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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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2 

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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1

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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