SNAILS LAWSUIT
QUESTIONS

&
ANSWERS

PART 1




WHAT WAS THE LAWSUIT ABOUT?
PART 1

| sued Michaela Higgins for AN INSTAGRAM STORY FROM
HIGGINS’ SOCIAL MEDIA.

her reckless and malicious
amplification of false and

defamatory claims using an ALLIDID
Instagram page. She reposted WAS MAKE A
allegations that were '3?;-;_':" s

anonymous, second-hand, or
even proven false without any
effort to verify their accuracy.

She intentionally omitted
evidence and ignored
contradictory information
including the fact that alleged
victims had publicly denied
the allegations and/or
disputed the claims made on
social media.

.

caeli.xo

@zjohnson19 you clearly don't have
even the most basic information
about what happened. | didn't tell any

story. | reposted 9 different people's
allegations. None of those allegations
were mine. How could “my story” be
fishy when all | did was repost other

people’s stories? FROM HIGGINS’ COMMENTS
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WHAT WAS THE LAWSUIT ABOUT?
PART 2

| want to make it clear that | have FROM HIGGINS’ COMMENTS
never met Michaela Higgins, and ]

he d k Why the fuck are you booking and
she does not know me. promoting a serial rapist / abuser with

over a dozen allegations?
Instagram.com/evidenceagainstsnails

Despite that, she harassed and TPy

: @evidenceagainstsnails
tagged promoters In Canada’ profile on Instagram + 23 pos...
painting me as a serial abuser on
the basis of false and unreliable

sources, which led to the
cancellation of two of my shows.

3h Like Reply 5 &

FROM HIGGINS’ VIDEO

| have made multiple public
statements addressing the false |
allegations, but Higgins ,
continued to spread
misinformation, forcing me to
defend myself through legal
action to clear the record and
stop the spread of the false
allegations.
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WHY DID YOU SUE HER IN ALBERTA INSTEAD
OF CALIFORNIA, (WHERE SHE LIVES)?

Jurisdiction is determined by where AN INSTAGRAM STORY FROM
the harm occurred. In this case, HIGGINS' SOCIAL MEDIA.
Higgins defamatory posts directly

I I HE SUED ME IN
|mpa.1(:ted my career in Alberta, | CANADA
leading to two cancelled shows in EVEN
that province. Eﬂ%‘ff sl

Higgins had multiple opportunities to
challenge jurisdiction but failed to do
so. During the court pre hearing,
she was given the required steps to
directly challenge jurisdiction but
never filled out and submitted the
necessary forms or followed
through.

After failing to receive the proper
forms, the court moved forward with
the case.
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WASN’'T THIS A DEFAULT JUDGMENT
BECAUSE HIGGINS DIDN'T SHOW UP?

First of all, the judgment was not awarded by default but by
Summary judgment. Summary judgment requires the court to
thoroughly review all submitted evidence. Unlike a default judgment,
which is issued when a party fails to respond.

Higgins did respond by filing a Statement of Defense.

She actively participated in the case. However, once receiving my
evidence, she chose to disengage from the process by:

 Failing to provide any counter-evidence to support her claims.
« Ignoring opportunities to participate in discovery

e Refusing to submit cross-examination affidavits

e Not attending the final hearing.

The judge also gave her multiple opportunities to present her
evidence, while allowing her to participate remotely to minimize costs.
It was Higgins’ decision to not provide evidence. Despite the
judge’s accommodations, she never attempted to prove the truth of
the allegations she not only republished but actively spread via social
media campaigns.

HIGGINS’ STATEMENT OF DEFENSE FROM HIGGINS’ COMMENTS

_ﬁ caeli.xo allegations were false to win. He won

by default. He got a summary
DOCUMENT: STATEMENT OF DEFENSE judment which only occurs when the

ADDRESS FOR SERVICE AND CONTACT MICHAELA HIGGINS, Dther party DOESNT RESPOND or
INFORMATION OF PARTY FILING THIS PRO SE

DOCUMENT: fight back at all. Read a book you
I phenomenal dumbass
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DIDN'T SHE LOSE BECAUSE SHE COULDN'T
AFFORD LEGAL REPRESENTATION IN CANADA?

No, Higgins was not required to have a lawyer to participate in
this lawsuit, her only requirement was to submit her evidence.

Higgins repeatedly claimed that she could not afford legal
representation in Canada, but she never submitted any evidence to
prove her lack of financial means.

QUOTE FROM THE JUDGEMENT

[38]  Turning first to the comparative convenience and expense for the parties of
proceeding in Alberta as opposed to California, I note that Ms. Higgins has indicated that
she could not afford counsel here. I have been provided with no evidence as to the relative

costs of legal representation in Alberta and California, and, in the absence of such evidence,
I see no reason to conclude that Ms. Higgins would be better able to afford counsel in the
United States.

The judge explicitly noted that the Alberta courts are experienced in
assisting self-represented litigants (regardless of country of
residence).

QUOTE FROM THE JUDGEMENT

[40] I further observe that the courts in Alberta are well-versed in dealing with self-represented
litigants and provide them with latitude and assistance that might well be considered indulgent in many

jurisdictions. Neither jurisdiction offers an advantage in terms of its language of operation, both being
English, which appears to be a principal working language for both parties.

In her own defense, she stated that she would proceed pro se (self-
represented). Her later decision to not engage with the legal process
contradicted her own commitment to participate.
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WHY DID | WIN THE LAWSUIT?

The court ruled in my favor because the evidence overwhelmingly
supported my case. They found Higgins' actions reckless.

All the facts are highlighted in my lawsuit. | invite you to read it

through for yourself and see that the evidence and the judge’s final
judgment speaks for itself.
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