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PER CURIAM:  Affirmed pursuant to Rule 220(b), SCACR, and the following 
authorities: Bovain v. Canal Ins., 383 S.C. 100, 105, 678 S.E.2d 422, 424 (2009)
("An appellate court reviews the granting of summary judgment under the same 
standard applied by the trial court under Rule 56(c), SCRCP."); id. ("Rule 56(c)[,



SCRCP,] provides that a trial court may grant a motion for summary judgment 'if 
the pleadings, depositions, answers to interrogatories, and admissions on file, 
together with the affidavits, if any, show that there is no genuine issue as to any 
material fact and that the moving party is entitled to a judgment as a matter of 
law.'"); Hancock v. Mid-South Mgmt. Co., 381 S.C. 326, 329-30, 673 S.E.2d 801, 
802 (2009) ("In determining whether any triable issues of fact exist, the evidence 
and all inferences which can be reasonably drawn from the evidence must be 
viewed in the light most favorable to the nonmoving party."); Holtzscheiter v. 
Thomson Newspapers, Inc., 332 S.C. 502, 511, 506 S.E.2d 497, 502 (1998) 
("[S]lander 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."); Swinton Creek Nursery v. Edisto Farm Credit, 
ACA, 334 S.C. 469, 484, 514 S.E.2d 126, 134 (1999) ("In a defamation action, the 
defendant may assert the affirmative defense of conditional or qualified privilege. 
Under this defense, one who publishes defamatory matter concerning another is
not liable for the publication if (1) the matter is published upon an occasion that 
makes it conditionally privileged, and (2) the privilege is not abused."); Conwell v. 
Spur Oil Co. of W. S.C., 240 S.C. 170, 178, 125 S.E.2d 270, 274-75 (1962) ("The 
essential elements of a conditionally privileged communication may accordingly 
be enumerated as good faith, an interest to be upheld, a statement limited in its 
scope to this purpose, a proper occasion, and publication in a proper manner and to 
proper parties only." (quoting 33 Am. Jur. Libel and Slander § 126)); Swinton 
Creek, 334 S.C. at 484, 514 S.E.2d at 134  ("Where the occasion gives rise to a 
qualified privilege, there is a prima facie presumption to rebut the inference of 
malice, and the burden is on the plaintiff to show actual malice or that the scope of 
the privilege has been exceeded.").  

AFFIRMED.1

LOCKEMY, C.J., and HUFF and HILL, JJ., concur.

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


