. “All three types of public figures, just as public officials, must meet the New York 


Times standard of actual malice in order to recover damages for defamation. Public figures and 


public officials are entitled to less protection from defamation than private figures because they 


enjoy greater media access and are less vulnerable to injury from defamatory statements due to 


their ability to publicly rebut such statements. Furthermore, both public figures and public officials 


are less deserving of protection because they have voluntarily exposed themselves to the increased 


risk of defamation.”  Erickson, 368 S.C. 444, 473, 629 S.E.2d 653, 668 (citing Foretich v. Capital 


Cities/ABC, Inc., 37 F.3d 1541, 1551 (4th Cir.1994)). 


27. “Consequently, to prove fault in a defamation action, a plaintiff who is a public 


official or public figure must prove by clear and convincing evidence that the defendant acted with 


actual malice in publishing a false and defamatory statement about the plaintiff.”  Erickson, 368 


S.C. at 467.  


28. Plaintiff has failed to plead facts sufficient to support his claim for defamation 


under the heightened scrutiny of clear in convincing evidence as Plaintiff has failed to plead any 


defamatory statement whatsoever published by Fant and therefore, has failed to plead any facts 


supporting the necessary allegation that Fant published a defamatory statement with actual malice. 


29. To prove a claim of intentional infliction of emotional distress a Plaintiff must 


prove, “(1) that the defendant intentionally or recklessly inflicted severe emotional distress, or 


knew that distress would probably result from his conduct; (2) that the defendant's conduct was so 
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extreme and outrageous that it exceeded all possible grounds of decency and was atrocious and 


utterly intolerable in a civilized community; (3) that the actions of the defendant caused the 


plaintiff emotional distress; and (4) that the emotional distress suffered by the plaintiff was so 


severe that no reasonable person could be expected to endure it.”  Dye v. Gainey, 320 S.C. 65, 463 


S.E.2d 97 (S.C. App. 1995).  The Court must initially determine whether specific conduct gives 


rise to a claim for outrage.  See Johnson v. Dailey, 318 S.C. 318, 457 S.E.2d 613 (S.C. 1995); see 


also Wright v. Sparrow, 298 S.C. 469, 381 S.E.2d 503 (S.C. App. 1989). 


30. Plaintiff fails to state a claim for intentional infliction of emotional distress and 


should be dismissed pursuant to Rule 12(b)(6) of the SCRCP because Plaintiff failed to plead Fant 


took any overt action, which intentionally or recklessly inflicted severe emotional distress, and 


Plaintiff fails to plead any facts to support the conclusory statement that Fant was the source of 


emotional distress. 


31. Plaintiff fails to plead Fant took any overt action that is so extreme and outrageous 


that it exceeded all possible grounds of decency and was atrocious and utterly intolerable in a 


civilized community. 


32. Plaintiff fails to plead any facts supporting his allegation that Fant’s actions were 


extreme and outrageous under the circumstances causing Plaintiff emotional distress. 


33. Plaintiff fails to plead facts supporting his claim for intentional infliction of 


emotional distress because he fails to plead any facts supporting the allegation that Pranceton 


Rodrigues Williams acted in concert or at the direction of Fant. 


34. Plaintiff fails to plead the necessary elements sufficient to state a cause of action 


for any the claim of civil conspiracy.  The elements of civil conspiracy are: “(1) the combination 


or agreement of two or more persons, (2) to commit an unlawful act or a lawful act by unlawful 
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means, (3) together with the commission of an overt act in furtherance of the agreement, and (4) 


damages proximately resulting to the plaintiff.”  Paradis v. Charleston Cty. Sch. Dist., 433 S.C. 


562, 576, 861 S.E.2d 774, 780 (2021), reh'g denied (Aug. 18, 2021).   


35. Plaintiff has failed to allege any facts sufficient to support a claim of civil 


conspiracy.  “[I]n civil conspiracy, the graveman of the tort is the damage resulting to plaintiff 


from an overt act done pursuant to a common design.”  Hackworth v. Greywood at Hammett, 385 


S.C. 110, 115, 682 S.E.2d 871, 874 (Ct. App. 2009).   


36. “In a civil conspiracy claim, one must plead additional acts in furtherance of the 


conspiracy separate and independent from other wrongful acts alleged in the complaint, and the 


failure to properly plead such acts will merit the dismissal of the claim.”  Hackworth, 385 S.C. 


110, 115-116.   


37. Plaintiff has failed to allege any facts supporting an overt act done pursuant to a 


common design that is separate and independent from any other alleged wrongful act. 


38. Plaintiff fails to plead facts supporting his claim for Extortion. 


39. Undersigned counsel submits Fant has performed a substantial and thorough review 


of South Carolina statutes and case law.  Upon information and belief, South Carolina does not 


recognize a civil claim for extortion and no elements or burden of proof are established for this 


alleged civil cause of action. 


40. To the extent Plaintiff relies on S.C. Code Ann. § 16-9-10, such statute refers to the 


criminal penalty of perjury and subornation of perjury and does not relate to a criminal charge of 


“extortion”. 


41. Assuming, arguendo, that Plaintiff’s allegations are true, Plaintiff asserts the state 


of South Carolina defines “extortion” as, “…the obtaining of property or other benefit from another 
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induced by wrongful use of force, fear, or threats.”  Plaintiff has failed to plead that Fant in any 


way obtained property or benefit from another by the use of force, fear, or threats. 


42. Therefore, Plaintiff’s causes of action against Fant should be dismissed with 


prejudice. 


43. S.C. Code Ann. § 15-36-10 states in relevant part, “An attorney, party, or pro se 


litigant shall be sanctioned for a frivolous claim or defense if the court finds the attorney, party, 


or pro se litigant failed to comply with one of the following conditions: (a) a reasonable attorney 


in the same circumstances would believe that under the facts, his claim or defense was clearly not 


warranted under existing law and that a good faith or reasonable argument did not exist for the 


extension, modification, or reversal of existing law; (b) a reasonable attorney in the same 


circumstances would believe that his procurement, initiation, continuation, or defense of the civil 


suit was intended merely to harass or injure the other party; or (c) a reasonable attorney in the 


same circumstances would believe that the case or defense was frivolous as not reasonably 


founded in fact or was interposed merely for delay, or was merely brought for a purpose other 


than securing proper discovery, joinder of proposed parties, or adjudication of the claim or defense 


upon which the proceedings are based.(emphasis added). “In determining whether sanctions are 


appropriate or the severity of a sanction, the court shall consider previous violations of the 


provisions of this section.” 


44. Plaintiff’s Second Amended Complaint should be dismissed with prejudice and this 


Court should sanction Plaintiff as this matter is brought solely for the purpose to merely to harass 


or injure Fant by requiring him to incur attorneys’ fees and cost, and Plaintiff’s claims are frivolous 


as no reasonable jury could rule in favor of Plaintiff as Plaintiff has failed to allege facts supporting 
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his claims or facts supporting the truth or existence of any of the alleged facts, pursuant to S.C. 


Code Ann. § 15-36-10. 


45. It is clear based on plain reading of Plaintiff’s Complaint, Amended Complaint, 


and Second Amended Complaint that Plaintiff has no legitimate and actual cause of actions against 


Fant, and Plaintiff reasonably knew or should have known after a review of the proper legal 


authorities that several causes of action assert in the Second Amended Complaint are clearly not 


warranted under existing law and that a good faith or reasonable argument did not exist for the 


extension, modification, or reversal of existing law in this matter. 


46. Upon information and belief, Plaintiff has brought this action as well as other 


nonrelated cases for the sole purpose to harass or injure Fant. 


47. As a result, Fant has incurred attorneys’ fees and costs to defend this matter, and 


Plaintiff has subjected Fant to undue harassment, humiliation, and expenses.   


WHEREFORE, Fant respectfully prays this Court as follows: 


1. For the Court to dismiss all claims against Fant contained in the Complaint with 


prejudice, pursuant to SCRCP Rules 4, 6(b), 12(b)(4), 12(b)(5), 12(b)(6), and 12(h)(1); 


2. For the costs of this action, including reasonable attorney fees as permitted by law, to 


be taxed to Plaintiff; and 


3. For such other and further relief as the court deems just and proper.  


 


 


[SIGNATURE PAGE TO FOLLOW] 
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This the 7th day of April 2025. 


Respectfully submitted, 


/s/ Austin D. Nichols   
Austin D. Nichols, Esq. 
J. Todd Rutherford, Esq. 
RUTHERFORD LAW FIRM 
1315 Blanding Street (29201) 
P.O. Box 1452 
Columbia, South Carolina 29202 
Phone No.: (803) 256-3003 
Fax No.: (803) 256-9698 
Attorneys for Defendants 
austin@rutherford.law 
todd@rutherford.law 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA,   IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS OF 
COUNTY OF GREENVILLE   THE THIRTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
 
Bruce Wilson,     )            CASE NO.: 2024-CP-23-02744 
      ) 


Plaintiff,   ) 
      ) 
  vs.    )                 CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
                 ) 
Pranceton Rodrigues Williams, and               ) 
Ennis M. Fant                            ) 
      ) 
  Defendants.    ) 


 
I, Faye Johnson, certify that on this date I served the Motion to Dismiss Plaintiff’s 


Amended Complaint in this case on Plaintiff, Bruce Wilson, by delivering a copy of this pleading 
to the Plaintiff, by mailing to his/ her office located at the following address:  


 
Bruce Wilson  


14 Freestone St.  
Greenville SC 29605 


        
       /s/ Faye Johnson    
       Faye Johnson  
       Legal Assistant 
       The Rutherford Law Firm 
       1315 Blanding Street 
Columbia, South Carolina    Columbia, South Carolina 29201 
This the 7th day of April 2025.   (803) 256-3003 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA,   IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS OF 
COUNTY OF GREENVILLE   THE THIRTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
 
Bruce Wilson,     )            CASE NO.: 2024-CP-23-02744 
      ) 


Plaintiff,   ) 
      ) 
  vs.    ) MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF 
                 ) FANT’S MOTION TO DISMISS  
Pranceton Rodrigues Williams, and               )  AMENDED COMPLAINT 
Ennis M. Fant                            ) 
      ) 
  Defendants.    ) 


NOW COMES Defendant, Ennis M. Fant (“Fant”) by and through counsel, pursuant to 


South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure (“SCRCP”) Rules 4, 6(b), 12(b)(4), 12(b)(5), 12(b)(6), 


and 12(h)(1), and submits this Memorandum in Support of Motion to Dismiss and Motion for 


Sanctions.  Fant submits the follow in support of his memorandum: 


PROCEDURAL HISTORY 


Plaintiff, Bruce Wilson (“Plaintiff”), commenced this lawsuit against Fant on May 6, 2024, 


alleging Intentional Infliction of Emotional Distress and Civil Conspiracy.  Plaintiff served Fant 


with the Summons and Complaint on or about May 10, 2024.  According to the Affidavit of Service 


filed by Plaintiff on May 23, 2024, the process server swore service on Fant on May 13, 2024.  


However, upon information and belief, Fant recalls being served May 10, 2024.  Pursuant to 


SCRCP Rule 6 and 12, Fant’s Answer or responsive pleading was due June 10, 2024.  Fant filed 


his Motion to Dismiss and Motion for Sanctions on June 10, 2024.  Upon filing these motions, 


Fant served Plaintiff with a copy of the motions for his reference.  On January 23, 2025, this Court 


issued an order granting Fant’s Motion to Dismiss Plaintiff’s Complaint and denying Fant’s 


Motion for Sanctions without prejudice.  The Court stated specifically,  


“In looking at the four corners of the complaint and viewed in light most favorable 


to the Plaintiff the Complaint fails to properly allege a cause of action for 
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Intentional Infliction of Emotional Distress.  The facts supporting this cause of 


action mostly describe the conduct of Defendant Williams. The allegations do not 


assert any intentional or reckless act by Defendant Fant nor any facts supporting 


damages other than mere bald assertions.  See Hansson v. Scalise Builders of S.C., 


374 S.C. 352 (2007) and Ford v. Hutson, 276 S.C. 157 (1981).  As to the Civil 


Conspiracy cause of action, Plaintiff merely repeats the allegations supporting the 


previous causes of action. In a claim for civil conspiracy, a plaintiff must allege 


“additional facts in furtherance of the conspiracy separate and independent from 


other wrongful acts alleged in the Complaint and the failure to properly plead such 


acts will merit the dismissal of the claim.  Hackworth v. Greywood at Hammet, 385 


S.C. 110 (Ct. App. 2009).”   


See J. Gravely Order, January 22, 2025.  Based on this decision, the Court allowed Plaintiff 20 


days to file an Amended Complaint to address these deficiencies. 


On February 11, 2025, Plaintiff filed an Amended Summons and Complaint against both 


defendants and alleging the following against Fant: 1) Defamation, 2) Intentional Infliction of 


Emotional Distress, 3) Civil Conspiracy, and 4) Extortion.  Plaintiff has failed to properly serve 


Fant with a copy of his Amended Complaint, pursuant to SCRCP Rules 4 and 5, and Plaintiff has 


failed to provide defense counsel with a copy of the same.  On February 28, 2025, Plaintiff filed a 


Second Amended Summons and Complaint, thereby voluntarily dismissing his Amended 


Summons and Complaint.  Plaintiff has failed to properly serve Fant with a copy of his Second 


Amended Complaint, pursuant to SCRCP Rules 4 and 5, and Plaintiff has failed to provide defense 


counsel with a copy of the same.  Upon discovering Plaintiff’s Amended Complaint and 


subsequent Second Amended Complaint through a review of the public index, Fant filed a Motion 
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to Dismiss Plaintiff’s Second Amended Complaint.  On March 31, 2025, this Court informed 


defense counsel that a hearing for Plaintiff’s Emergency Motion for Temporary Restraining Order 


was being scheduled for April 4, 2025.  Fant and defense counsel did not receive notice or service 


of this motion from Plaintiff.  Moments prior to this hearing, defense counsel discovered that 


Plaintiff filed a vaguely titled “Notice to Clerk of Court Regarding Second Amended Complaint”.  


During the hearing, Fant learned that Plaintiff now seeks to withdraw his Second Amended 


Complaint and reinstate his Amended Complaint.  On April 8, 2025, Fant filed this Motion to 


Dismiss Plaintiff’s Amended Complaint. 


LEGAL STANDARD 


 Rule 12(b)(6), SCRCP, allows the court to dismiss a party’s claim for “failure to state facts 


sufficient to constitute a cause of action.”  In evaluating a motion to dismiss pursuant to this rule, 


the circuit court must view the facts alleged in the complaint and any reasonable inferences to be 


drawn therefrom in the light most favorable to the plaintiff.  Gentry v. Yonce, 337 S.C. 1, 5, 522 


S.E.2d 137, 139 (1999).   


“The trial court must base its ruling solely on allegations set forth in the complaint.”  Doe 


v. Marion, 373 S.C. 390, 395, 645 S.E.2d 245, 247 (2007). “The trial court’s grant of a motion to 


dismiss will be sustained if the facts alleged in the complaint do not support relief under any theory 


of law.”  Flateau v. Harrelson, 355 S.C. 197, 202, 584 S.E.2d 413, 416 (Ct. App. 2003). 


LEGAL ARGUMENTS 


This Court instructed Plaintiff to amend his pleadings to correct the deficiencies in his 


original complaint for his claims of Intentional Infliction of Emotional Distress and Civil 


Conspiracy.  Plaintiff has failed to do so and instead added additional claims.  Fant asserts 


Plaintiff’s Amended Complaint falls outside the limited instruction and leave from this Court.  


Nonetheless, Plaintiff fails to plead the necessary elements sufficient to state a cause of action for 
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Defamation, Intentional Infliction of Emotional Distress, Civil Conspiracy, and Extortion.  


Therefore, Plaintiff’s Complaint against Fant should be dismissed, pursuant to SCRCP Rule 


12(b)(6).  Plaintiff simply adds speculative facts and speculative factual conclusions that largely 


occurred after the filing of Plaintiff’s original Complaint.   


I. PLAINTIFF FAILS TO STATE A CLAIM FOR INTENTIONAL INFLICTION 
OF EMOTIONAL DISTRESS. 


In order to succeed on a claim for intentional infliction of emotional distress a Plaintiff 


must prove, “(1) the defendant intentionally or recklessly inflicted severe emotional distress, or 


was certain, or substantially certain, that such distress would result from his conduct; (2) the 


conduct was so “extreme and outrageous” so as to exceed “all possible bounds of decency” and 


must be regarded as “atrocious, and utterly intolerable in a civilized community; (3) the actions of 


the defendant caused plaintiff's emotional distress; and (4) the emotional distress suffered by the 


plaintiff was “severe” such that “no reasonable man could be expected to endure it.”  Hansson v. 


Scalise Builders of S.C., 374 S.C. 352, 356, 650 S.E.2d 68, 70 (2007). 


A. Fant did not intentionally or recklessly inflict severe emotional distress on Plaintiff. 


Plaintiff fails to plead any action or conduct which intentionally or recklessly inflicted 


severe emotional distress.  Plaintiff merely asserts bold, yet vague, speculative assertions that Fant 


collaborated on the details of what Defendant Pranceton Rodrigues Williams (“Williams”) stated 


in the alleged social media video.  Nothing in Plaintiff’s Complaint supports the speculation that 


Fant in fact provided any information to Williams, that Fant instructed Williams to produce a social 


media video, and Plaintiff fails to plead any facts whatsoever to support his bold and vague 


assertions.  Plaintiff fails to plead any evidence that a conversation between Fant and Williams 


ever actually occurred before Williams’ posted the Facebook live video.  Plaintiff originally stated 


in his initial Complaint: 
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“Upon reaching home, the plaintiff was informed that defendant Fant had contacted 


defendant Williams for the purpose of post on social media to disparage the plaintiff 


and other individuals who attended the hearing, despite defendant Williams not 


being present at the hearing.” 


Plt. Compl. ¶ 22.  Plaintiff did not claim he learned this information from Williams or Fant and 


now seems to abandon these facts in his Amended Complaint.   


Based on the reading of the original Complaint, Plaintiff essentially claimed he discovered 


this information from an unnamed third-party who was not a part of the alleged phone 


conversation.  Assuming arguendo, that a conversation between Fant and Williams occurred, 


Plaintiff has no information or evidence as to what Fant communicated to Williams.  Plaintiff has 


asserted nothing to support the claim that Fant instructed, encouraged, force, or in any way 


influenced Williams to do anything.  In fact, Plaintiff claims he had a discussion with Williams 


and Fant separately on June 14, 2025, a month after the alleged Facebook post and asserts this is 


evidence of his claims.  Plt. Am. Compl. ¶ 11; 18-20.  Yet, Plaintiff fails to plead that at some 


point during his conversations with defendants or any other individuals that someone informed 


him that Fant provided false information to Williams and instructed him to post a Facebook live 


video.  Plaintiff doesn’t even allege that Williams ever stated during the video that he learned the 


information from Fant.  Absent any of these facts, Plaintiff clearly and purely relies on speculation 


and imagination in his assertion that Fant controlled Williams to the extent that Williams posted 


this video at Fant’s direction.  As this Court noted in its Order dismissing Plaintiff’s Complaint, 


“The facts supporting this cause of action mostly describe the conduct of Defendant Williams. The 


allegations do not assert any intentional or reckless act by Defendant Fant nor any facts supporting 


damages other than mere bald assertions.  See Hansson v. Scalise Builders of S.C., 374 S.C. 352 
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(2007) and Ford v. Hutson, 276 S.C. 157 (1981).”  See J. Gravely Order, January 22, 2025.  The 


same remains true in Plaintiff’s Amended Complaint. 


 Plaintiff further contradicts his theory that Fant relayed any information to Williams.  


Plaintiff alleges Fant provided Williams with false information regarding a public hearing that had 


just occurred hours before Williams’ alleged video.  See Plt. Compl. ¶¶ 22-26.  Essentially, 


Plaintiff claims that Fant intentionally provided Williams false information for the purpose of 


Williams distributing this false information to an audience who was already aware of the events 


of the hearing.  Plaintiff’s theory is illogical as well as lacking any merit or evidentiary support.  


Plaintiff’s Complaint fails to make a showing of any intent or recklessness of Fant to cause Plaintiff 


severe emotional distress. 


B. Plaintiff fails to allege any facts supporting extreme and outrageous conduct so as 
to exceed all possible bounds of decency. 


Upon reading the Complaint and Amended Complaint, it is clear the public hearing 


concerned a dispute between two competing political candidates, Fant and Derrick Quarles 


(“Quales”).  See Plt. Compl. ¶¶ 8-12; Plt. Am. Compl. ¶ 7.  Plaintiff admits he was in no way 


involved in the hearing and that neither Fant nor Quarles informed him the hearing was occurring.  


See Plt. Compl. ¶ 10; Plt. Am. Compl. ¶ 6.  Plaintiff states he attended the hearing and is aware of 


the events that occurred during the hearing.  See Plt. Am. Compl. ¶ 6.  Plaintiff’s Complaint and 


Amended Complaint alone makes a very clear showing that Fant knew and understood his political 


opponent, Quarles, filed the action against him and that Quarles was challenging his candidacy.  


See Plt. Compl. ¶¶ 16-21; Plt. Am. Compl. ¶ 6-7.  Plaintiff now asserts that Fant conspired with 


Williams, who was not in attendance at the hearing, to convince the community that Plaintiff filed 


the complaint against Fant, instead of Quarles, despite the hearing being publicly recorded and 


Fant certainly knowing Quarles was his challenger in the matter.   
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Plaintiff’s Complaint fails to make a showing of extreme and outrageous conduct that 


exceeds all possible bounds of decency.  Viewing the facts most favorable to Plaintiff, at best, the 


extreme and outrageous conduct committed by Fant is that Fant privately and secretly instructed 


Williams to publish false information to the public that could very easily be dispelled through a 


simple review of public documents and recordings that Plaintiff and members of the community 


personally observed first-hand.  Plaintiff fails to present any facts that the “1,500” viewers of the 


two-hour Facebook live post even accepted or believed the information to be true and as a result 


formed a negative impression of Plaintiff.  Plaintiff claims Fant instructed Williams to state that 


Plaintiff attempted to remove Fant from office, lied to the Board of Commission to have Fant 


removed from office, testified against Fant, spied on Fant, and took a video and photos of Fant.  


See Plt. Am. Compl. ¶ 9.  Plaintiff relies on these assertions to support his claim for defamation 


against Williams.  Plaintiff also claims Fant instructed members of the community to watch 


Williams’ post to support his current claims against Fant.  See Plt. Am. Compl. ¶ 11-12.   


There is nothing to support the claim that directing members of the public to watch a 


publicly issued social media post, published by someone else, amounts to extreme and outrageous 


conduct.  There is nothing to support the claim that any of the alleged actions of Fant amount to 


conduct that is atrocious, and utterly intolerable in a civilized community.  There is nothing to 


support Plaintiff’s claim that stating he filed an administrative complaint and publicly recorded an 


individual is seen as offensive or morally deficient conduct, which to defamation of character.  


Plaintiff’s Complaint against Fant simply defies common sense and logic, and upon information 


and belief is brought in bad faith.  
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C. Plaintiff fails to plead any facts supporting a claim of severe emotional distress and 
damages attributable to Fant. 


“Under the heightened standard of proof for emotional distress claims emphasized in Ford, 


a party cannot establish a prima facie claim for damages resulting from a defendant's tortious 


conduct with mere bald assertions.1  To permit a plaintiff to legitimately state a cause of action by 


simply alleging, “I suffered emotional distress” would be irreconcilable with this Court's 


development of the law in this area.  In the words of Justice Littlejohn, the court must look for 


something “more”—in the form of third-party witness testimony and other corroborating 


evidence—in order to make a prima facie showing of “severe” emotional distress.”  Hansson, 374 


S.C. 352, 358–59. 


Plaintiff simply states he suffered emotional distress that was severe, however, Plaintiff 


fails to assert any facts supporting this claim.  Plaintiff fails to plead any facts whatsoever detailing 


any damages.  As stated above, nothing in Plaintiff’s Complaint suggests any action by Fant calls 


into question Plaintiff’s morality or character.  Plaintiff fails to plead any adverse action occurred 


as a result of Fant’s conduct.  Relying solely on the Complaint and Amended Complaint, Plaintiff 


has failed to allege any damages or injury resulting from any conduct of Fant.  Plaintiff claims that 


1,500 people viewed Williams’ video.  See Plt. Am. Compl. ¶ 9.  However, Plaintiff fails to plead 


a single person of the 1,500 viewers received Williams’ statement as true and adversely acted 


against Plaintiff. 


Therefore, this Court should dismiss Plaintiff’s claim for Intentional Infliction of 


Emotional Distress.  


 


                                                 
1 Ford v. Hutson, 276 S.C. 157, 159, 276 S.E.2d 776, 777 (1981). 
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II. PLAINTIFF FAILS TO STATE A CLAIM FOR DEFEMATION. 
While it is unclear as to the defamatory statement against Plaintiff, it is clear any alleged 


defamation was stated and published by defendant Williams.  “In order 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.”  Erickson v. Jones St. Publishers, LLC, 368 S.C. 444, 465, 629 S.E.2d 653, 664 


(2006), disapproved of by Floyd v. WBTW, No. CIV.A. 4:06CV3120-RB, 2007 WL 4458924 


(D.S.C. Dec. 17, 2007) (quoting Fleming v. Rose, 350 S.C. 488, 494, 567 S.E.2d 857, 860 (2002)). 


Plaintiff, by way of this lawsuit and by way of his public actions and conduct, holds himself 


out to be a public figure to the community at large.  “All three types of public figures, just as public 


officials, must meet the New York Times standard of actual malice in order to recover damages 


for defamation. Public figures and public officials are entitled to less protection from defamation 


than private figures because they enjoy greater media access and are less vulnerable to injury from 


defamatory statements due to their ability to publicly rebut such statements. Furthermore, both 


public figures and public officials are less deserving of protection because they have voluntarily 


exposed themselves to the increased risk of defamation.”  Erickson, 368 S.C. 444, 473, 629 S.E.2d 


653, 668 (citing Foretich v. Capital Cities/ABC, Inc., 37 F.3d 1541, 1551 (4th Cir.1994)).  


“Consequently, to prove fault in a defamation action, a plaintiff who is a public official or public 


figure must prove by clear and convincing evidence that the defendant acted with actual malice in 


publishing a false and defamatory statement about the plaintiff.”  Erickson, at 467 (emphasis 


added). 
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Plaintiff fails to plead any defamatory statement published by Fant by way of libel or 


slander.  Plaintiff fails to plead Fant published any statement whatsoever.  Plaintiff simply states 


Fant, at best, directed members of the community to review a video that was publicly available 


and published on defendant Williams’ public Facebook profile.  There is no question defendant 


Williams stated, posted, and published the Facebook live video in question.  This video is and was 


readily available to anyone who looked at Williams’ Facebook page.  This in no way amounts to 


a false statement, published by Fant, at the fault of Fant, particularly at the heightened clear and 


convincing burden standard.  See Erickson, at 465-7.  Absent these necessary elements for 


Defamation, Plaintiff’s claim against Fant should be dismissed with prejudice.  Additionally, 


Plaintiff could very easily publicly rebuff any alleged defamation with supporting evidence.  


Erickson, at 473. 


Additionally, since Fant did not directly make a defamatory statement, Fant may only be 


held liable for Williams’ alleged defamatory statements if an agency relationship existed and the 


statement was made in the scope of that agency.  See Murray v. Holnam, 344 S.C. 129, 139, 542 


S.E.2d 743 (Ct. App. 2001) (“a principal may be held liable for defamatory statements made by 


an agent acting within the scope of his employment or within the scope of his apparent authority.”). 


Plaintiff fails to plead an agency relationship exists and on the face of the Amended Complaint 


there is no factual support to presume or imply an apparent authority exist amounting to Williams’ 


acting as an agent on Fant’s behalf.  Absent a showing of a principal/agent relationship, Fant cannot 


be held liable for Williams’ conduct.  See Murray v. Holnam, 344 S.C. at 139. 


III. PLAINTIFF FAILS TO STATE A CLAIM FOR CIVIL CONSPIRACY. 
Plaintiff fails to plead the necessary elements sufficient to state a cause of action for civil 


conspiracy.  The elements of civil conspiracy are: “(1) the combination or agreement of two or 


more persons, (2) to commit an unlawful act or a lawful act by unlawful means, (3) together with 
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the commission of an overt act in furtherance of the agreement, and (4) damages proximately 


resulting to the plaintiff.”  Paradis v. Charleston Cty. Sch. Dist., 433 S.C. 562, 576, 861 S.E.2d 


774, 780 (2021), reh'g denied (Aug. 18, 2021).  “[I]n civil conspiracy, the graveman of the tort is 


the damage resulting to plaintiff from an overt act done pursuant to a common design.”  Hackworth 


v. Greywood at Hammett, 385 S.C. 110, 115, 682 S.E.2d 871, 874 (Ct. App. 2009).   


“In a civil conspiracy claim, one must plead additional acts in furtherance of the conspiracy 


separate and independent from other wrongful acts alleged in the complaint, and the failure to 


properly plead such acts will merit the dismissal of the claim.”  Hackworth, 385 at 115-116.  In 


this case, Plaintiff fails to state a claim because (1) he has not plead the existence of any 


combination or agreement between Fant and Williams; (2) he has not alleged any unlawful or 


lawful act by unlawful means; (3) he has not plead any overt act in furtherance of the conspiracy; 


and (4) he has not alleged any damages, in which this Court may grant relief. 


Based on the allegations contained in the Amended Complaint, Plaintiff fails to correct the 


deficiencies in Plaintiff’s claim, per this Court’s instruction.  See J. Gravely Order, January 22, 


2025.  Plaintiff fails to allege Fant committed any unlawful act or lawful act by unlawful means.  


As described in the arguments, Plaintiff fails to make a showing of Defamation, Intentional 


Infliction of Emotional Distress, and Extortion.  Absent a showing of underlying conduct that is 


unlawful or committed through unlawful means, Plaintiff has failed to properly plead a claim for 


civil conspiracy.  Paradis, 433 S.C. 562.  Plaintiff has fundamentally failed to plead each and every 


element of a claim for civil conspiracy, in which he has the burden to prove.   


As stated by the Court in the January 22, 2025 Order, a plaintiff must allege “additional 


facts in furtherance of the conspiracy separate and independent from other wrongful acts alleged 


in the Complaint and the failure to properly plead such acts will merit the dismissal of the claim.”  
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Hackworth v. Greywood at Hammet, 385 S.C. 110.  Plaintiff fails to allege additional facts in 


furtherance of the conspiracy.  Plaintiff seems to assert an alleged phone call between himself and 


Williams and a separate call between him and Fant amounts to a showing of an additional fact in 


furtherance of the conspiracy.  This assertion fails to support a factual showing of an overt act in 


the furtherance of the conspiracy.  Plaintiff claims Fant entered into an unlawful agreement “to 


defame Plaintiff and cause harm to Plaintiff's reputation, emotional well-being, and standing in the 


community.”  See Plt. Am. Complt. ¶ 67.   


Plaintiff alleges that Fant’s overt act in furtherance of this conspiracy is that Fant contacted, 


“multiple community leaders and members of the community, instructing them to view the 


defamatory video posted by Defendant Williams,” and that shortly after Fant contacted members 


of the community, Defendant Williams called Plaintiff and stated he would remove the videos and 


Fant directed him to stop attacking Plaintiff if Plaintiff agreed to endorse Fant for political office.  


See Plt. Am. Complt. ¶ 69-70.  Plaintiff has failed to plead any communication or agreement 


between Fant and Williams for the purpose of unlawfully defaming Plaintiff.  In fact, the only 


alleged communication pled is that Williams told Plaintiff that Fant encouraged him to stop 


attacking Plaintiff.  Plaintiff merely speculates that Fant provided false information to Williams.  


Plaintiff does not plead anyone informed him that Fant directed them to watch the video, and 


Plaintiff does not plead that the alleged defamatory statement derived from Fant.  Plaintiff fails to 


plead any agreement or communication ever occurred between Fant and Williams in furtherance 


of the conspiracy.  The only alleged communication between the defendants, as pled, occurred 


after defendant Williams posted the alleged defamatory video.  Plaintiff alleges these 


communications occurred approximately one month after the alleged defamatory video.  As pled, 


Fant expended efforts to stop Williams from continuing any attacks on Plaintiff, which appears to 
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have been unsuccessful.  It is improper to assert that actions occurring a month after the alleged 


recognized harm and injury, support an overt act in the furtherance of a conspiracy to cause such 


recognized harm and injury.  Particularly given the only newly alleged conduct is Fant’s attempt 


to prevent Plaintiff any future harm. 


Therefore, as a matter of law, Plaintiff’s claim for civil conspiracy should be dismissed, as 


Plaintiff has failed to plead any agreement between Fant and Williams for the purpose of defaming 


Plaintiff, and Plaintiff has failed to plead any overt act in furtherance of the civil conspiracy.   


IV. PLAINTIFF FAILS TO STATE A CLAIM FOR EXTORTION. 
Plaintiff fails to plead facts supporting his claim for Extortion.  Undersigned counsel 


submits Fant has performed a substantial and thorough review of South Carolina statutes and case 


law.  Upon information and belief, South Carolina does not recognize a civil claim for extortion 


and no elements or burden of proof are established for this alleged civil cause of action.  To the 


extent Plaintiff relies on S.C. Code Ann. § 16-9-10, such statute refers to the criminal penalty of 


perjury and subornation of perjury and does not relate to a criminal charge of “extortion”.  


Assuming, arguendo, that Plaintiff’s allegations are true, Plaintiff asserts the state of South 


Carolina defines “extortion” as, “…the obtaining of property or other benefit from another induced 


by wrongful use of force, fear, or threats.”  Plaintiff has failed to plead that Fant in any way 


obtained property or benefit from another by the use of force, fear, or threats.   


Plaintiff plainly claims that Fant called him and stated he would stop Williams from further 


posting about Plaintiff in exchange for Plaintiff’s endorsement.  This assertion seems patently 


illogical and inconsistent.  As stated above, Plaintiff only alleges that Fant has control over 


Williams to dictate all of William’s actions and that Fant alleged called members of the community 


to encourage them to watch William’s alleged defamatory video of Plaintiff.  Plaintiff then alleges 


a month later Fant called him seeking to extort in exchange for Plaintiff’s political support.  This 
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contradicts Plaintiff’s claim that Fant a month prior intended to harm Plaintiff’s reputation in the 


community.  Also, Plaintiff asks this Court to believe that Fant attempted to extort the very 


individual who at the time of the alleged extortion was suing Fant in two different lawsuits in 


exchange for a political endorsement.  While at the same time, Plaintiff asks this Court to believe 


that a month prior Fant instructed another individual to defame Plaintiff by claiming Plaintiff 


sought to have Fant removed from office.  Plaintiff’s claims are inconsistent, illogical, lack legal 


merit, and are asserted in bad faith. 


Therefore, Plaintiff’s causes of action against Fant should be dismissed with prejudice. 


V. THIS COURT SHOULD IMPOSE SANCTIONS AGAINST PLAINTIFF, 
PURSUANT TO S.C. CODE ANN. § 15-36-10. 


S.C. Code Ann. § 15-36-10 states in relevant part, “An attorney, party, or pro se litigant 


shall be sanctioned for a frivolous claim or defense if the court finds the attorney, party, or pro se 


litigant failed to comply with one of the following conditions: (a) a reasonable attorney in the 


same circumstances would believe that under the facts, his claim or defense was clearly not 


warranted under existing law and that a good faith or reasonable argument did not exist for 


the extension, modification, or reversal of existing law; (b) a reasonable attorney in the same 


circumstances would believe that his procurement, initiation, continuation, or defense of the 


civil suit was intended merely to harass or injure the other party; or (c) a reasonable attorney 


in the same circumstances would believe that the case or defense was frivolous as not 


reasonably founded in fact or was interposed merely for delay, or was merely brought for a 


purpose other than securing proper discovery, joinder of proposed parties, or adjudication of 


the claim or defense upon which the proceedings are based.  (emphasis added). 


“In order for a litigant to receive attorney's fees and costs under the Act, he has the burden 


of proving: (1) the other party has procured, initiated, continued, or defended the civil proceedings 
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against him; (2) the proceedings were terminated in his favor; (3) the primary purpose for which 


the proceedings were procured, initiated, continued, or defended was not that of securing the 


proper discovery, joinder of parties, or adjudication of the civil proceedings; (4) the aggrieved 


person has incurred attorney's fees and court costs; and (5) the amount of the fees and costs set 


forth in item (4).”  Rutland v. Holler, Dennis, Corbett, Ormond & Garner (L. Firm), 371 S.C. 91, 


97, 637 S.E.2d 316, 319 (Ct. App. 2006). 


Here, Plaintiff as a pro se litigant is bound by the same ethical duties and obligations as 


any other officer of the Court.  Plaintiff here has failed to plead any actionable claims against Fant, 


and upon information and belief, Plaintiff knew he would not likely succeed on the merits of his 


case, and Plaintiff filed this action against Fant purely for the purposes of harassing, humiliating, 


and causing expense through attorney’s fees on Fant.  Plaintiff through this filing and others, 


display a clear disregard for judicial fairness and respect. 


It is clear based on plain reading of Plaintiff’s Complaint, Amended Complaint, and Second 


Amended Complaint that Plaintiff has no legitimate and actual cause of actions against Fant, and 


Plaintiff reasonably knew or should have known after a review of the proper legal authorities that 


several causes of action assert in the Second Amended Complaint are clearly not warranted under 


existing law and that a good faith or reasonable argument did not exist for the extension, 


modification, or reversal of existing law in this matter.  Upon information and belief, Plaintiff has 


brought this action as well as other nonrelated cases for the sole purpose to harass or injure Fant.  


As a result, Fant has incurred attorneys’ fees and costs to defend this matter, and Plaintiff has 


subjected Fant to undue harassment, humiliation, and expenses. 


Therefore, Fant respectfully requests this Court impose sanctions against, pursuant to S.C. 


Code Ann. § 15-36-10. 
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CONCLUSION 


 Based on the above reasons, Fant’s Motion to Dismiss should be granted and this case 


should be dismissed with prejudice.  Plaintiff’s Amended Complaint must be dismissed because 


Plaintiff has failed to plead an actionable claim of Intentional Infliction of Emotional Distress 


Defamation, Extortion and Civil Conspiracy.  Furthermore, Plaintiff’s Amended Complaint is 


frivolous and intended to harass, humiliate, and embarrass Fant.  As such, this Court should impose 


sanctions in the form of attorney’s fees against Plaintiff.   


Respectfully submitted, 


/s/ Austin D. Nichols   
Austin D. Nichols, Esq. 
J. Todd Rutherford, Esq. 
RUTHERFORD LAW FIRM 
1315 Blanding Street (29201) 
P.O. Box 1452 
Columbia, South Carolina 29202 
Phone No.: (803) 256-3003 
Fax No.: (803) 256-9698 
Attorneys for Defendant 
austin@rutherford.law 
todd@rutherford.law 


 


This the 23rd day of April 2025. 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA


COUNTY OF GREENVILLE


IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS


THIRTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT


Bruce Wilson,


Plaintiff,
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VS.


Pranceton Rodrigues Williams; and
Ennis M. Fant


Defendants,


C.A. No: 2024-СP-23-02744


PLAINTIFF'S EXPEDITED


MOTION FOR LIMITED


CONTINUANCE TO


DEFENDANT FANT ONLY


TO: THE HONORABLE JUDGE JESSICA A. SALVINI


NOW COMES Plaintiff Bruce Wilson, pro se, pursuant to Rule 40(b) of the South


Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure ("SCRCP") and respectfully moves this Court for a limited


continuance to resolve critical issues raised in Defendant Ennis M. Fant's ("Fant") Motion to


Dismiss scheduled for “APRIL 24, 2025", regarding service of process among other deficiencies


claims and to allow completion of pending discovery essential to adjudicating Fant's jurisdictional


objections. In support of this Motion, Plaintiff states as follows:


1.


STATEMENT OF FACTS


On February 11, 2025, Plaintiff filed an Amended Complaint against Defendant Fant,


alleging defamation, intentional infliction of emotional distress, civil conspiracy, and


extortion. Fant subsequently filed a Motion to Dismiss on April 7, 2025, contesting the


sufficiency of service of process and claiming Plaintiff attempted service at an incorrect


address 4 Smokerise Court, Simpsonville, SC 29607 which Fant asserts is not his


residence.


1


171







2. To resolve this factual dispute, Plaintiff served subpoenas on April 11, 2025, to Duke


3.


4.


Energy and Greenville Water (attached as Exhibits A and B), seeking utility records


for 4 Smokerise Court. These records are material to determine whether Fant resides


at or controls the property, thereby validating or invalidating service under SCRCP 4.


Responses to these subpoenas are due by April 30, 2025.


On April 21, 2025, Plaintiff spoke with a neighbor residing adjacent to 4 Smokerise


Court, who confirmed willingness to provide Ring doorbell camera footage from dates


relevant to Plaintiff's service attempts. The neighbor indicated that the footage, if still


retained by the device or cloud storage, may corroborate whether Fant resides at or


frequents the address and or if service was effectuated as stated per the affidavit of


service. However, the neighbor advised Plaintiff that retrieval of such footage may


require coordination with the Ring service provider if direct download is unavailable.


This evidence is critical to resolving Fant's jurisdictional objections and underscores


the necessity of additional time to secure and analyze it.


Plaintiff emphasizes that this Motion pertains exclusively to Fant's pending Motion to


Dismiss. It does not seek to delay or alter the default already entered against Co-


Defendant Princeton Rodrigues Williams, whose liability has been established by his


failure to respond to the Amended Complaint.


LEGAL ARGUMENT


1. A continuance is warranted when necessary to secure material evidence or resolve


jurisdictional disputes. SCRCP 40(b) permits continuances for "good cause," including


circumstances where a party requires additional time to obtain evidence critical to
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA


COUNTY OF GREENVILLE


Bruce Wilson,


Plaintiff,


IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS


THIRTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT


2
5


2


U
R
C
S
H
A
M
 


C
O
C
 


G
0
2Vs.


Pranceton Rodrigues Williams; and
Ennis M. Fant


Defendants,


C.A. No: 2024-СР-23-02744


PLAINTIFF'S MOTION TO


RECONSIDER FORM 4 ORDER


GRANTING DEFENDANT


FANT'S MOTION TO DISMISS


TO: THE HONORABLE JUDGE JESSICAA. SALVINI


NOW COMES Plaintiff Bruce Wilson, pro se, respectfully requesting this Court


reconsider its Form 4 Order dated May 2, 2025, granting Defendant Ennis M. Fant's Motion to


Dismiss the Amended Complaint. This Motion is filed pursuant to SCRCP Rule 59(e) and is based


on manifest errors of law and newly emphasized evidence, specifically the Default Judgment


entered against Co-Defendant Princeton Rodrigues Williams, which materially alters the factual


and legal landscape of this case.


LAW


A motion under Rule 59(e) has long been viewed as a "motion for reconsideration," despite


the absence of those words from the rule. Elam v. S.C. Dep't of Transp., 361 S.C. 9, 21, 602 S.E.2d


772, 778 (2004). "The purpose of Rule 59(e), SCRCP, to alter or amend the judgment is to request


the trial judge to 'reconsider matters properly encompassed in a decision on the merits.." Arnold


v. State, 309 S.C. 157, 172-73, 420 S.E.2d 834, 842 (1992) (quoting Budinich v. Becton Dickinson


and Co., 486 U.S. 196, 200, 108 S.Ct. 1717, 1720, 100 L.Ed.2d 178, 184 (1988)). As a result, "a


party is usually allowed to ask the court to reconsider its decision even if it means rehashing all or
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA,   IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS OF 
COUNTY OF GREENVILLE   THE THIRTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
 
Bruce Wilson,     )            CASE NO.: 2024-CP-23-02744 
      ) 


Plaintiff,   ) 
      ) 
  vs.    ) MEMORANDUM IN OPPOSITION TO 
                 )  PLAINTIFF’S MOTION TO  
Pranceton Rodrigues Williams, and               )    RECONSIDER 
Ennis M. Fant                            ) 
      ) 
  Defendants.    ) 


NOW COMES Defendant, Ennis M. Fant (“Fant”) by and through counsel, and submits 


this Memorandum in Opposition to Plaintiff’s Motion to Reconsider.  Fant submits the follow in 


support of his memorandum: 


ARGUMENT 


Plaintiff's Motion to Reconsider is merely a restatement of his written and oral arguments 


to the Court.  Under SCRCP Rule 59(f), a Rule 59(e) motion may in the discretion of the court be 


determined on the briefs filed by the parties without oral argument.  Motions to Reconsider are 


limited in scope and are not to be used to repeat the same arguments previously presented.  Dockins 


v. Benchmark Commc'n, 180 F.R.D. 294, 295 (D.S.C. 1998).  A Motion to Reconsider cannot be 


granted where the moving party simply seeks to have the Court rethink its decision.  Id. 


Our Supreme Court has stated that, “our rules contemplate two basic situations in which a 


party should consider filing a Rule 59(e) motion.”  Elam v. South Carolina Dep't of Transp., 361 


S.C. 9, 24 (2004). A party may wish to file such a motion when she believes the court has 


misunderstood, failed to fully consider, or perhaps failed to rule on an argument or issue, and the 


party wishes for the court to reconsider or rule on it.  Elam, 361 S.C. at 24.  A party must file such 


a motion when an issue or argument has been raised, but not ruled on, in order to preserve it for 


appellate review.  Id.  Additionally, “[a] party cannot use a motion to reconsider to present an 
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issue he could have raised prior to judgment but did not.”  Anderson Mem'l Hosp., Inc. v. Hagen, 


313 S.C. 497, 498 (Ct. App. 1994) (citation omitted) (emphasis added). 


In this matter Plaintiff simply reasserts the same arguments considered and determined by 


this Court, and Plaintiff seeks to assert the misplaced argument that Pranceton Williams’ 


procedural default status can be used to support his lack of factual pleading.  This Court has 


considered all the facts and argument presented, and in doing so, issued its order on the merits.  


Procedurally, Plaintiff’s initial Complaint was dismissed for failure to state a claim and now 


Plaintiff’s Amended Complaint has been dismissed for the same.   


CONCLUSION 


 Based on the above reasons, Plaintiff’s Motion to Reconsider should be dismissed and this 


Court’s Order granting Defendant’s Motion to Dismiss should be upheld.   


 


Respectfully submitted, 


/s/ Austin D. Nichols   
Austin D. Nichols, Esq. 
J. Todd Rutherford, Esq. 
RUTHERFORD LAW FIRM 
1315 Blanding Street (29201) 
P.O. Box 1452 
Columbia, South Carolina 29202 
Phone No.: (803) 256-3003 
Fax No.: (803) 256-9698 
Attorneys for Defendant 
austin@rutherford.law 
todd@rutherford.law 


 


This the 9th day of May 2025. 
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CERTIFICATE OF PRO SE APPELLANT 


 ___________ 
 


The undersigned Pro Se Appellant hereby certifies that in accordance with Rule 210(c), 


SCACR, this Record on Appeal contains all material proposed to be included by any party that 


was presented to the lower court and not any other material.  


 


  


       
      BY: /s/ Bruce Wilson 


       Bruce Wilson 


       14 Freestone St 


       Greenville SC 29605 


       (864) 907-7080 


       brucewilson23@gmail.com 
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