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Will Blount

From: D. Craig Brown <craigbrown@craigbrownlawfirm.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 30, 2025 8:38 AM

To: Hocker, Donald B.; Marybeth Mullaney; Matthew Gallo

Cc: Nosizi Ralephata; Mary Grace Maybank; Bennett Kesler; Jay Jones; Robert Merting; Will 

Blount; Rene Dukes; Elizabeth Morrison; Robert Wyndham; Duda, William L.; Gable, 

Sarah M.; Zelda Kiser; Joel Milliken; Michelle Adams; Gina Horseman; Dina Wentzell; 

Michael Close; Martina Cattles

Subject: RE: Berg v. Bryant - Order of Motions for 12-30 Hearing

Attachments: Amended Memo in Opposition to TRO_In Camera Review.pdf

Judge Hocker: 

I have tried to file this Amended Memo but have been unable to do so for some reason. I will keep trying.  I am sure 
it is the operator on this end.  In any event, attached is my Amended memo.  I went back and updated citations in 
the memo. 

Craig 

D. Craig Brown 
The Law Office of D. Craig Brown, LLC 
265 W. Evans St. 
P.O. Box 461 
Florence, SC 29501 

Ph. 843.676.0169 
Fax. 843.561.4857 

From: Hocker, Donald B. <dhockerj@sccourts.org>  
Sent: Monday, December 29, 2025 5:56 PM 
To: Marybeth Mullaney <marybeth@mullaneylaw.net>; Matthew Gallo <mgallo@grsm.com> 
Cc: Nosizi Ralephata <nralephata@grsm.com>; Mary Grace Maybank <marygrace@wyndhamlaw.com>; D. Craig Brown 
<craigbrown@craigbrownlawfirm.com>; Bennett Kesler <bennett@mullaneylaw.net>; Jay Jones 
<jjones@gwblawfirm.com>; Robert Merting <robert@kimandlahey.com>; Will Blount <wblount@grsm.com>; Rene 
Dukes <rdukes@saxtonstump.com>; Elizabeth Morrison <Elizabeth@whelanmellen.com>; Robert Wyndham 
<robert@wyndhamlaw.com>; Duda, William L. <bill.duda@ogletree.com>; Gable, Sarah M. 
<sarah.gable@ogletreedeakins.com>; Zelda Kiser <zkiser@grsm.com>; Joel Milliken <jmilliken@grsm.com>; Michelle 
Adams <maadams@grsm.com>; Gina Horseman <ghorseman@gwblawfirm.com>; Dina Wentzell 
<dwentzell@gwblawfirm.com>; Michael Close <michael@mullaneylaw.net>; Martina Cattles 
<mcattles@gwblawfirm.com> 
Subject: RE: Berg v. Bryant - Order of Motions for 12-30 Hearing 

Thanks to All! 

From: Marybeth Mullaney <marybeth@mullaneylaw.net>  
Sent: Monday, December 29, 2025 4:49 PM 
To: Matthew Gallo <mgallo@grsm.com> 
Cc: Hocker, Donald B. <dhockerj@sccourts.org>; Nosizi Ralephata <nralephata@grsm.com>; Mary Grace Maybank 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

COUNTY OF CHARLESTON 

Alexis Berg, 

                  Plaintiff, 
vs.  

Patrick Bryant, John Osborne, Eric Bowman, 
Pommer Group LLC, Assignment Desk Works 
LLC and GLT2, LLC, 

Defendants. 

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
FOR THE NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

    C/A NO.: 2025-CP-10-03124 

DEFENDANT AND THIRD-PARTY 
PLAINTIFF PATRICK BRYANT’S 

MOTION FOR SANCTIONS AGAINST 
NANCY RUTH MACE AND HER 

COUNSEL D. CRAIG BROWN 

Patrick Bryant, 

                  Third Party Plaintiff, 
vs.  

Nancy Ruth Mace and Melissa Britton, 

Third Party Defendants. 

TO:  D. CRAIG BROWN, ATTORNEY FOR NANCY RUTH MACE: 

YOU WILL TAKE NOTICE that Defendant and Third Party Plaintiff Patrick Bryant 

(“Bryant”), by and through his undersigned counsel hereby moves for an order imposing sanctions 

pursuant to Rule 11, SCRCP against Third-Party Defendant Nancy Ruth Mace (“Mace”) and her 

counsel, D. Craig Brown for using fake, AI generated citations in her Memorandum in Opposition 

to Bryant’s Motion for a Temporary Restraining Order and attempting to conceal the fabrications 

from the Court by serving an Amended Memorandum which itself continued to use fabricated 

citations. Bryant seeks an award of his fees incurred in responding to the Memorandums, incurred 

in bringing the fabricated citations to the Court’s attention, and any other sanctions the Court 

deems proper. The grounds for this motion are as follows: 

1. Continuing the pattern of Mace’s serial fabrications from which this case 
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originated, on December 29, 2025 Mace filed a 24-page Memorandum in Opposition to Bryant’s 

Motion for a Temporary Restraining Order (the “Memo”) which contained numerous citations to 

fake case law that were most likely generated by AI. 

2. This Memo was filed on the eve of an important in-person hearing before Judge 

Hocker in which 14 motions, including Bryant’s Motion for a Temporary Restraining Order, were 

scheduled to be heard.   

3. The following day, on December 30, 2025, Mace’s counsel circulated an Amended 

Memorandum in Opposition to Bryant’s Motion for a Temporary Restraining Order (the 

“Amended Memo”) (Text Comparison of Both Memorandums attached as Exhibit A.) to the 

Parties and the Court and informed the Court that the reason for the Amended Memo was that “I 

went back and updated citations in the memo.” (December 30, 2025 email attached as Exhibit B).  

4. Mace’s counsel did not inform the Court that the citations were updated because 

the initial citations were fabricated.  (Ex. B) 

5. Mace and Brown also brought a copy of the Amended Memo to the December 30 

hearing and offered a copy to Judge Hocker, but yet again, did not inform the Court that the 

citations were updated because the initial citations were fabricated.   

6. Worse still, the updates to the citations within the Amended Memo did not remove 

the fabricated citations. Instead, the updates were only attempts to conceal the initial erroneous 

citations by providing new cites which this time actually pointed to existing cases, but which still 

did not contain the quotes or case law for which they were cited.  In other places, the Amended 

Memo simply replaced the initial fabricated cases with new fabricated cases.  

7. On Pg. 9 of the Memo, Mace cited the case Glassmeyer v. City of Columbia, 414 

S.C. 213, 223, 777 S.E.2d 835, 840 (Ct. App. 2015) for the proposition that “A regulation will be 

valid only if it: (1) is within the constitutional power of the government; (2) furthers an important 
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or substantial government interest; (3) the governmental interest is unrelated to the suppression of 

free expression; and (4) the incidental restriction on alleged First Amendment Freedoms is no 

greater than is essential to the furtherance of that interest.”  

8. While Glassmeyer is a real case, it is a case pertaining to FOIA issues and does not 

contain the law for which it was cited.  

9. In her Amended Memo, Mace replaced the citation to Glassmeyer on Pg. 9 with 

citations to City of Beaufort v. Baker, 315 S.C. 146,432 S.E.2d 470 (1993); and U.S. v. O’Brien, 

396 U.S. 367 (1968) but left the cited point of law unchanged.  

10. City of Beaufort is a real case, but it does not contain the law for which it was cited.  

A case named U.S. v. O’Brien cannot be found at the given citation as it is a fabricated case.  396 

U.S. 367 directs to Maryland & Virginia Eldership of Churches of God v. Church of God at 

Sharpsburg, Inc., 396 U.S. 367, 90 S. Ct. 499, 24 L. Ed. 2d 582 (1970).

11. On Pgs. 9-10 of the Memo, Mace cited Ex Parte Island Packet, 308 S.C. 225, 229, 

417 S.E.2d 575, 577 (1992) and quoted it by stating that “The South Carolina Supreme Court has 

‘strictly applied this constitutional requirement that courts be open to the public and the press’ and 

has held that ‘the decision of a judge to close any proceeding must be supported by findings which 

explain the balancing of interests and the need for closure of the proceeding.’" 

12. Ex Parte Island Packet does not exist at the citation provided in the Memo.  

13. In the Amended Memo, Mace changed the citation to Ex Parte Island Packet to 308 

S.C. 198, 417 S.E.2d 575 (1992) but left the quotation unchanged.  

14. A case of the same name can be found at the new citation, but the given quotes are 

absent from the actual opinion.  The quotes in the Amended Memo are fabricated.  

15. Also on Pg. 10, Mace quotes the holding of Ex Parte Columbia Newspaper Inc. 

310 S.C. 268, 270, 423 S.E.2d 143, 144 (1992) as “the family court judge ‘erred in failing to make 
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specific findings that closure was necessary to protect the rights of the juveniles charged with 

murder.’” (emphasis added) 

16. Ex Parte Columbia Newspaper Inc. does not exist at the citation provided in the 

Memo.  

17. In the Amended Memo, Mace changed the citation of Ex Parte Columbia 

Newspaper Inc. to 286 S.C. 116, 333 S.E.2d 337 (1985) but left the quotation unchanged.  

18. Ex Parte Columbia Newspaper Inc. 286 S.C. 116, 333 S.E.2d 337 (1985) is a real 

case, but the actual opinion remains misquoted in the Amended Memo.  The true quotation is 

located at 286 S.C. 116, 119, 333 S.E.2d 337, 228 and is “the Family Court judge erred in failing 

to make specific findings that the closure of the hearing was necessary to protect the rights of the 

juveniles involved.” (emphasis added). Thus the Amended Memo continues to contain an AI 

fabricated paraphrase.  

19. On Pg. 11 of the Memo, Mace again cited to Glassmeyer – this time for the 

quotation that “a regulation that ‘sweeps broadly without any interested related purpose for that 

sweep” burdens substantially more speech than necessary to accomplish its purpose.”  The given 

quotation is not found anywhere in Glassmeyer.  

20. In the Amended Memo, Mace replaced the citation to Glassmeyer with a citation to 

Video Gaming Consultants, Inc. v. South Carolina Dept. of Rev., 342 S.C. 34, 535 S.E.2d 642 

(2000) but left the given quote unchanged.  The quotation still does not exist in the new case as it 

is an AI fabrication. 

21. Also on Pg. 11 of the Memo, Mace cites to Ex Parte Greenville News, 326 S.C. 1, 

7-8, 482 S.E.2d 556, 559 (1997) for a list of four factors courts consider when evaluating 

restrictions to proceedings.  Ex Parte Greenville News is a real case, but it does not discuss the 

factors as described in the Memo.  Moreover, the pin-citation to Pgs. 7-8 of the case is a fabrication, 
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because the actual case only reaches page 6 of the S.C. Reporter.  

22. The citation to Ex Parte Greenville News in the Amended Memo removes the pin-

cites to conceal the fake citation in the Memo, but does not rectify the fabrication of law.  

23. On Pg. 11 of the Memo, Mace cited to Glassmeyer for a third time and quotes it as 

stating that “content-neutral restrictions on speech must ‘allow[] for adequate alternative avenues 

of communication.’” 

24. The given quotation is not present in Glassmeyer.

25. In the Amended Memo, this citation to Glassmeyer is changed to Greenville Bistro, 

LLC v. Greenville Cnty, 435 S.C. 146, 866 S.E.2d 562 (2021), but the given quote is unchanged.  

The given quotation is present in Greenville Bistro, LLC, but it is within a citation to another case 

and is improperly clipped as presented in the Amended Memo. The actual citation is as follows: 

“Permissible time, place, and manner restrictions are justified by a substantial governmental 

interest unrelated to free speech and allow[ ] for adequate alternative avenues of communication 

of the sexually explicit material.” Greenville Bistro, LLC v. Greenville Cnty, 435 S.C. 146, 164-

165, 866 S.E.2d 562, 572 (quoting from Harkins v. Greenville County, 340 S.C. 606, 533 S.E.2d 

886 (2000)). 

26. Finally, on Pg. 21 of the Memo, Mace cited to People's Fed Sav. & Loan Ass'n v. 

Myrtle Beach Golf & Yacht Club, 310 S.C. 132, 148, 425 S.E.2d 764, 774 (Ct. App. 1992) for the 

quotation that “He who comes into equity must come with clean hands, and he who has done 

inequity shall not have equity.”  

27. People's Fed Sav. & Loan Ass'n is a real case, but it does not address the issue of 

unclean hands, nor does it contain the given quotation.  

28. In the Amended Memo, Mace replaced the citation of People's Fed Sav. & Loan 

Ass'n with a citation to Jefferson Standard Life Ins. Co. v. Hydrick, 143 S.C. 127, 141 S.E. 278 
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(1928) but left the quotation unchanged.  

29. Jefferson Standard Life Ins. Co. v. Hydrick contains the partial quotation to another 

case that “’He who comes into equity must come with clean hands.’ He who is in equity should 

keep his hands clean.” at 143 S.C. 127, 141 S.E. 278, 280 – which remains different from the 

quotation provided in the Amended Memo.  

30. Rule 11(a) SCRCP requires that “[e]very pleading, motion or other paper of a party 

represented by an attorney shall be signed in his individual name by at least one attorney of record 

who is admitted to practice law in South Carolina ... [t]he written or electronic signature of an 

attorney or party constitutes a certificate by him that he has read the pleading, motion or other 

paper; that to the best of his knowledge, information and belief there is good ground to support 

it…” 

31. Rule 11(a) further provides that “[i]f a pleading, motion, or other paper is signed in 

violation of this Rule, the court, upon motion or upon its own initiative, may impose upon the 

person who signed it, a represented party, or both, an appropriate sanction, which may include an 

order to pay to the other party or parties the amount of the reasonable expenses incurred because 

of the filing of the pleading, motion or other paper, including a reasonable attorney's fee.”  

32. As documented above, Mace and her counsel submitted two signed Memorandums 

which contained fabricate case law and citations. 

33. Mace and her counsel were aware of the fake citations in the initial Memo, yet 

instead of bringing the issue to the parties and the Court’s attention, acted to conceal the mistake 

by providing additional fabricated citations. 

34. Even more troubling, on December 30, 2025, Mace and Brown were both aware of 

these concealments and the fact that the Memo and Amended Memo contained fake citations, but 

still pressed the Court to hear the pending Motion for Temporary Restraining Order (and Mace’s 
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Opposition).  These efforts were deliberate in the hopes that the Court would quickly rule on the 

pending motion and skirt attention away from Mace and Brown’s fabrications. 

35. Mace and her Counsel should be ordered to show cause and produce the Word 

Documents for each Memo to show to the Court and Bryant the process by which these fabrications 

were presented before the Court. 

36. Bryant incurred reasonable fees and costs in reviewing the fraudulent case law 

contained within the Memorandums and in submitting this Motion. Bryant requests permission to 

file an affidavit of his fees and costs at a later date.  

Request for Sanctions 

Based on the above, and other grounds to be supplemented later, good cause exists for this 

Court to issue sanctions against Mace and her counsel, including an award of fees. This motion is 

supported by South Carolina law, the pleadings filed in this matter, memoranda of law to be 

submitted, any exhibits attached to those memoranda, and the arguments of counsel during the 

hearing on this matter. 

  Respectfully submitted, 

Dated: January 15, 2026 GORDON REES SCULLY MANSUKHANI LLP

By s/ Nosizi Ralephata
Nosizi Ralephata (SC Bar No. 72484) 
E-Mail: nralephata@grsm.com   
Matthew Gallo (SC Bar No. 107318) 
E-Mail: mgallo@grsm.com  
William J. Blount (SC 104600) 
E-Mail: wblount@grsm.com  
677 King Street, Suite 450 
Charleston, SC  29403 
Telephone: (843) 278-5900 
Attorneys for Patrick Bryant
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Text Comparison

Initial Document:
 Amended Memo in Opposition to TRO_In Camera Review.pdf

Changed Document:
 Memo in Opposition to TRO_In Camera Review.pdf

Summary
 23 page(s) differ
 1 page(s) added
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Amended Memo in Opposition to TRO_In Camera Review.pdf
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
) FOR THE NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

COUNTY OF CHARLESTON ) CIA NO.: 2025-CP-10-03124 

Alexis BeI!t ) 
) 

Plaintiff, ) 
) 

\IS. ) 
) 

.Patrick Bryant, John Osborne, Eric ) 
Bowman, Pommer Group, LLC, ) 
Assignment Desk Works, LLC and ) 
GLT2,LLC, ) 

) AMEND"li',n 
Defondf-.11ts. ) THIRD-PARTY DEFENDANT NANCY 

) RUTH MACE'S MEMORANDUM IN 
Patrick Rryam, ) OPPOSITION TO THIRD-PARTY 

) PLAINTIFF PATRICK BRYANT'S 
Third-Party Plaintiff; ) MOTION FOR TEMPORARY 

) RESTRAINING ORDER AND 
\IS, ) MOTION TO VACATE OR 

) MODIFY GAG ORDER AND 
Nancy Ruth Mace, Melissa Britton, ) RENEWED MOTION FOR IN 
and Aiexis Berg, ) CAMERA REVIEW 

) 
Tnird-Partv Defend.ants. --.) 

This memorandum is respectfully submitted on behalf of Third-Party Defendant, the 

Honorable Nancy Ruth Mace {''Congresswoman Mace"), a sitting United States 

Congresswoman and candidate for Governor c,fSonth Carolin~., in opposition tc. Third-Party 

Plaintiff Patrick Bryant's Motion for Temporary Restraining Order and in response to the­

Court's s1,1.r;_ sponte Gag Order dated Nowmber 26, 2025 and. v.'hich was extended un 

December 18, 2075. 

Tbe Gag Or<ler broadly prohibits al1 parties, their representatives. and counsel from 

making any public ~mnment about any aspect of this ct.se-, effectively silencing 

Congrc-ssv.,nman Mace's ability to communicate with her constituen~s and the public on 

matters of significant pub!ir concern. including her legislative effort~ to address issues raised 

by this ·:itigatfon. ln addition, the Order was issued without specific factual fin.dings or 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
) FOR TIIE NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

COUNTY OF CHARLESTON ) CIA NO.: 2025-CP-10-03124 

Alexis Berg, ) 
) 

Plain ti ft; ) 
' ) 

vs. ) 
' ) 

.Patrick Bryant, John Osborne, Eric ) 
Bowman, Pommer Group, LLC, ) 
Assignment Desk Works, LLC and ) 

GLT2,LLC, ) 
·, 
/ 

OefoD.dmits. ) THIRD-PARTY DEFENDANT NANCY 
) RUTH MACE'S MEMORANDUM IN 

Patrick Bryant, ) OPPOSITION TO THIRD-PARTY 
) PLAINTIFF PATRICK BRYANT'S 

Third-Party Plaintiff, ) MOTION FOR TEMPORARY 
) RESTRAINING ORDER AND 

vs. ) MOTION TO VACATE OR 
) MODIFY GAG ORDER AND 

Nancy Ruth Mace, Melissa Britton, ) RENEWED MOTION FOR IN 
and Alexis Berg, ' CAMERA REVIEW ) 

) 
Third-Partv Defendants. ) 

This memorandum is respectfully submitted :,n !-iehalf of Third-Party Defendant, the 

Honorable Nancy Ruth Mace ("Congresswoman Mace"), a siiti11g United States 

Congresswoman and candidate for Governor .-.if South Caroiina, in opposition to Third-Party 

Plaintiff Patrick Bryant's Motirm for Terr,porr1ry Restraining Order and in response to the 

Ccurt's sue sponte Gag Order dated Novc,mbe1 26, W25 and -which was extended c,n 

Decrmber 18, 2025 . 

·tr.e Gag Order broadly prohibits all pa,iies, their representaiives, and counsel from 

making ~rny public comment about any aspect of this ct-se, etfoctively silencing 

CongrC';:::;v,;oman Mace's ability to communicate with her consiituen:s a,1d the ;mblic Oil 

matters of c;ignificant puMic: concern, including her legisiative etforts tc address issues raised 

by this litigation. ln addition, the Order was issued without specific factual findings or 

i 
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procedural safeguards. As drafted, the Order is a violation not only of Congresswoman 

Mace's fundamental rights to :freedom of speech and due process but also, because the 

Congresswoman is a federal legislator, the protect;.ons afforded her by the Speech or Debate 

Clause of the United States Constitntion. 

Similarly, Brynnt's Mofam for Temp0rary .Restraining Order ~eeks to enjoi:1 

Congte88woman Mace from dissemmat1ng information and materials th~1t relate to allegations 

of serious criminal condur.;;, matters that are indisp,1t8!Jly ofpublfo inrerest and concern to her 

constituents. The Motion fails for multiple reasons, starting with the fact that it if. barred by 

the doctrine of laches due ti.> Bryant's two-year delay in seeking such relief. Moreove!', the 

Motion does not meet the stringent legal star~dards given the extraordinary relief that it seeks, 

which if granted, would improperly impos~ a11 unconstitutional prior restraJot on protected 

political speech Ed would violate the SIJeech or Debate Clause. 

For these reasons, Congresswoman Ma,;e respectfully requests that the Court (i) 

vacate or substantialiy modify its November 26, 2025 Gag Order to ensure c.:>mpfomce with 

all applicable, constitutional proteci.ions and procedural due process and (ii) deny Btyant's 

Motion for Temporary Restraining Order. The Court should also deny Bryant's Renewed 

Motion for In Camera Review, which seeks extraordinary judicial intervention when~ 

ac,-:quate discovery mechanisms exist. 

FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

Plaintiff Alexis Berg filed suit aHegtng thr,t she was sexually assaulted on or about 

October 26, 2018, at fl. social gathering in Charleston County, South Carolina, with Defendant 

Patrick Bryant and others implicated in the incident. Central to Plaintiff's claims is an alleged 

videc of the assault, which has been reforred to publicly as the ''rape tape." Plaintiff has 

admitted in discovery that she has never seen .:be alleged video and does not possess it, 

though she has acknowledged possession of c~rrijht screenshots, Plaintiff was unconscious 

') 
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procedural safeguards. As drafted, the Order is a violation aot only of Congresswomai1 

Mace's funda:meutal rights to freedom of speech and due process but also, because the 

Congresswoman is a federal legislator, the protections afforded her by the Speech or Debate 

Clause of the United Smtes Coti'.;titudon. 

Similarly, Bryan:'s Motion for Temp::irE.ry Restraining Order se~ks to enjoin 

Congresswoman Mace from disseminating information and materials that relate to allegations 

of serious criminal conduct, matters that are indisputably of public intetc:;1 :ind concern to her 

constituents. The Motion fails for multiple reasons. ~carting with the fact that it i~ !1arred by 

the doctrine oflaches due to Bryant's two-year delay in seeking such relief. Moreover, !he 

Motion does not meet the stringent legal standards given the extraordinary relief that it sr;eks, 

which if granted, would improperly impose an \mconstitutional p:..foi· restraint m rrntected 

political speech ~ad would violate the f:.p,~ech or Debate Clause. 

For these reasons, Congresswoman Macr.: respectfully requests that foe C0a1t (i) 

vacate or substantially modify its November 26, 2025 Gag Order tc ensure compliance with. 

all r..pplicable constitutional protecfons and procedural due process and (ii) deny Bryaat's 

Motion for Temporary Restraining Order. The Court should also deny Bryant's Renewed 

Motion for fo Camera Review, which seeks extraordinary judicial intervention where 

ad~quate diswvFry mechanisms exist 

FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

Plair1tiff Alexis Berg filed suit a1J~gi~1g that she was sexually assaulted r,n or about 

October 26, 2018, at r. social gathe:-ing in Charleston County, South Carolina, with Defendant 

Patrick Bryant and others implicated ;n the incident. Central to Plaintiffs claims is an alleged 

video of the assault, which has been referred to publicly as the "rape tape." Plaintiff has 

admitted in discovery that she has never seen foe alleged video and does not possess it, 

though she has acknowledged possession of c•::::r.:ai11 screenshots. Plaintiff was a11~0nscious 
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during both the alleged assault a•id its t~lming and thus would have no contemporaneous 

knowledge of either. Nctably, it is Bryant and Bryant alone who possess thi~ video, and he 

should be required to provide it to the Court for in-came.a review, The video is corroborated 

by a witness, by security camera screenshots. by a contemporaneous diary entry and 

Congresswomao. Mace's account of viewing the video 0n Bryant's phone ofter he gave her 

access to his device. 

Ihird-Party Defendant Congresswoman Mace. discovered tl~1s vidm and other 

materials on Bryant's cell phone on or about November '.5, 202J ween Bry:rnt granted her 

express permission to access his phone during a meeting arranged by Ccngresswomnn Mace 

with two of her pastors. Congresswoman Mace recorded the pastoral meeting i,1 its entirety. 

In his own words, and in frr111t of :intn of God, Bryant granted Congresswoman Mace 

permission tc access his phone. When asked repeatedly if she had permission and ~onJd 

access his phone cturing the pastornl meeting, Bryant stated, "Sure. Absolutely!" t,. thi;; 

church parking k,t, lmmectiately fol!uwiilg the pastora; meeting, Bryant added 

Congresswo11wn Mace's tiiEmbprir,t to his phone, so she could acces:, it at any time. 

That nigh~, Congresswoir.mJ M:1ce disccvered images depicting potential c:rirnin>1l 

misconducL Wicliin hours of this discovery; Congresswoman. Mace contacted law 

enforcement She subsequently partirip;ted in a formal, in-person interview with foe Capitol 

Police, the U.S Attorney ("U.S.A."), the Federa~ Bureau of Investigation ("FBI"), and the 

South Carolina Law Enforcement Divisi1m ("SLED") in December 2023. 

fhe timing of Congresswoman Mace's formal in-person interview to law enforcement 

on December 13-15, 2023, was aftected hy extraordinary circumstances beyond her control 

including: (a) physical recovery from Bryant's physical assault, which le-f:1 visible injuries, 

including a permanent seal"; (hl c>.cuc~ P,1st-Tn:mmatic Stress Disordet triggered by the 

dist..,rbing images and videos she disca-1e1ed on Bryant's phone; (c) intensive therapy and 
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during both the alleged assault and its filming and thus would have no contemporaneous 

knowledge of either. Notably, it is Bryant and Bryant alone who possess this v!<leo, and he 

should be required to provide it to the Court for in-camera review. Tho: video is e,orroborated 

by a witness, by security camera screenshots, hy a contemporaneous diary entry and 

Congresswoman Mace's account of viewing the video on Bryant's phon~ after he gave her 

access to his device. 

Third-Party Defendant Congresswoman Mace, discovered this video and other 

mliterfals on Bryant's cell phone on or about November 5, 2023 when Bryant granted her 

express pennission to P,ccess his phone during a meeting arranged by Coogresswomar, Mace 

with two of her pastors. Congresswoman Mace recorded the pastoral meeting in its entirety. 

In his own words, and in frm1t of 111eu of God, Bryant granted Congresswoman Mace 

pennission to access his phone. When asked repeatedly if she had pennission and could 

access his phone during the pastoral meeting, Bryant stated, '·Sure. Absolutely!'' In the 

church parking lot, immediately foliowing the pastoral meeting, Bryant added 

Congresswomar. Mace's thumbprint to his phone, so she could access 1t at any time. 

'[bat nigh~, Congresswornm M~ce discovered images depicting potential criminal 

miscond!1ct. Witt1i11 hours of this discovery, Congresswoman Mace contacted law 

enforcement. She subsequently 9arti6pst-~d in a fonnal, in-person interview with th~ Capito! 

Police, ~he U.S. Attorney ("U.S.A."), the Federal Bureau of Investigation (''FBI''), and the 

South Carolina Law Enforcement Division {"SLED") in December 1023. 

The timing of Congresswoman Mace's fonnal in-person interview to law enforcement 

on December 13-15, 2023, was atfected by extraordinary circumstances beyond her control 

including: (a) physical i-ecovery from Bryant's physical assault. which left visible i.njudes, 

including a pennanent scar; (b,l ~,cute Post-'framnatic Stress Disorder triggered by the 

di~tHrbing images and videos she discuvcred on Bryant's phone; (c) intensive therapy and 
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m~mai health counseling necessitated by viewing recordings depicting sexua!. assault and 

voyet.rism; (d) profound mental anguish upon discovering what appeared to be child sexual 

abuse mat~rial; (e) the trauma idrntifying multiple victims recorded on Bryant's device, 

several of whom she knew personally; (f) hec legislative sck:dule, which required her 

presence in Washington, D.C. for congressional votes and official duties:, (g) the urgent need 

to secure housing for herself and her minor chiLi~en after Bryan!_ refused to permit her to 

remain m their jointly-owned home, leaving her and her minor children effectively J-iomeless; 

and, (h) surgery for ;:1, rumor and the subsequent recovery period. Notwithstanding these 

extraordmary circumstances, Congresswoman Mace took immediate steps to understand the 

reporting process, privately consulting with local law enfor~ement, SLED, the U.S.A, the 

FBI and the Office of Gen~;rai Counsel for the U.S. House nfRepresentatives, the Capitol 

Police, and legal counsel i,1 the hours and days following her discovery to determine wt1.::i.t 

federal and state laws may hav~ been violat~d and to underst:rnrJ the appropriate reporting 

procedures for each jurisdicti011. 

On February 10, 2025, SLED spokesperson Rene Wunderlich publicly confirmed: 

"SLED has conducted multiple interviews, served multiple search warrants, and has a well-• 

d<JCumented case file." The SLED investigation remains ongoing as of the date of this filing. 

s:nce February 2025, and to her personal and profossion3,J det,iment, Congresswoman 

Mace ha:- courageously spoken abou~ the materiais she uncovered on Bryant's phone out of 

grave concern for her c0nstit1ents. She bas ucivocated for victims of sex'J~l assault and 

introduced legisiation aimed at protecting women and children. Ccngre~swomcn Mace is 

deeply alarmed about possible communicable diseases and the inability ofDHEC to notify 

potential victims: She is gravely concerned aboat constituents who ~ould Of, filmed without 

their knowledge or consent; she is troubled by the idec< that tourist fenting a sh'Jrt term rental 

known to record women v:ithout their knowledge or consent could alsc he filmec.; she's 

4 
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mentr-J health counseling necessitated by vit:Wiug r~cordings depicting sexual 1:<.ssault and 

voyeurism; (.d) profoun.J mental anguish upon discovering what appeared to be child sexua: 

abuse material; (e) the trauma identifying multtple victims recorded on Bryant's device, 

several of whom she knew personally; (f) her !egislative schedule, which required her 

presence in Washington, D.C. for congressional votes a,id official duties; <g) the urgent need 

to secure housing for herself and her minor child:.e!l after Bryant r<Jfused to permit htr to 

remain in their jointly-owned home, leaving her and her minor children ~ffectively bor11eless; 

,ind, (h) surgery for a tumor and the st~bsequent recovery period. Notwithstanding these 

extraordinary circumstances, Congresswoman Mace took immediate steps to understand the 

reporting process, privately cunsuliing with local ~aw enforcement, SLED, the Li.S.A., the 

FRT and the Office of General Counsel for the U.S. House of.Representatives, the Capitol 

Police, 8-nd legal couns~l fo the hours and days foHowing her discovery to detenmne whctt 

federal ~nd state laws may have been violate,i and to understand the appropriate reporting 

procedures for eachjurisdicti::m 

On February l0, 2025, SLED spokesperson Rene Wunderlich publicly confirmed: 

"SLED has conducted multiple interviews, served multiple search ,,,,arrants, and has a well­

dccumented c«se tile." The SLED investigation ~·emains ongoing as of the date of this filing. 

Si•1ce February 2025, and to her personal and professionl:ll detriment, Congresswoman 

Mace has courageously spoken ahoin the materials she uncovered on Bryant's phone out of 

grave concern for tier constin°ems. She :1a,;;; aJv0cated for victiras of sex11a! assault and 

introduced legislation aimed at protecting women and children. Congresswornaa Mace is 

deeply alarmed about possible communicable diseases and the inability ofDHEC to notify 

potential victims; She is gravely concerned about constiruenis whc, ~ould 06 filmed without 

their knowledge or consent; she is troubled by the idea that tourist renting a shr,;t teirn i'ental 

known to record women without their knowledge or consent could :ilsc be filmed, she's 

4 



Amended Memo in Opposition to TRO_In Camera Review.pdf

E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2026 Jan 15 3:34 P

M
 - C

H
A

R
LE

S
T

O
N

 - C
O

M
M

O
N

 P
LE

A
S

 - C
A

S
E

#2025C
P

1003124

profoundly alarmed about minor children being recorded by Bryant and one; of his business 

partners due tc the images she personally di3covered and witnesses and potential victims who 

have since c,)me forwa,·d since her brave House Speech on February 10, 2025. 

In direct response to what Congresswoman Mace experienced personally and also 

discovered, she has drafted more than a dozer. pieces of federal legislation aimed at 

protecting womer.1 and children from sexual expl,)itation demonstrating the connection 

between this matter and her legislative duties. Congressw'.,man Mace views her sccvice in 

Congress not as a political position but as a sacred duty to protect her constituePts. Whee she 

discovered evidence of crimes against women and possibly children on B•yant's devices, she 

1t111.!erstood that her obligation extended beyond herself~ to the other victims, t0 potential 

future victims, and to the women and chiidren of South Car0)ina she is sworn to serve. Two 

weeks .1gu, chrough her federal office, and because of her public advocacy, ·Congresswoman 

Mace identified two more potential victims, one of whom identified the location of a second 

potential hidden camera, 

In direct response to what Congresswoman Mace discovered, she has introduced the 

fol]cwing foderal leg1sfation, which includes, but i~ not Iimikd to: The Sue VOYEURS Act 

which c1·ea1es a civil right of action fot vktlrns of voyeurism; the Stop VOYEURS Act which 

expands the ve1y narrow crimir~al pmh:hitic,11 against video voyeurism 11t the federal level; 

H.R. 7567 which ac!Jresses deep fake.:;;; the Videoce Against Women by lllegal Aliens Act 

wh;ch would d~pufi ::;ex offende~·s, pc::dophiles and 1r11irderers here illegally; the ~1fe Shelters 

Act which prohibits st:, ofrenJen:: from e11kdng or uc;in.g the services of e:nergency shelters; 

the Rape Shield Enhancement Act to p:-otcct !:he privacy of rapt: vic~ims, the S,op the 

Invasion of W'Jmen's Spaces Act which riefonds any ~ridty wh,) allows an individr::1.l. to nse >t 

smgle-sex facility that does not correspond to their biological sex; the Protectirg Women's 

Private Spaces Act which prohibits people from using single-sex facilities on federal pr,Jperty 

s 
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profoundly alarmed about minor children being recorded by Bryant and one nf his bus mess 

partners due to the ;mages she personally discovered and witnesses and potentiai victims who 

have since come forward since her brave House Speech on February 10, 2025. 

In direct response to what Congresswoman Mace experienced personally and aiso 

discovered, she has drafted more than a dozen pieces of federal legislation aimed at 

protecting women and children from sexual exploitation demonstrating the connection 

between this matter and her legislative du.ties. Congressw0man Mace views her servlce ln 

Congress not as a political position :,ut as a sacred duty to protect her constituents. When she: 

discovered evidence of crimes against women and possibly ~hildren on Bryant's devices, she 

understood that her obligation extended beyond herself~ w the other victims. to potential 

fot:nr~ victims, and to the women and children of South Carolina she is sworn to serve. Two 

we~k5 :.igo, through her federal office, and because of her pubhc advocacy, Congresswoman 

Mace identified two more potential victims, one of whom identified the location of a second 

potential hidden 1~amera 

In direct response to wh;:iJ Congresswoman Mace discovered, .,he has introduced the 

folbwing foderal legislation, which mcludes, but is not iimitr;d to: rhe Sue VOYEURS Act 

which creates a civil right of action for vktif11s of voyeurism; the Stop VOYEURS Act which 

expands the very narrow crimi.ru.i.J p,T,h:hitic,n against video voyeurism :1t the fodera1 !evel; 

H.R. 7567 which addresses deep fake;;; the Violence Against Women by Illegal Aliens Act 

wh~ch wot!ld deport sex otlende:s, pt:dophiles and 11mrderers here iliegally; the S'lfe Shelters 

Act which prohibits sex ofter;der:: from e11tti'i!Ig or !.lc;irrg the services of e)lk!,gency shelters; 

the Rape Shield Enhancement Act to p~otcct the privacy of rape vicdms; the S\)p the 

Invasion ofW•Jmen's Spaces Act which defunds any ~ntity-,vh;) allows an ind)vidi:al to 1bt. a 

single-sex facility that does not correspond to tp.eir biological sex; the Protecting Worr16n':; 

Private Spaces Act which prohibit~ people from using single-sex facilities on federal pl0perty 
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other than those corresponding to their biological sex; the Pri~on Rape Prevention Act which 

requires inmates to be housed based on their biological sex; the VANISH Act which 

atlche5ses revenge porn; H.R. 8180 which increases the civil penalty for revenge porn h; 

Violence Against Women Act from $150k to $500k; and, H.Res, 1579 which prohibit~ 

Members, officers, and empioyees of the U.S. House from using single-sex facilities other 

than tho:-:ie corresponding w their biological sex. This legislative record demonstrates that 

Congresswoman Mace's statements about th~ underlying ~vents are inseparable from her 

official duties a:; a federal legisfotor. 

Bryant filed a Third-Party Cr.mplaint against Mace, and l\-lelissa Britto!t. on or about 

November 6, 2025. and an Amended Third-Party Complaint against the same on or about 

December 9, 2025, alleging clain1s iriduding defamatio!], h1tentional infliction of emotional 

distress, conversion, invasion of privacy, civH conspiracy. and aidfr1g and abetting ,--:rimina1 

conduct. He asserts that Congresswoman Mace unlawfully accessed his phor•~, extracted 

private data, and has threatened to rebas-~ materials publicly. Congresswoman Mace 

vd11::mently denies thc:se allegations. Her phone acce;,;s was authorized by Bryant personally 

and her subsequen; actions were motivateri by legitimate concerns about potential criminal 

couJuct. 

On November 26, 2025, the Court issued a sua sponte Gag Order prohibiting all 

pai.tits. their agents, representatives, and attorneys from making or publishing any comment 

ahout c'l1y aspect of the case, commenting about any party or attorney, or publishing or 

sharing any materials related to the case. The Gag Order was initially limited to three weeks 

but, on December 18, 202 5, was extended by the Court untiJ it rules on Bryant's Motion for 

TRO/lnjunction. Blyarit filed his Motion for Temporary Restraining Order, approximately 

two years after Congresswomi:lil Mace viewed iroage5 on his phone and reported its contents 

to law enforcement authorities. 

{i 
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•Jther than those corresponding to their biological sex; ~he Prison Rape Prevention Act which 

_,-equires inmates to be housed based on their biologicz,.l sex; the VANISH Act which 

c1dt..resses revenge porn; H.R. 8180 which increasos the civil penalty for revenge porn in 

Violence Against Womm Act from $150k to $500k; and, H.Res. 1579 which prohibits 

Members, officers, and employees of the U.S. House from using single-sex facilities other 

than tl:ost: corresponding ~0 their h~ological sex. This legislative record demonstrates that 

Congresswoman Mace's statements 2.bout rhe ;rnderlying events are inseparable from her 

official duties as a federal legisbfL,r. 

Bryant filed a Third-Party Cor11plaint against Mace, and Mdissa Britton, on or about 

November 6, 2025, and an Amended Third-Party Complaint against the same on or about 

December 9, 2025, alleging claim-; :nch1ding defamation, intentional infliction of emotional 

distress, conversion, invasion of privacy, civil conspiracy. and aiding and abetting c'"iminal 

conduct. He asserts that Congresswoman Mace unlawfully accessed his phone, extracted 

private data. and has threatened to rele1se materials p:iblicly. Congresswoman Mace 

vehemently denies thes~ allegations. Her phone acces;:, was authorized by Bryant r~1s0nally 

~nd her subsequent actions were motivated by legitimate concerns about potential criminal 

conduct. 

On November 26, 2025, the Court issued d sue; sponte Gag Order prohibiting all 

pa.1t.ies, rheir agents, representatives, and attorneys from rr~aking or publishing any comment 

a.bout any uspect of the rnse, commenting about any party or attorney, or publishing or 

sharing any :::nateri.als relc1tf!,i to ~he -:ase. The Gag Ord':'r was initially limited to three weeks 

but, on Decemher 18, 2025, was •Jxtended by the Court until it rules on Bryant's Motion for 

TRO/Injunction. B:-y::mt filed hi~ Motion for Temporary Restraining Order, approximately 

two years afte;: Congresswoman MFJcfc viewecl iro:iges <•i\ h~s phone and reported its contents 

to law e3forcement authorities. 
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SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 

The Court shou.ld vac<tte or substantially modify ille Gag Order ::,.nd deny Bryant's 

Motion for rfemporary Restraining Order for the following reasons: 

:First, as currently drafted, the Cag Order constitute~ an unconstitutional pric,r 

restraint on speech that violates ',he first Amendment. The Order was issued without the 

specific factual findings req,1ired by South Catollra law, is overly hroad and not narrowly 

tailored to serve any legitimate government mterest, faif::; to ieave open alternative avenues of 

wmmunication, and was issued withoei proper procedv:ni! safeguards. These constit.1tional 

deficiencies ar~ particularly problematic for Coagressw:-,nvm Mace, whc, as a;, electr-a 

otlicial, has a duty and responsibility to co,:i~municate whh he,- constitv-:ni.s about matters of 

pubhc concern. 

Second, a~; currently drafted, the Gag Order v10laW; the Speech or Debate Clause of 

the U.S. Constitution because it prevents Congresswoman Mace from performing core 

legislative fi.nctions. Congressw01win Mace has drafted and. intro,3uced more than a do?en 

biDs in :iirect response to the underlying events of this case. Discussion, explanation, and 

fi.dvocacy for the r .. ecessity and adoption of this legislanon are protecteci. legislative act The 

Speech or Debate Cfaust protel:1s communications that are integral to tte legislative 11rocess, 

including discussions acout how personal experiences mform legi~lative acts. A state court 

cannot gag a foderal legislator on matters directly connected to pending federal legislation. 

Additionally, the W(-.stfali Ac;t 1nay provide immunity for nctions taker◄ within the scope of 

her official duties. 

Third, Bryant's Motion for I emporary Restraining Order should be denied because 

he has failed to establish the requirements for such extraordinary relief under South Carolina 

law. Bryant has not demonstrated immediate, irrep~.,·:.:ible harm, his two-year delB.y in seeking 

relief :indeI1ni11es ~my claim of urgency. He is un!lkely t() succeed 011 the merits given ~he fact 
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SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 

The Court sbou!d vacate or substantially modify th~ Gag Order and deny Bryant's 

Motion for Temporary Restraining Order for the following reasons: 

First, as currently drafted, the Gag Order constitutes ,m unconstitutional prior 

restraint on speech that violates the First Amendment. The Order was issued without the 

specific factual findings reqmred by South CarcJin:i 1aw, is overly broad and r.oi narrowly 

tailored to serve any legitimate government interest, fail~ rv leave open alternative avenues of 

communicat_ion, and was issued without proper r.,rocedur~ ,,afeguards. these constituti~mai 

deficiencies are particularly problematic for Congresswo!Wtn Mace, who, as an elected 

official, has a duty aud re~ponsibility to com.r:,mnicate with ber c'Jnstitue.ats Jbout matters of 

public concern. 

Second, as currently drafted, the Gag Ordzr violates the Speech or Debate Clause of 

..:he U.S. Constitution because it prevents Congresswoman Mace from performing core 

legislative functions. Congresswoman Mace has drafted and fotroduced more than a dozen 

bil13 io direct response to the underlying events of this case. Discussion, explanation, and 

advocacy for the :1-.)cessity and adoption of this legislatron are protected legislative act. The 

Speech or Debate Cla:.ise protects communications that are integral to the legislative process, 

including discussiom; &b.Jut how personal experiem:es inform legislative acts. A. state court 

cannot gag a federal legislator on matters directly conaected to pending federal legislation. 

Additionally, the Westfall Act may provide :,mmunity for actions taken within the scope of 

her official duties. 

Third, Bryant's Motion for Temporary Restr~ming Order should be denied because 

he has failed to establish the requirements for such extraordinary relief under South Carolina 

law. Bryant has not demonstrated immediate, irrepa,,~ble harm, his two-year delay in seeking 

relief undermines any claim of urgency. He is un!ikeiy to succeed 011 the merits gi ve11 the fa.ct 
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that Bryam gave Congresswomm1 Mace express permiss10n to access hi3 phone, wherein she 

recorded the conversation giving her permission. Bryant has ade•.jli&te remedies at law 

through his existing claims for monetary damages. Moreover, the request;:;d TRO would 

e;ons1itute ,L1 impermissible prior restraint mi spee~~1 protected by the First A.ncndment. 

f4'ourth, Bryant's Motion is barred by the doctrine of lach.::s. His il'.lreasonable two­

yec:r delay in seeking injunctive relief, during which Congresswoman Mac:e bas built her 

political campaign and public persona around advocacy for vktims of sexual ass:wlt, has 

materially prejudiced her. Equity should refuse to enfom~ Bryant's rights through the 

extraorJ.i11a1y remedy of a temporary restraimng order under these circumstances. 

Fifth, Bryant's Motion is barred by :he doctrine of unclean hands. A court in thi~ 

circuii ha5 idready sanctioned Bryant for ihigai.ion abuse in a related proceeding targeting 

Congresswoman Mace. A party who h,:1s been tound to have abused the judicial process 

should not be allowed to seek eq;.rity's aid. 

Finaliy, Bryant's kenewed Motion for In Camera Rev·e',~.' sbou1d also be denied. The 

materials Bryant seeks are in law enforcement's custody alter Ccilgr"esswomar; Mace turned 

them over to SLED in Decembet 2023. Furthermore, Bryant possesses the very materials he 

asks this Court to protect IP. an in-camera 1·eview. Bryant needs no judicial i11tervention to 

secure what is aiready ill his possession. Bryant is not seeking to ~ecov~r something he lost, 

he 1s seeking to silence his ai.;cusers and victims. Bryant has not demonstrated entitlement to 

extraordinary judicial review of materials held by a third party, and adequate discovery 

mechanisms exist .:hrough which he may pursue ~hese materials through p,T,per channels. 

I. THE GAG ORDER VIOLATES THE FIRST AfvffiNDi\IENT M~ A1""," 
UNCONSTITUTIONAL PRIOR RESTRAINT ON SPE~t.:H. 

A, Legal )framework for Aoulyzing Prior Rest,,.,at~ts ,,m S~eecb 

8 



Memo in Opposition to TRO_In Camera Review.pdf

E
LE

C
T

R
O

N
IC

A
LLY

 F
ILE

D
 - 2026 Jan 15 3:34 P

M
 - C

H
A

R
LE

S
T

O
N

 - C
O

M
M

O
N

 P
LE

A
S

 - C
A

S
E

#2025C
P

1003124

that Bryant gave Congresswoman Mace express permission to access his phone, wherein she 

recorded the conversation giving her permission. Bryant has adeqi.iate rc;u1edies at law 

through his existing claims for monetary damages. Moreover, the requested TRO woulci. 

~on~tit11te r.11 impermissible prior restraint on spc:c:~h protected by the First Affiendment. 

Fourth, Bryant's Motion is barred by foe doctrine of :ache:3. }:is Eiu-easonable two­

year delay in seeking injunctive relief, during which Congresswoman Mace has built her 

political campaign and public persona around advocacy for vici.ims of sexual assault, has 

materially prejudiced her. Equity should refuse to enforce Bryant's rights through the 

extraordinary remedy of a temporary restraining order under these circumstances. 

Fifth, Bryant's Motion is barred by t\1e doctrine of unclean hands. A court ~n this 

circuit has a:ieady sanctioned Bryant for li1.igatiOI( abuse in a related proceeding targeting 

Congresswoman Mace. A party who hts been found to have abused the judicial pwcess 

should not be allowed to seek eq11ity' s aid. 

Finally, Hryant's :~enewed Motion for Jn Camer;i, R1wi~v/ shijuld also be denied. The 

materials Bryant seeks are in law enforcement's custody nfter C:nngrtssw(JJnan Mace turried 

them over to SLED in December 2023. furthermore, Bryant possesse~ the very materials he 

asks this Court to protect in an in-camera .·eview. Bryant needs no _judicial 'i1teivention to 

secure what is already in his possession. Bryant is not seeking to rec0ve1· something he lost. 

he is seeking to silence .his accusers and victims. Bryant has not demonstrated entitlement to 

P-xtn:1ordinary judicial review 0f materials held by a third party, and adequate discovery 

mechanisms exist through which he may pursue these material., through prsper channels. 

ARGUMEN1' 

I. THE GAG ORDER VIOLATES THE FIRST AfvffiNDi\IE1'ff -~~ Ai~ 
UNCONSTITUTIONAL PRIOR RESTRAINT ON SPEECH 

A. Legal Framework for Aualyzing Prior Restrniau, ,:m S~eech 

8 
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Tne First Amendment tc, th(; United States Constitution and Article I, Section 2 of the 

South C.1.roiinc1 Constitution prohibit laws that abnctge the freedom of speech. S.C. Const 

Ann. Ar.. I, § 2; U.S. Const. amend. I. While the right to freedom of speech is not abs<Jlute, 

any nstriction on this fundamental right must ,;atisfy strict constitutional requirements. 

Comts have recogmzed that prior i-estrnirits 'Jll speech-restrictiom imposed before 

speech occurs are pnrticuiariy disfavored unde;- the First Amendment. Neb. Pres:; Ass'n v. 

Stuart, 427 U.S. 539, 559 C9'76). Prior restraints bear '':,1, heavy presumption against [their] 

constitutional validity." NY limes Co. v. Un 1ted States, 403 U.S.'/ 13, 714 O 971). The Gag 

Order at issue directly enjoins the parties, incl:Jding (\mgresswoman Mace, from speaking on 

matters of public concern, &r.d matters of public concern for her constituents a~1d lier 

legislat10n, and therefore constitutes a prior restraint on speech. 

South Carolina courts apply a four-pro,lg test to evaluate govemrnem regulations 

challenged under the First Amendment. A reguia!:ion will be vf!lid only if it (1) 1s withir. the 

constitutional power of the government; (2) furthers ar. import1".nt 01 substantial goveff'.._.'llem 

interest; (3) the governmental interest is unrelated to the suppression of free expression; and 

(4) the incidental restriction on alleged First Amendment freedoms is no greater than is 

essential to the furtherance ofthat interest. City oj lJeaufort v. Baker, 315 S.C.146, 432 

S.E.2d 470 (1993). U.S. v. O'brien, 396 U.S. 361 (1968), 

B. 'fhe Gag Oro~r La·:::ks Hit: Spt-cHlc fi'actual Findings Required by South 
Carolina Law 

South Carolina court:; l1ave ~:.,nsi:::tenly required that any dec!si0c to restrict public 

w.;cess to court prr:ceedi11gs vi to lirr!Jt tl!..: speech of pariles must be supported by specific 

factual !indings. The South Carolina S1.:ipnm1e Comt lws "strictly app•iect this consti:nti,ma l 

reyuirement that courts be 0µe11 to the public and the press" and has held that ''t!le dedsior1 of 

a judge to close any proceeding must Gt supported by fi.ndlngs which explain ~he hala;1ci:ig d 

9 
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The First Amendment to the lTnited States Const1tut1on and Article I, Section 2 of the 

So1Jth Carolin~ Constitution prohibit laws that abridge foe :freedom of speech. S.C. Const. 

Ann. Art. I, ~ 2; U.S. Const. amend. I. While the right to freedom of speech is not absobce, 

any re~:triction on this fundamental right must satisfy strict constitutional requirements. 

Cour.:s have recognized that prior rtstrnints 0u speech-restrictions imposed before 

speech occurs are pc.,~icularly disfavored under the Fbt Amendment. Neb. Press Ass'n v. 

Stuart, 427 U.S. 539, 559 (l 'n::Y). Prior restraints bear •·:i heavy presumption against [their] 

constitutional validity." NY. Times Co. v. Uni 1edStates. 403 U.S 713,714 (lnl). The Gag 

Order at issue directly enjoins the parties, incleding Congresswoman Mace, from 3ptak:irig on 

matters of public concern, anJ matters of public concere for her constituents ar◄ .:l hci 

legislation, and therefore constitutes a prior restrai:1.t on speech. 

South Carolina courts apply '.:l four-pror,g test to evaluate govem;i1eat tegulati0ns 

challenged under the First Amendment. A reguladon will be valid only if it: (I) i" within the 

constitutional power Dfthe government; (2) furthers an impc;i:a:1t or substantial govem:nern: 

i,1terest; (3) the governmental interest is unrelated to the suppression of tree expression; and 

(4) the incidental rnstriction on alleged First Amendment freedoms is no greater than is 

essential to th~ furtherance of that interest. Glassmeyer v. City of Columbia, 414 SC. 213, 

223, 777 S.E.2d 835,840 (Ct. App. 2015). 

B. The Gag Or-d-er La,.::ks tht: Sp£-cific Factual ~•inctings -Required by South 
Carolina Law 

South Carolina court;; have c:J:1sb;teEtly required that any dec;sio:;, to :estrict public 

access to court pre1:e1:<lings ur to limit tl!c speech of µarties must be supported by specific 

factual findings. Th~ South Carohna S'..ipreme Comt !ias ''strictly applied this constitmi~nal 

requirement that courts be open to the public ::mci the press" and has held that "t'le decit:iorc of 

a judge to close any proceeding must at: suppo,ied by findings which explain rlte bala11cing cf 

9 
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iui.t::rests and the need for closure of the proceeding." .Expa1te Island Pacl:-2t, 308 S.C. 198, 

41'/ S.b.2ct 575 (19J2). 

ln .Hx parte Columbia Newspaper;, Inc., the court vacated an order closing a transfer 

hearing because the family court judge "erred i.1 failing to rr.3.k:e specific findings that closure 

was 1u;;(;tsssary to prm:ec~ the rights of the juveniles charged with murder." 286 S.C. 116, 333 

S.E.2d 337 (1%5). The court hdd that a ''concles0rv statement that opening the proceedings 

to the public would have ar, adverse etTect upon the chances of rehabilitation of the juveniles 

is not a sufficient finding." Id. 

Here, the Court issued th,': Gag Orcter without.'\ m~)tion from any parry ur.:.d without 

making specific factual findinfs beyond agt::ner'll stateJT•ent about ensuring fair proceedings. 

This conch1•:mry statement is insufficient to justify such a broa,l restriction on speech. The 

Caart failed to explam why less restrictive alternatives would not adequately protect the 

integrity of the judicial process or to balance the competing interests at stake. The procedural 

posture of this case compounds the constih 1iiona1 deficiency. On December 18, 2025, the 

Court extended the Gag Order indefiniteiy "u,1!11 7.'lere is a r-1ling on Bryant's Motion for 

'fRO/lnjun~tion.' This creates an untenable situatic.n: Congresswoman Mace is silenceci 

pending resolution of the very motion sbeo ;r opposing. She cannot publicly advocate ag~in5t 

the restrictions on het speech while those restrictions remain i,1 force. This procedural 

arrangement effoctivety prejudges the medts by imposing the requested relief before the 

motion is decided, placing the constitutional burden on the wrong party. It is Bryant whc 

should bear the heavy burden ofjus6fyiEg a prior restraint, not Congresswoman Mace who 

must argue for her Ffrst Amendment rights while gagged. 

C. 'fhe Gag Order Is Overl:road and Not Narrowly Tailored 

The Crag Order prohibits aH parties, their agents, representatives, .·:11:0 2ttorneys from 

"making or publishing any comment about any aspect of this case•· via any foi·ri1 of 

10 
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interests and the need for closure of the proceecling. 11 Ex pari,: island .Packet, 308 S.C. 225, 

229,417 S.E.2d 575,577 ;l992\ 

In Ex parte Columbia Newspapers, Inc .. the court vacated an order closing a ,:ranster 

hearing because the family court_iudge "erred iP. failing to make specific findings that closure 

was neces:,ary to protect foe rights of fae juveniles charged with murder." 310 S.C. 268, 270, 

423 S.E.2d 143, 144 (1992). The court held that a "conclusory str..tement that opening the 

proceedings to the public would have an adv~rse effect upon the chances ofreaabilitation of 

the juveniles is not a sufficient find1ng. '' ld 

Here. the Court issued the •'3ag Order without a :not.lon from ariy p?.rty a111 without 

making specific factual findings beyond l:1 general stateme,1t about ensuring fair proceedings. 

This r.onc:lusory statement is insufficient to justify such a broad ;-estriction on speech. The 

Cc!lrt failed to explain why less restrictive alternatives would not adequately protect the 

iategrity of the judicial process or to balance the competing interests at stake. The procedural 

posture of this case compounds the constiti_1tional deficiency. On December 18, 2025, the 

Co11rt extenc!ecJ the Gag Order indefinitely "un'.11 th~re is a rulmg on Bryant's Motion for 

TRO/Tnjundion." This creates an untenable situation: Congresswoman Mace 1s silenced 

pending resolution of the very motion ~,h ;~ 0pposing. She cannot publicly advc.cate against 

the restrictions on her speech while those restrictions remain in force. '1:his procedural 

arrangement effectively pr~iudges the mer;ts by imposing the requested relief before the 

motion is decided, placing the constitutional burden r1n the wrong party. It is Bryant who 

should bear the heavy burden ofjustEying <1 pric-:- restraint, n;:,t Congresswoman Mace who 

must argue for her First Amendment ,'ights while gagged. 

C. The Gag Order Is Overh'::·Gad and Not Narrowly Tailm·ed 

fhe Gag Order prn:1ibits all ;iarties, their agents, representatives, ?.a<l attorneys from 

"making or publishing any comment about any aspect of this ,;ase" via any for;r.. of 

lO 
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communicatio;:i. This sweeping pro~11bitior, is not narrowly tailored t) serve any legitimate 

gov~rnment interest 

Under South C[liolim law, a regulation thut "sweeps broadly witho-J.t any interest­

related purpose tor that sweep" burdens substantially more speech than :1ecessary to 

accomplish Its purpose. Video Gaming Consultants, Inc., v. South Carolina Dept. of Rev .. 342 

S.C. 34, 535 S.E.2d 642 (2000). The Gag Order here prohibits ail speech about "imy aspect'' 

of the case, rather than focusing on specific categories of harmful disclosures thiit ,night 

'l~tislly threaten the fairness of the proceedings. 

When evaluating restrictions on access to ir,formation, courts consider numerous 

factors including: the public i11terest in the proceeding; the private or public status of the 

litigants; whether release would enhance the pubric's m1derstanding of an important event; 

and whether a particular decision °..vill sus:;ain or offend the fundamental interests of pub lie 

access. Expurte The G"!"eenville News, 326 S.C. 1, 4S2 S.E.2d 5';6 (1997). The Gag Order a~ 

written fail-, io consider these facto;:s. The public has a significant interest in this case, 

p,irticularly given that ii: inwlves a sittir.g U.S. Congresswoman, a. ,~sr:,!id.:i,te for Governor, 

and ibe protection of the public from criminal conduct. 

D. The Gag Order Fails to Leave Open Alternative Avenues of 
Communication 

Content-neutral restrictions on spf;ech must "allow for adequate altern:i.tive l!v~nues of 

communication." Greenville Bistro, LLC v. Greenville Cnty, 435 S.C. 146, 866 S.E.2d 56?. 

(2021). The Gag Order prohibits "making or publishing any comment about any aspect C'fthis 

case" v:a auy forrll utcomm,mication. This absolute prohibition !~aves no alternative ave!,1w:; 

for Ccng1'essviioman Mt1ce to cc,~municate to her l:Oi1Stituents about how the events ofthb 

case informed her Congressional pri!1~ities. legislation and cJdvoca~y to protect her 

constiment, from further potential ~rhtbd ads. 

i I 
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communication, This sweeping prohfoiti0n h not narrowly t2ilored to serve any leg1t1mate 

government interest. 

Under South CarDlina taw, a regulation that "~weeps broadly without any interest­

related purpose for that sweep" burdens substantially more speech than ne.:;essary io 

accomplish its purpose. Glassmeyer, 414 S.C. at 224, 777 S.E.2d at 841. The Gag Order here 

prohibits all speech about ''.any aspect" of the case, rather than focusing on specific ~&tegories 

of harmful disclosures that might actually 1,hreaten the fairness of the proceeding~:. 

When evaluating restrictions on access to info.•mation, coHts consider i1,!;ncrc,v~ 

fa~~t,,:;rs including: the public interest in the.proceeding; the private or public status ofth.3 

litigants; whether release would enha.'lce the pcbiic•s unders;anding of an important event; 

~nd whether a particular d~cision will sustain or offond the fundamental mterests of public 

access. Ex parte The Greenville News, 326 S.C. 1, 7-8, 41)2 S.E.2d 556, 559 (199'/). The Gag 

Order as writte::i fails to consider these factors. The public has a sigmficant interest in this 

case, pa1ticcl::-rly eiven that it i11v0h,es 2. sitting U.S. Congresswoman, a candidate for 

Gcvemor, arid the p:cmectioG of the public from criminal conduct. 

D. The Gag Order Fails to Leave Open Alternative Avenues of 
Communication 

Content-neutral restrictions on speech must "allowf] for adequate alternm:ive 2.~';;;11,;.es 

of communication." Glassmeye,·, 414 S.C at 224, 777 S.E.2d at 840. The Gag Order 

prohibits "making or publishing any comment about any aspect of this case'' via a-1y form of 

communication. This absolute prohibition leaves no alternative avenues for Congresswoman 

Mace re com,n11niG:,1t~ to her -:onstituent3 about how the events ofthis case informed her 

Congr~ssiori;:iJ priori-tie?, legislacion and advocacy i.:u protect her constituents from further 

potential criminal acts. 

l l 
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This is particularly prcblematic ,Given Congresswoman Mace's position as a public 

official and candidat--.: for Governor. The Fi.!;;t knendment recognizes dint dc!Jate on public 

issues and about policymakers ·'shou1d be uninhibited, robust, and wide-open "NY. Times 

Co. v. Sullivan, 376 U.S. 254, 270 (1964); Cruce v. Berkeley Cnty. Sch. Dist., 442 S.C. 1, 22, 

896 S.E.'.Zd 50, 61 (2024). Tne Gag Order prevents Coagn:sswoman Mace &01D 

communicatmg with her constituer!ts or othGTs abc,t!: '" m~tter of public co,1cerr•, which strikes 

at th,;; htaii: of the f'irst Amendment's protection of politic&i spe~ch. 

Congresswoman Mace i~ currently a candidate for Governor of South CaroJi:ta in an 

electiJn which is only a matter of months away. 'fhe Gag Order not only deprives 

Congresswoman Mace's constituent~. but. it deprives South Carolina voters of info.::matinr. 

dire,;tly relevant to the:r electoral decision-makmg. The First Amendment protections are at 

their zenith when political speech and e!.ectoral accountab:lity are at stake. 

E. Constituent Communications are Protected by t!;e First Amendment 

The breudth of the Gag Order, a.s written, creates First Amendment issues for 

CongresSW(Jman Mace communicatlng with her constituents Congressv.1omai1 Mace's Public 

statements ai-e 11,,t collateral to her kgislative duties, they are part of her legislative 

responsibilities. The ConstitutioP. vests Congress with both lawmaking :md informing 

functions. When Congresswoman Mace explains ~o the public why she has introduced 

legislation protecting victims of sex1:a! exploitation, she is performing a core congressional 

fule. The materials she discovered me nm merdy evidence in a civil iawsuit or criminal 

investigation, they are the factual pr~<lic:.:.te for peri.-ling federal legisfa.ti()~L Silencing her 

about those materials silences rer about her ow11 legislation and violatt;s her Firc;t 

Amendment kighs 

II. THE GAG ORDER, AS WRITTEN, VH.\LATES THE SPEECH OR DEBATE CLAUSE OF THE U.S. CONSTITUTION 

J2 
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This is particular1y probleir:atic given Congresswoman Mace'~ position as a public 

official and candidate for Governor. The Fir-:, An:endment recognizes tMt debate on public 

issues and about policymakers "should lie uninhibited, 10bust, and wide-open." N.Y rimes 

Co. v. Sullivan, 376 U.S. 254, 270 (1964); Cruce v. Berkeley Cnty. Sch. Dist, 442 S.C. l, 22, 

896 S.E.2d 50, 61 (2024). ·~he Gag Order prevents Cct1.gressw0man Mace :fro;:.1 

communicating with her constituents or othets abm.:t a marcer of public concern, which strikes 

at the heart of~he First Amendment's prctection otpolitical speech. 

Congresswoman Mace is currently a candidate for Governor •)f South Carolina in 1111 

elf:r.ti:::,n which is only a matter of months away. The Gag Order not only deprives 

Cor.:.eresswoman Mace's constituents, but :t depnves South Carolina voters ofinformation 

directly relevant to thf!i_c electoral decision-m,:1.king. The first Amendment protections are at 

their zet:ith wten political speech and ekctoral accountab1~.1ty are at stake. 

K Constituent Communications are Protected by th.-e .First Amendment 

The hrei,dth of c:t1e Gag Order, as written, creates first Amendment issues for 

Congresswcrnc1n Mace 1.:ommunicat:ng with he.- constituents. Congressw,Jman Mace's Public 

statements are nc:t collateral to her :r!gislative duties, they are part of her legislative 

responsibilities. The Constitution vests Congress with be-th lawmaking c1.nct informing 

functions. When Congresswoman Mace explains to !he public why she has introduced 

legislation protecting victlms of sex1..:al exploitation, :,he ls performing a core congressional 

role. The- materials she discovered arc not mer~iy evidence in a civil ia~vsuit ot uoninal 

investigation, they are the factual predic:.i.te fo!" pen.ding federal legisJatbn.. Silencing her 

about those materials silences ter about her ow11 leg:slation and violates b.er First 

Amendment Righs. 

II. THE GAG ORDER, AS WRITTEN, v;•_•f.ATES THE SPEECH OR DEBATE 
CLAUSE OF THE U.S. CONSTITUTION 

12 
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A. 'fbe Speech or Debate Clause Protects Legislative Acts 

The Speech or Deh,!~e Ch:111se 0f the U.S. Constitution provides that members of 

Congress "for any Speech o;- Deh2ite i11 either House, ... shall not be questioned in any other 

Place." U.S. Co,:st. art.1, § 6, cL J. 

The he::trt of the Speech or Debate Clam:c is speech 02· debate i:J either House of 

Congress. Gravel v. United StC!tes, 408 U.S. 6fi6, 625 (b172). H~•wever, courts h;i,ve 

consistently extended the scope of the protection afforded to include matte-1~ that are "an 

integral part of the deliberative and communicative processes by which Members p,!rtic1pate 

in committee and House proceedings with respect to the consideration and passage or 

rejection ofpropos~d ltgislation or with respect to other matters which the Constitution 

places within the jurisdiction of either House." Id. at 625; see also Lockaby v. City of 

Simpsonville, 440 S.C. 156, 16&, 8~9 S.-6.2ct 826, 833 (Ct App. 2023) (discussing the scope 

of legislative immunlty) . 

.8, The Gag Order Impermissibly Restricts Congresswoman Mace's 
Prote.:ted Legislative Acts 

Tl!" Gag Order broad!y prohibits "making or publishing any comment about any 

aspeci nf this .:'::t~t" without any exception :frw constitutionally protected legi:dative activities, 

such as sptti;h 0n the l-fo:!Sf F!u'Jr a!.cd at Committee hearings. Such si-Jeech i.:- gbsolutely 

protected by the Clause. "fhe Gag «:]t"der's ,c:;weeµing prohibition on such speech directly 

impairs Congressw:)11ian !Vlace's aUhty to discuss legislation she has drafted, btr~1dEced ,md 

advocated tor ln response to discovering the potential ::riminal conduct and witnessing 

firsthand the Jack of i"ights and protections atforded to -victims of 3uch conduct 

The direct connection betwe,:n facts in the underlying litigation and Congresswoman 

Mace's legislative agenda brings statements related ::o thA 1itigation ·,vithin the sphere of 

protected legislative acr1 vity. When Congresswoman Mace discusses how her experience in 

13 
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A. The Speech or Debate Clause Protects Legislative Acts 

'Ihe Speech or Deba,;~ Clause of the U.S. Constitution provides that members of 

Congress "for any S1Jeech or Dehl'!te ir, either House, ... shall not be questioned in any other 

Place." LJ.S. Cori st. art. I, § 6, d. 1 . 

The heait of the Speech or Debate Clause is speech or debate ip either House of 

Congress. Gravel v. United Stmes, 408 U.S. 600,625 (1972). Howeve1·, coum: have 

consistently extended the scope of the protection afforded to include matters 1hat ?..ft "a11 

integral part of the deliberative and communicative processes hy which Members participate 

in committee and House proceedings with respect to the ~onsideration and passage or 

rejection of propc,5ed legislation or with respect to other matters which the Constitution 

places within the jurisdiction of either House." id at 625; see also Loclwby v. c'ity of 

Simpsonville, 440 S.C. 156. 168, 889 S.E.2d 826,833 (Ct. App. 2013) (discussing the scope 

of legislative irom1rnity). 

B. The Gag Order Im permissibly Restricts Congresswoman Mace's 
Proteded Legislative Acts 

The Gag Order brcu.dly prohihits "making or publishing any ;:;omir1tnt about any 

aspect of this c<1se" without ar1y exception fo. constitutionally protected legis!ative acfr,ities, 

such as :;pttch 0n the f-fo:!Sf f'lc,,J! a!:d ai: Committee hearings. Such s_p.sech is ~bs,1lutely 

protected by the Claus~. ·rhe Cag 0:-der's sweeping prohibition on such speech Jirectly 

impairs Congressw:Juian Mace's a1}ihty to discuss legislation she has drafted, h1tNduced and 

advocated for in response tc discovering the potential criminal conduct and witnessing 

firsthan<i the lad: of rights and protections afforded to victims of such ccnduct. 

The direct connecti-m between facts in die underlying lit1gat1on and Congresswoman 

Mace's legisi"ltive agenda brings statements related io the 1it1gat1on v.,1thin the sphere of 

protected Jeeislative l:ICt:vity" Wnen Congresswoman Mace discusses how her experience in 

13 
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this matter informefl her legislative initiatives, sh~ is engaging ,n communication that is 

integral to the deliberative and communicative process oflegislating. Preventing her frcm 

making these co@ections impairs her abili1y to expiain the purpose and advoccite for the 

necessity of her p,·oposed legislation to he :,,:mgressionat colleagues, but also to her 

constiments, and the publi1~, 

Additionally, as a member of the House Oversight Committee, Congresswoman Mace 

has oversight responsibilities that may intersect with the:; matters at issue ln this case. 

Congressional oversight functions are also protected legislative acts. "fhe Court should not 

assume that a state court gag order can restrici. a Member '.)f Congress's ability to perform 

constitutionally assig11t:d duties, 

Congresswoman Mace has drafted more than a dczen pieces oflegislation in direct 

response to what she discovered, including, but D"Jt limited t'J the STOP Voyeurs Act and 1.he 

SUE Voyeurs A:::L 'fhese are not abstract policy proposals, ~hey are ,:;oncrete legislativ~, 

responses to specific conduct she discovered. Her ability to advocate for these ,j!Jls requir~s 

explaining the underlying acts and information that prompte,i then,. 

C. The Westfall Act May Provide Additiona( Protection 

The Federai Employees Liability Reform and Tort Compensation Act of 1988, 

commonly known as the WestfaH Act, provides federal employees with immunity from 

common law tort claims 01oughi" against them in their personal capacity for acts performed 

within the scope of thefr employment. 28 U.S.C, § 2679. Several of Congresswoman Mace's 

actions could potentially be considered withir. thP, score of her employmeni as a 

Congresswoman, including investigat;og potential criminal conduct rel?.ced to her legislative 

wofk on protecting victims and turning over ev\dencP, tO law enforcement as r, public 

official's duty to report potent:al criminal activity. Sw~ Stewart v. State Crop Pest Comm'n, 

307 S.C. 133, 137, 4 l4 S.E.2d 137, 139 (l9Y2) (discussing the WestfaH Act's prntections). 

14 
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this matter inforrnecl l:er 1f1gislative initiatives, she ;s ~ngagmg in communication that is 

htegral to the deliberative and communicative process of legislating. Preventing her from 

making these coneections impairs her ability to explain the purpose and advocate for the 

necessity of her proposed legislation to her c0r,gressional colleagues, but also to her 

co21stituents, a~id the pubJic. 

Additionally, as a member of the House Oversight Committee, Congresswoman Mace 

has oversight responsibilities that may intersect with the ,·r.arters at issue in this case. 

Congressional oversight functions are also protected legisla 1ive acts. The Court should not 

assume that a state wurt gag order can restrici a Membef of Co,1gress's ability to perform 

constitutionally assigned duties. 

Congresswoman Mace has drafted more than a dozen pieces of legislation in direct 

response to what she discovered, inch;,.:Eng, but not timited to the STOP Voyeurs Act and the 

SUE Voyeurs Act These are P.ot abstract policy proposals, they are concrete legislative 

responses to specific conduct she discovered. Her abit:ty to advocate for these b;ns requires 

explaining the uncierlying acts r.nd information thB~ pr,Jmpted them, 

C The Westfall Act May Provide Additional .?rotection 

The Federal 2mployees Liability Reform and Tort Compensation Act of 1988, 

commonly known as the Westfall Act, provides federal employees with immunity from 

common law tort claims brought 1gainst them in their personal capacity for acts performed 

within the scope oft!tei~ employment. 28 U.S.C'. § 2679. Several of Congresswoman Mace's 

actions could potentially be considered within tbe scope ,)f her employment as a 

Congresswoman, including investigati:1g potential criminal ;;onduct reiat..;!d to her legislative 

work on protecting victims anti turning over evidence to iaw ~nforcement as a pubiic 

official's duty to report potential crimin~I activity. See Stewart v. State Crop Pest Comm'n, 

307 S.C. 133, l: /, 4 !4 S.E.2d 137, 139 (1992) (discussing the We:,tfall Act's prc•tections). 

14 
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Ill. H.RY ANT'S MOTION FOR TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER SHOULD BE DENIED 

A. Legal Standard for Temporary Restraining Orders in South Caro}ina 

Und,!r South Carolina law, a temporary restrairiing ::iri:er is "a drastic remeJy is,1i~d 

by the c:iu1t h1 i:s discretion to prevent irreparable harm suffered by the plaintiff." Sr:ratr.h 

GolfCo. v. Dunes W Kesidential Golf Props., J61 S.C. 117,121,603 S.E.2d 905,907 

(2004). A preliminary injunction should issue only if necessary to preserve the status quo 

ante, and ::i11ly iip,J:1. ;i showing by the mov::!'lg party that: (I) withc•ut such relief it will suffer 

irreparable harm; (2) it his a !1kelihood of ~,uccess on the merits; and (3) there is l'O adequate 

remedy at law. Poynta lnvs. v. Centur,; Builders of Piedmont, 387 S.C. 583,586,694 S.E.2d 

15, l'/ (2010); Hook Point, LLC v. Branch Banking & Tr. Co., 397 S.C. 507, 512, 725 S.E.2d 

681, 684 (2012). 

Act;1itionally, the balancing of equities is subsumed withm the irreparable harm and 

inadequate remedy at law components of this test. Poynter Jnvs., 387 S.C. at 586, 694 S.E.2d 

at i 7. A preliminary injt;nction "rests within the som~rt discretion of the trial judge and •.vill 

1101, be overturned unless the orcer is dearly erroneous." Jennings-Dill, inc. v. Israel. 442 S.C. 

98, 105,891 S.b.2d 201,204 (Ct. App. 2024). As demonstrated below, Bryant fail3 w 

establish any of the required element:;. 

Finally, Bryant seeks a restraining order against Congresswoman Mace while the 

record will reflect numerous documented instances of his harassment and stalking of her. The 

equities do not favor granting emergency protection to the party who has engaged in ;i pa:i-~r11 

ot harassm:;ut and conduct towards the very person he claims to {ear. 

B. BD;ant Cannot Demonstrate lmmecHate, Irreparable Harm 

Brym1!'s motion tor a tempcrary t'tStiaining order comes approximately two years 

after Mace discovered the s1ibject photos and video on Bryant's phone in November 2021. 

15 
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III. BRYANT'S MOTTON "FOR TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER SHOULD 
BE DENIED 

A. Legal Standard for Temporary Restraining Orders in South Carolin11 • 

under South Carolina law, a temporary restraining or:ler is "ti, drastic remedy issued 

by the cm irt in its discretion to prevent irreparable harm sutlered by the plaintiff." Scratch 

Golf Co. v. nv11es w: Residential Golf Props., 361 S.C. 117, 121, 603 S E.2d 905. 907 

(2004). A prelimillary injunction should issue only if necessary to preserve the status quo 

ante, and 011ly nµoD :l showing by the moving party that: ( 1) withou~ such relief it will sutler 

ilTeparable hann; (2) H h,is ll m.::elihood of success on the merits; and (3) there is nc adequate 

remedy at law. Poynter Jnvs. v. Century Builders of Piedmont, 387 S.C. 583,586,694 S.E.2d 

i 5, 17 (201 O); Hook Point, LLC v. Branch Banking & Tr. Co., 397 S.C. 507, 512, 725 S.E.2d 

681, 684 (2012). 

Additionally, after finding that i;he moving party hit.:> shown these three elements, the 

court must balance the equities between the parties. Poynter Im,~., 387 S.C. at 586,694 

S.E.2d at 17. A preliminary injunction "rests withfo th~ sound discretion of the trialju<lg:: and 

will not be overturned unless the order is clearly erroneous." Jennirigs-Diil, Inc. v. Israel, 442 

S.C. 98,105,897 S.L.2d 201, 204 (Ct. App. 2024). As demonstrated below, Bryant t1J1s 10 

establish any of the required elements. 

Finally, Bryant seeks a restraining order against Congresswoman Mace while the 

record will reflect numerous documented instances c·fhis harassment and stalking of her. The 

equities c1o not favor granting emergency protection to the party who Has eng<".ged in ~ 

pattern ofb.a:assment and conduct towards the very person he claims to tea!. 

:8. Bry»nt Cannot Demonstrate Immedfate, lrreparable Harm 

Bryant's motion for a tempon:uy resiraining order comes approximately two years 

after Mace discovered th~ ~F.bject photos and video on Bryant's phone in November 2023. 

l5 
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lhis substanthl delay directly cor;tradicts any clai111 of immediate, irrepa•able harm. Pursuant 

to R,1le 65(b), ,1 temporary restraming order mhy be issued without notice only where "it 

,)early appem s from specific facts shown by affidavit or by verified complaint th?.t 

immediate or irreparabk~ injury, loss G, da.,nage will result to the applicant before notice can 

be served and a hearing; had thereon.'' Rule 65(b), SCRCP. 

Bryant's ciairn of irreparable harm is further vadermined by the discovery record ir, 

this case. Plaintiff Alexis Berg, the alleged victim whose interests Bryant now purports tc, 

pi'IJtect, has admitted in her di::;covery responses ~hat she has never seen the alleged video, 

doe<.; not possess it, and ras only a single screenshot in her possession. (See Plaintiffs 

Responses to IJetendanfs Ffr.::c Set of Interrogutories and Reque:,ts for Production, dated 

November 16, 2025.) If the plaintiff herself cannm identify or produce the materials Bryant 

seeb to restrain, his assertion that theiJ imminent release will cause him irreparable harm is 

speculative at best. 

Moreove..-, Bryant seeks emergency relief to prevent the release of materials that have 

already been the subject of extensive publii.; discussion for nearly a yem. Congresswoman 

Mace has spoken publicly about these materials since February 2025, mid screenshots from 

the alleged assault were pub!1shed with Plaintiff Berg's express con!:ent. Bryant cannot now 

claim urgency to prevent disclosvre of information that has been in the public sphere for 

months. 

Bryant's claim of 1rreparable harm is farther Lmdermined by his own co...1cinc\. A party 

who has initiated numerous documented incidents of h2rassment and stalking c:.:nnot credibly 

claim ht; wiL: suffer immediate, irreparable injury absent judicial intervention. Some of 

Bryant's harm toward Mace include multiple incidents 0f physical assault which she h::i::: 

documented. His acticri<: cemonstrate that he doe~ not genuinely fear Congresswoman Mace, 

instead, he seeks to silence her. 

16 
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This substantiaI delay directly wnt.·adicts any claim of immediate, irrepart-ble harm. Pursuant 

to Ru~e 65(b), a temporary restraining order may be issued without notice only where "it 

dearly appears from specific facts shown by affidavit cir by verified complaint !hat 

immediate or irreparab.!c injury, foss or damage will result to the applicant b~fore notice can 

be Si.e:rved wd 8 h~aring had thereon." Rule 65(b), SCRCP. 

Bryar1t's ch-lim of irreparable harm is further undermined by the discovery record in 

this case. Plaintiff Alexis Berg, the t-lleged victim whose interests Bryant now pu..~ons Tl'} 

protect, has admitted ira her discovery responses that she has never seen the alleged video, 

does not possess it, and has only a single screenshot in her possession. (See Plaintitrs 

RespoPses to Defendant's first Set of Interrogatories and Requests for Production, dated 

November J 6, 2025.) If the plaintiffh~rself cannot Identify or produce the materials Bryant 

seeks to restrain, his assertion that their imminent :.-elease will cause him irreparable harm is 

speculative at best. 

Moreover, Hryant seeks emergency relief to prevent the release of materials that have 

already been the subject of extensive public discussion for nearly a year. Congresswoman 

Mace has spoken publicly about these materials since February 2025, &nd screenshots from 

'(he alleged assault were pubHshed with Plaintiff Berg's express cons,mt. Bryant cannot now 

claim urgency to prevent disclcsu!e of infonnation that has been in the public ;.;pl11::re fur 

months. 

Bryant's claim of i.rreparable harra is fu.--ther u-udermined by his ow11 ~or-duct. A party 

whn has i11ifo1ted numerous documented incidents of harassment and ~.talking f;a~mot credibly 

claim he will suffer immediate, irreparable injury absent judicial intervention. Some •)f 

Bryant's harm toward Mace include multiple incidents of physical assault whkh :.-;he ha1', 

. documented. His actions demonstrate that he does not genuinely fear Congresswoman Mace, 

instead, he seeks to silence her. 

16 
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Bryam's claims ofreputational ham1 are precisely the type of u~j!1ries that can be 

adequately compensated through monetary damages in his already-filed d"iims for 

defamation, intentional infliction ot emotional distress, and invasion of privacy. Furthermore, 

une of the primary limitations placed on the right of privacy is that it does not prohibit th'= 

publication of matter whkh i-; 0f1egit1mate public or general interest. Burton v. York Cty. 

Sheriffs lJep't, 358 S.C 339, 346, 594 S.E.2d 888, 892 (Ct. App, 2004); j\,feetze v. Assodatpd 

Press, 230 ~-C. :BO, 335, 95 S.E.2d 606, 609 (1956). 

C. .Bry!::<ut Has Not Demonstrated a Likelihood of Success on the Merits 

Bryant has not demonsrrated a likeliho,Jd of success on his conversion claim, as he 

provides no evidence that Mace "hacked" his phone. Withou·:. suet evidence, Bryant cannot 

establish the wrongful taking element necessary for conversion. Morz:over, if the materials 

contain fNidence of criminal activity as Mace claims, she had a legai right to tum them over 

to law enforcement, which she did in December 2023. • 

Additionally, as a sitting U.S. Congresswoman and candidate for. governor, Mace has 

a Gonstitutional right to speak on matters of public concern, pa..rticularly those involving 

potential criminal conduct. l'hf' first Amendment recognize5 that issue~. of public policy and 

l:Ore government functions, such as law and order, are "so essentiai to democracy that public 

debate about them and their policymakers should be unchecked;' except where the speech is 

know:_ngly fa.i~e c,r uttered witr re~kiess disregard ofits truth or fatsity. Cruce, 44?. S.C. at 

22, g96 S.E.2d at 61. 

0. Rrya!!t Has an Auequate Remedy at Law 

Bryant has already ;iled claims for defamation, intentiona.1 infliction of emotionl:ll 

distres:s, i.::onversioa, inv,J3ion of privr,cy, and civil conspiracy agairist Mace. ~these claims, if 

·mccessful, would provide monetary compensation for any proven harm. The ~xistence of 

17 
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Brya11i's claims ofreputationa1 harm are preqisely the type of irij .. r,-ies that can b 

~1dequately compensated through monetat;· damages in his a1ready-filed cia:ms for 

def~mation, intentional infliction of emotional distress, and invasion of privacy, ·Furthermore, 

one of the primmy limitations placed on the right of privacy is that it does not prohibit the 

publication efm:i.tter whi.Lh i,-; cf legitimate public or general interest. Burton -i,; York Cty. 

Sheriffs Dep't, 358 S.C. 339,346,594 S.E.2d 888,892 (Ct. App. 2004); Meetze v. 4ssodated 

Press. 230 S.::. 330,335, 95 S.E.2d 606,609 (1956). 

C. 8ry1,.~t Has Not Demonstrated u Likelihood of Success on the Merits 

Bryant has not demonstrated a likelihoc,d of success on his conversion claim, cts he 

provides no evidence that Mace "hacked" his phcfle. Witho,1t sm:!i evidence, Bryant cannot 

establish the wrongful taking element necessary for conversion. Iviore·,:rvei', if the materials 

contain evidence of cnminal activity, as Mace claims, she had a legal right to tum them over 

to law enforcement, which she did in December 2023. 

Additionally, as a sitting U.S. Congresswoman and candidate for governor, Mace has 

a constitutional right to 3peak on matters of public concern, pm{icularly those involving 

potential criminal conduct. Ihe Frrst Amendment recognizes th:•.t issues of public policy and 

core government functions, such as faw and order, are "so essential to democracy that public 

debMe aboi.:t them and thei.r poiicymakers should be unchecked," except where the speech is 

kn0wingly fa!5f; 0r uitereJ with re,.;kltss disregard of its truth Dr falsity. Cruce, 442 S.C. at 

22, 896 S.R'.?.d at 61. 

n. Bty&n.t Has ail Acteqo&te Re11ietly ~t Law 

Bryant has alreat!y tiled cl~ims for defamation, illientionai mfliction '.)f emotional 

distress, conversion, inv~sion of privucy, and civil conspiracy :1gai1,s1 iv-race. These claims, if 

successful, would provide monetary compensation for any proven harm. The existence uf 

17 
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thes.) aitema.:ive remedies demonstrates that Bryant has an adequate remedy a\ fow, which 

precludes the issuance of a temporary restraining order. 

E. The Balan,~e of Equities and Pu Mic Interest Favor Mace 

The balance of equities in this case strongly favors Mace. As a sitting TJ-S. 

Congresswom,a1 <ind candidate for governor, Mace has a constitutional right to speak on 

matte,·s ofpub!ic cvnccm, especiaily those involving potential criminal conduct. Restricting 

htlr speech wc,ulct infringe upon her constitut1:Jrn,1 rights and potentially deprive the puhlir. of 

information relev,mt to the1r votin;_; decisions. 

The public ha<:: u strong interest in being informed about potential criminal conduct, 

particularly when it Involves aHegatiom of sexual assautt. "At some point, the public interest 

in obtaining information becomes domimnt over the individuals cfosire for privacy." Meetze, 

230 S.C. at 335, 95 S.E.2d at 609. Bryant's iPvolvement in a lawsuit allegbg sexual assault 

olaces him within th;~ category of persons who have become actor.'- in events of public 

interest. Burton, 358 S.C. f..t 346, ,;9t; S.E.2d at 892 

:Moreover, Bryant comes before this court seeking extraordinary eqvitab(e re!iefwhile 

hi:,; own litigation conduct has already bee;:1 rnnctioneei by another court in the circuit. On 

October 30, 2025, Judge Rode issued a tinal sanctions Order in GLT2, JJ.C v. Jane Doe, Case 

Ne,.: 2025-CP-10-00981, Finding that Bryant, through a fictitious company that he created 10 

days after Congresswoman Mace's february 10, 2025, floor speech, engaged in unauthcrized 

discovery tactics that violated mies 1 land 27, s,:RCP. The court found Bryant's counsel 

conducted 'secret discovery' designed to be ·undetectahk' and ordered sanctions totaling 

ove; $48,000.00. A party who ha~ been sanctioned for ahuslag court processes sh011ld not be 

rewarded with the extraordinary i'emt<ly of a temporary restraining order 

1V. BRYANT'S MOTION IS BARRED BY LACHES DUE TO ms 
UNREASONABLE DELAY IN SEEKING RELIEF 
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these dtemath e remedies demonstrates that Bryftnt has an adequate re.<nedy at law_ vvhlch 

precludes the issuance of a temporary restraining order. 

E. The Balance of Equities and Public lnterest ]favor Mace 

The balance of equities in this case strmgly favors Mace. As a sitt;ng U.S. 

Congresswcro;;in 3DJ c;:rndidate for governor, Mace has a constitutional right to speak on 

r,~::itters of public c;<mcem, especially those involving potential criminal conduct. Restricting 

her speech wou:rl infringe upon h•!r c•Jnstitutior.a1 ;-ights and potentially deprive tht: publtc of 

infonnation relevimt to tbe~r voting decisions. 

The public h~s a strong interest in being informed about pui:tHi.ial criwi11al con<lu1,;t, 

particularly when it ic volves allegations 0f sexual a'Jsault. "At semc point, the public interest 

iU obtaining information becomes dominant 0ver the individual's desire for privacy." Meet;:-t, 

230 S.C. at 335, 95 S.E.2d at 609. Bryant's inrnlvement in 2. lawsuit alleging s~xual assault 

p1aces him within the category of persons wh) have become actors in cvtnts of public 

interest. Burton, 358 S.C. at 346, 594 S.E.2d at 892. 

Moreover, Bryant comes before this court seeking extraordinary equitabk relief while 

his own litigation conduct has already been :mnctioned oy another court ir. the circuit. On 

October 30, 2025, Judge Rode issued a tinal sanctions Order in GL1'2, LLC v . .lrme Doe, Case 

No; 2025-CP-10-00981, Finding that Bryant, through a fictitious company that he created 10 

days after Congresswoman Mace's i:•ebruary 10, 2025, floor speech, engaged in unauthrn:-ized 

discovery tactics that violated ru'es t-; and 2'/, SCkCP. The court found Bryant's counsel 

con<lllctecl 'secret discovery' designed to be 'undetectable' and ordered sanctions totaling 

over $48,:)00.00. A par,y who has been sanctioned for abusmg court processes shou!d not be 

rewarded with the extraordinary rtrned_v of a temporary restraining or,ier 

IV. BRYANT'S MOTION IS BARRED BY LA CHES DUE 'fO IDS 
UNREASONABLE DELAY IN SEEKING RELIEF 
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A. The Doch·ine ofLaches Under South Carolina Law 

Under South Carolina law, }aches is an equit~.h1~ doctrine defined as "negle~:t for c.11 

unreasonable and unexplained length of time, 1rnder circumstances affording opportunhy for 

diligence, to do what in law should have been done'' Robinson v. Estate o.,f Harris, 388 S.C. 

645, 653, 698 S.£.ld 229,233 (2010). 1~'1.e doctrine operates as a defense when "c1 party, 

knowing his rights, does not seasonably assert them, bHt by unreasonable delay causes h1;, 

adversary to lricw expenses or enter into obligations or 0therwlse d~trimentally change his 

positif,r.." King v. James, 388 S.C. 16, 22,694 S.E.2d 35, 38 (Ct. App. 20l0). 

To esUlotish lachGs, a lJarty ,T:nsr demonstrate three elements: (1) a delay, (2) that was 

unreascnable lir.d:'!r the circumsta~1ce5, and (3) prejudice. Strickland v. Strickland, 375 S.G 

'/6, 85, 650 S.E.2(1465, 4?0 (2007). The ccnrt is vested with wide discretion in determining 

what constitutes c1n unreasonable delay. Chambers of S.C., Inc. v. Cty. Council. 315 S.C. 418, 

422, 431i S.E.2d 279,281 (1993) . 

.8. Bryant's Two-Year Delay in Seeking Injunctive Relief 

The first elemen .. of laches, delay, is clearly est,◄ blished. Bryant admits that 

Congresswoman Mace obtained the materials from his phone in November 2023, yet he did 

nu:. file his Motion for Temporary Restraining Orde,: until November 2025, a delay of 

appwximately two years. Thi.:; si.:,bstantiai period of inaciion satisfies !he first prong of the 

laches analysis. 

Equity aids the vigilant, not those who sleep or-. their rights. Bryant watched ~:ilently 

for two years as '..:ongresswoman Mace spoke about her trauma. built her public advocacy, 

and her iegislative agenda around these issues. Having alk,wed her to rely on his inaction, h~ 

caimot now claim entitlement to emergency relid~ Bryant 1:an't sleep on his rights for tv.,0 

y~ais and then all of a sudde!1 claiin lligt:111.:y. 

C. Bryant1~ Delay w~,s Unreasonable Urider the Circumstances 
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A. The Doctrfa1e of Laches Under South Carolina Law 

Under South Carolina law, laches is an cquitabie dr.drine defined as "neglect fci' au 

unreasonable and unexplained length of time, m1der circumstances affording opportunity for 

diligence, to do what in law sl•ould have been done." Robinson v. Estate ofHarris, 388 S.C. 

645. 653, 698 S.E.2d 229, 233 (2010). Th,J doctrine operates as a defense when "a !Jany, 

knowing his rights, does not seasonably assert them, but vy unreasonable delay causes his 

adversary t,.:; hic11r expenses or enter into obiigations or oiherwise detrimentally change his 

positioh.'' King v. James, 388 S.C. 16, 22, 694 S.E.2d 35, 38 (Ct. App. '.LU l Cl). 

To est:::h::sh b.che5, a p'1rtv ml!st cfomonstrate three elements: (1) a delay, (2) foat was 

unreasonable u:1c~e,: the c·Ircumst:in:.:es, :iad (3) prejudi~e. Strickland v. Strickland, 3/S S.C. 

76, 85, 650 S.R.2d 465, 470 (20r.7). The cocrr i-; vested with wide discretion in ddern1ining 

what constitutes au unreasonable delay. Chambers ofS.C., Inc. v. Cty. Council, 315 S.C. 418, 

422, 434 S.E.2d 279, 281 (1993). 

B. Bryant's Two-Year Delay in Seeking Injunctive Relief 

fhe first element 0f laches, delay, ;s clearly estal, lished. Bryant ::i.dmits that 

Congresswoman Mace obtained the materials from his r1hone in November 2023, yet he did 

not file his Milt10n :or Temporary Restraining Order until November 2025, a delay of 

approximately two years. 'fnis substantial period of inact;_on satisfies the first prc,ng of the 

laches analysis. 

Equity aids the vigilant, not those who sleep on their rights. Bryant watc;1ed silently 

for two years as congresswoman Mace spoke :1bout her trauma, built her public advocacy, 

and her legislative agenda around these issues. Having allowed her to reiy on his inaction, he 

cannot now claim entitlement to emergency relief. Bryant can't sleep on his rights for two 

y~ar:; anrl ,hen all of a s:1clder1 ..:Jai111 u1gt:w.;y. 

C. Bryant's Delay Wt:s Unreasonable Ur.der the Circumstances 
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BryBnt knew that Congresswoman Mace p·lSstc:;sed the materials from his phone a:: 

early as November 2023. Re was aware that she turned these :naterials O\'er to ~he U.S.A., the 

FBI, the Capitol Police, and SLED in December 2023. Most significantly. throughout this 

two-yee.r penod, Mace has been publicly discussing the conted ofthes(; materials as part of 

be~ advocacy for victims. Despite these clear and ongoing actions, Bryant inexplicably waited 

tw,:; years before seeking emergency injunctive relief. 

South Carolina courts have emphasized that "in order to charge a party with laches in 

the :1ssertio!: of an alleged right, the party charged must have had knowledge of the facts 

upon which the claim is based." Timn;,,· v. Timms, 290 S.C. 133, 137, 348 3.E.2d 386, 388 

(Ct App. 1986). Bryant indisputably haj knowledge of all relevant facts-Mace's possession 

of the materials, hf!r disclosure to law enfoi·cement, and her public statements about their 

contt:r:t-yet he failert to act with rec.sonable diligence. 

JJ. Congresswoman Mace Has Been Materially Prejudiced by Bryant's Delay 

'l'he third eJem~_;v requires pr~jud!~e tc the party asserting the defense. Prejudice may 

occur when a party ba5 ''incurred expenses or emered fr:to obligations or otherwise 

detnmentally changed his position." Mack 11. Edens, 306 S.C. 433,436.412 S.E.2d 41 l, 43? 

(Ct. App. 1991). 

Congresswoman Mace has suffered p~ecisely thi'.> type of material prejudice. During 

the two years that Bryant remained silent, Mace has built her political campaign and public 

persC•!B around her advocacy for victims of sexual assault, including her public statements 

ahot:i tl1t: matenals she ::i.!iegedly discovered on Bryant's phone. She has made these issues 

c~t!t!'l:!l tc, h•,r i..:ampaign for govern,jr and her legislative work as a Congresswoman. Granting 

a TRO i:;.t ::his l~k stage would unfairly silence Congresswoman M::i.::e on matters that have 

become fund~lnental to h~r puhlic service and political identity. 
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BryaP. t knew that Congresswoman Mace pvssessed rhe materials from his phone as 

early as November 1023. He was aware that she turned these materials ovff to the U.S.A., the 

FBI, the Capitol Police, and SLED i:<1 December 2023. Most :c:lgnificantly, throughout this 

cwo-year period, Mace has been publicly discussing the coment of these ;:naterials r..s part of 

t~i adv,Jcacy for victims. Despite these clear and ongoing actions, Bryant inexplicably waited 

two years before seeking emergency injunctive relief. 

South Carolina courts have emphasized that "in order to charge a party with laches in 

the assertion !_1f <1-n alieged right, the party charged must have had knowledge of the facts 

upon which the claim is based." Timms v. Timms, 290 S.C. ) 33, U'/, 348 S.E.2ct 386, 388 

(Ct. Ap;:i. 1986). Bryant indi-.;putably ha,1 knowiedge of all relevant facts-Mace's possession 

oftbe materials, ber disclosure to law enfot~ement, and her pubiic statements about their 

conter,:-yet he failed ~o act with rea.,onable diligence. 

0. Congresswoman Mace Has Been Materially Prejudiced by Bryant's Delay 

The third elem,;!nt requires prejudke to the party asserting foe defense. Prejudice may 

occw when a party !las "incurred expenses or entei"td into obligations or otherwise 

detrimentally changed ~1is position." Mack-:;. Edens, 306 S.C. 433,436,412 S.E.2d 431,432 

(Ct. App. 1991). 

Congre:;swoman Mace has suffored µ1~cisely thi~ type of material prejudice. During 

the two years that Bryant remained silent, Mace has built her political c:ampaign and public 

petsC·I!i:! around her advocacy for victims of sexual assault, mcluding her public statements 

ahom the mate,ials she allegedly discm,ered un Bryant's phone. She has made these issues 

cetl1Tl:!1 to i1':!' .:;au1paigo for guvernc,r and her legislative work as a Congresswoman. Granting 

il. TRO ~~t th;:_-: l<!te '.:,age would ,.mfairiy silence Congresswoman Mace on !Ilatters that have 

become fundamental to b1 public :,ervice :md political identity. 
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V . .BN.YANT'S MOTION IS BARRED BY THE DOCTRINE OF UNCLEAN 
HANDS 

A party seeking equitable relief must come to the ~ourt with clean hands. "fb who 

corn es into equity must come with clegn hands, and he who hc1s done inequity shall not have 

equity."Jelfers01; Standard Life Ins. Co. v. Hydrick. 143 S.C. 127, 141 S.E. 278 (1928). The 

unclean hands doctrine bars relief when the party seeking equity has engaged in ineq,JitP.hle 

wnJu.;t related to the subject matter of the litigation. 

Bryant's hm.1ds ~..-~ far from decu On Octcher 30, 20?5, fodge Rode iss,iect a tic.al 

s,mctions Order in Gf.T2, LLC v. Jane Doe, Case No.: 2025-CP- l 0-00981, finding that 

B1-,y!int, through a fictiticos company that he created 10 days after Congresswoman Mace's 

Februa.,')' 10, 2025, floor s~eec h, engageci in unauthorized discovery tactics that violated mies 

11 and 27, SCRCP. The court fc.,1:.1ci Bryanfs counsel conducted 'secret discovery' designed 

1~1 be 'undetectable' and ordered s:.m.ctions totaling over $48,000.00. 

Bryant now asks this co:.1n for the extraordinary equitable re-r,-,edy of c1. temporary 

fcSffaining order, against the same person he was secretly investigating through improper 

mP-11ns A party who has been sanctioned for abusing_iudicial processes and reV,ted litigation 

cannot claim entitleme!1t tc equity's aid- The doctrhe of unclean hand~ bars his request. 

Bryant's inequitable conduct extencls beyond !Jtigation abuse. Ccngresswoman Mo.-.;t 

ba~ documented numerous instances ofiiara:,sment and stalking by Bryant. He cannot 

credibly seek the court's protection while engaging ln the very conduct he purports to fear 

ti-om other~ .. 

VT. BRYANT'S RENEW.li:D MOTION FOR IN CAl\1Ji.:llA R}:VlEW SJJOUJ3) 
BE DENIED 

Bryant renews his Mc-ri,,,1 for In Camera N.eview of (he ::;Ueg,~cf assiuit video, arg01ing 

that the Court sh-nld compel its production and review heca~;:::e Pldr:tiffBerg admits she has 

,1::;vt1 sttu it and does nm pos~ess it. This 1110iion :;hould he denied for several reasons. 
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V. BRYANT'S MOTION 18 hA.l.{ID:O HY THE DOCTRINE OF UNCLEAN 
HANDS 

A party seeking equitable i"elief must come to the court with clean hands. "Be who 

wffes into eqmty must come with clean hands, and he who ha5 done inequity shall not have 

c4uity ."People's Fed. Sav. & Loan Ass 'n v. Myrtle Beach Golf& Yacht Club, 3 lO S.C. i32, 

148, 425 S.E.2d '!64, 774 (Ct. App. 1992). 'fhe unclean hands doctrine bars relief wten tl-1e 

pm-ty s~eking equity has engaged in inequitable conduct reiated to the subject rnr:rt~r cffae 

liHgz.frn1. 

Brya:it's hands are far from clean. On October 30, 1025, Judge Rode issued a final 

sa~ction.s Order ir, GLT2. LLC v. Jane Doe, Case No.: 2025-CP-10-00981, finding that 

Bryant through a fictitioi1E' company that b.e created 10 days after Congresswoman Mace's 

February I 0, 2025, flo0T speech, e:1gagtd i11 unauthorized discovery t?.~tics that violated rules 

11 anc! 27, SCRCP. The ,;ourt foi.,r:d Bryant's counsel conducted ·secret d1sc1,very' designed 

to be 'undetectable' and •xderec sanctions totaling over $48,000.00. 

Bryant now asks this c<:urt for i'h0 ~xtrnordinary equitable 1t:ineciy of a tc:111porary 

restrainh1g order, agains·i' the same per:e;on he was secretly investigating through improper 

means. A party who has l>em sanctioned for abusing judicial pmcesse~ and related litigation 

~ar,i1ot claim entitlement to equity's aid. The doctrine ,)funclean ban.is ha1~ his t"C:l(Llesi. 

Bryant's mequitable conduct ex-rends beyond litigation abuse. Congresswoman Mace 

has documented numerous instances of harassment and stalking by Bryant. He cannot 

credibly sef~k the court's protection while e;1gag;ng i!i the very c•:mdnc! hfo p,~Tpc,ns to fe::!,· 

:fr(;r,1 others. 

vl:. BRYAN'f'S .llliNEWEO lVlO'ffON FOR lN CAMERA REVIEW SHOTJJ,D 
8.1!; })}:NIED 
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A. The Materials Are in Law Enforcement Custody 

Cc,ngresswuu1,,n Mace turned over the materials she discovered to the South Carolina 

Law .Enforcement Division (SLED) in December 2023. These materials are now part of an 

ongoing or potential bw enforc~ment inve~.tigation. Congresswor-1an M?.1;f: dce;s 110t haw 

unfettered authority to produce materials Iha~ l'!rc in SLED'; custody, nor would it be 

appropriate for her to do so while a potenfoll criminal investigation remains pending. Bryant\; 

proper avenue for obtaining these materials, if they exist, is through appropriate legal process 

directed at :SLED-not through this Cov.rt's cor:ipl!lsinr,_ of a third-party defenaa11t 

B. 1'he .Existem.:e and Content of the Video Remain Disputed 

Bryan-.:'s motion assumes the existence of a video ciepicting what he characterize~ as 

his "private sexual activities" with women other than ?laintiffBerg. Congresswo::n:;.r: M:,re 

C()i(;:end~ the materials depict evidence of criminal conduct. This fundamt:nla) factual di:;p!.te 

~a.:1r,ot be resolved chrough an in-camera review at this stage of the li1:igation. The proper 

mechanism for resolving ,uch disputes is through discovery, with appropriate protective 

o,ders if warrnntrd, not through ex~raordinary judicial inte1vention. 

C. Bryant flas Not Demonstrated Entitlement to This Reli~f 

R·-yant offers no iegal authority ~~tablishing his entitlement to in camera judicial 

review of;:r,uterials held by a third party and potentially in law enfor1;e111eu[ ~u:;iody. his 

motim1 i~ premised on the assumption that he has a right to .:ont~ol mat,~rbls c1Hegedly take::1 

fro•n his ph,me-the very issue in dispute in this litigation. The Court should not grant 

extraordinary relief bHsed on Bryant's uaprov~n allegations that Congressw-.1man Mace 

unlawfuGy obtained these materials. 

D. Ad~quate Discovery Mechanisms Exist 

The South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure provide adequate mechanisms for 

obi:,!ining relevant evidence through discovery. B•yc:!,t 1nay st:rv<:: &scove,-y rec.;_;:est-;, 
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Bryant renew~ his Motion for In Camera Review of the aileged assau!t video, argi;i,,g 

thot th.:: Cor:rt sh0uld compel its production imct review because .Plaintiff Berg admits she has 

:<1ever seen it and doef not possess it. Tnis motion should be denied for several reasons. 

A. The Materfo.is Are in Law Enforcement Custody 

Congresswcn.1an Mace turned over :h~ rn&teriais she discovered to the South Carolina 

Law .Enforcement Division (SLED) in December 2023. These materiais are now part of an 

ongoing or potential law enforcement investigation. Congresswoman Mace does not have 

unfettered ar:thority to produce materials chat Me in SLED's c.astody, nor wouid ~t be 

appropriate for her to do so while a potential criminal inve">tigation remains pending, Bryant'« 

propt:r avenue for obtainmg these materials, if they exist is through app1·oprfate leg,,J proces<: 

directed at SLED-not ~hrough this Court's compulsion of a third-party defendant 

B. The Existence and Content of the Video Remain Disputed 

Bryant's motion assumes the existence of a video depicting whJ.t he characterizes 2.-: 

his ;'private sexuai activities'' with womt:_n other than Plaintiff Berg. Congresswoman Ma1:e 

r.or-tenJs i,he matel'ials depict evicten~e of crimmal conduct. This fundame,1taI factual dispc1te 

c,::,;1,1::;t be resolved through an in-camera review at this stage ofthe litigation. The prope:­

iY:c:ch<1:lism for resolving such disputes ;s tlliougn discovery, with appropnate protective 

order<: ifwaTranted, not through extra<Jrdinary Judicial intervention. 

C. Bi;:mt Has Not Der,10nstrated Entitlement to -!'bis Ketief 

Bryant offers 110 legal authority establishing his entitlement to in camera judicial 

review of materials heid by a third party ilild pot,~ntiaily in iaw enforcement ·~ustody. His 

motion is premised on the assumptio,1 th,:r he h2;;; 2 rig~,t tn control materials allegedly taken 

trom his pilonf-the very issue in dispute in this litigalion. The Court should not gtallt 

e.xtraordi•1ary relief based on Bryant's m1prnven a:!egatior.s that Congresswom&n Mace 

unkwfully obtained these materials. 
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subpoena SLED for materials in its possession. or seek appropriate c,.>;:.rt il1terve.11tioi.i if 

d.iscovery disputes arise. In camera rev~aw is not ?, substitute for the .::,rdmary discovery 

process, particularly where, as here, the materials at issue are the subject of contested dairos 

and may be in the custody of law enforcement. 

CONCLUSION 

Fer the foregoing ~easons, TI1ird-Party Defondimt Nancy Ruth Mace respectfully 

requests th,1t this Court: 

l. Deny Defendant P~rick Bryant's Motion for Temporary llestrnfohig Ordt:t in 

its entirety; 

2. Deny DefendaiJt P;::1.tdck Bryant's Renewed Mmi011 for In Camera Revi{;w; 

3. Vacate the Court's sua sporite Gag Order or, in the alternative, modify it to 

r.sncwly tailor any speech restricticus coii~~stent with tht: first Amen<l,r:rm 

and the Speech or Debate Clause, including explicit exemptions for Ms. 

Mace's legislative and political commu!1icatfons; ::md. 

4. Grant such other and further relief as the Court deems just and proper. 

December 29, 2025 
Florence, SC . 

THF LAW OFHCE OF D. CRAIG BROWN, LLC 

By: stD. Craig Brown 
D. Craig Brown, Esq. 
265 W. Evans St. 
flm:e:1ce, SC 7.9501 
(843) !576-0169 
craigbrown@craigbrownlawfinn,cnm 

Attorney for Third--Parry Defendant Na.-1cy Rnth Mace 
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D. Adequate Discovery Mechanisms Exist 

The South Carc•lina l{ules of Civil Procedure provide adequate mee;hanisms for 

obtaining relevant evidence through discovery. Bryant may serve disc0veiy- requests, 

subpoena SLED for materials in its possession, or seek app;·opriate co:.Hi interver:rb,1 if 

.-Iis~;(:v:;ry d.lsp1 .. tes c1dse. iii cameri:l review is not a substitute for ihe ordina,y tlisc0very 

process, pardcularly where, as here. th1; materials at issue are the subject of contested claims 

ar.d may be i'.1 the c11stocly ,-,f h.w enforcement 

CONCLUSION 

for the foregoing reasc,,1::._ Thbi-"P,i.rty Defendant Nancy Ruth Mace respectfuily 

requests that ibi:; Court: 

I. Deny Defendant Patrick Bryant's Motion for Temporary Restraining Order in 

its ~nfaety; 

2. Deny Oetendant Pmrick Bryant's Reneweo Motion for In Camera Review; 

3. Vacate the Court's sua sponte Qgg Order or, in the a?tern':ltive, modify it :.o 

11arrow!y tailor any speech resr~·ictions consistent with the F:rst Amendment 

and the Speec!1 01 DeGate Clause, im:l•;ctir.g .;;x:µEc~r .=;"~:,1pri,1ns for Ms. 

Mace's ~eg1slative and political c(,mmunications; end, 

4. Grnrii such other and further relief as the Court deems jus1 a:1d p;oper, 

SIGNATURE PAG:E TO FOLT,OW 
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December 29, 2025 
Florence, SC 

THE LAW OFFICE OF D. CRAIG BROWN, LLC 

By: s/D. Craig Brown 
D. Craig Brown, Esq. 
265 W. Evans St. 
Florence, SC 29501 
(843) 676-0169 
craigbrown@craigbrownlawfirm.com 

Attorney for Third-Party Defendant Nancy Ruth Mace 
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