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Yarmouth No. 411345 
Supreme Court of Nova Scotia 

 
Between:         Applicants 

Trout Point Lodge 
Vaughn Perret 
Charles Leary 

and 

          Respondent 

Douglas K. Handshoe 

 
Respondent’s Reply to Applicants’ Motion to Strike & Summary Disposal 

 
The respondent, Douglas K Handshoe responds to and disputes the Trout Point Lodge, Ltd., 
Charles Leary and Vaughn Perret Motion to Strike & Summary Disposal. May it please the 
court: 
 Case Summary - Introduction 

1. Applicants claim respondent is in violation of the Canadian Copyright Act and in support 
offer 3 takedown notices filed under 17 USC § 512, The Digital Millennium Copyright Act 
in support of their application. Applicants’ also claim prior injunctions issued by the Nova 
Scotia Supreme Court1 reinforce their claims of copyright infringement. 
 

2. Respondent avers his media company followed the procedures under 17 USC § 512 and 
restored the materials in question when the Applicant’s failed to file for an injunction in the 
court with jurisdiction in this matter, the United States District Court for the Southern 
District of Mississippi, Southern Division.  Respondent notes applicants did not submit 
any evidence these images were ever registered with any copyright agency of the US or 
Canadian Government, nor are any copyright claims or markings visible on the images in 
question. 
 

3. Applicants have moved to strike respondent’s motion to dismiss their application for Lack 
of Jurisdiction. Respondent is a severely hearing impaired pro se litigant from a foreign 
land, initially completely unfamiliar with Canadian rules of Civil Procedure as he is neither 
a barrister nor lawyer. Respondent subsequently filed a Motion to Dismiss under NSCP 
Rule 5.10. 
 

4. Respondent says applicants’ motion should not be well taken by the court and denied and 
in support of that submits the following: 

                                                
1 Applicants’’ also admit these injunctions were found unenforceable by Senior Judge of the United States District 
Court for the Southern Division of Mississippi, the Honorable Louis Guirola, Jr. (Exhibit D, Leary Affidavit of June 4, 
2013) 
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Applicants have attempted extra Judicial means to prevent Respondent 

from filing proper reply briefs 
 

5. On April 22, 2013 Justice Robert Wright of this honorable court faxed to respondent’s 
office a letter regarding the initial form of motion of my contest of Applicant’s Motion for 
Directions.  Respondent, a practicing CPA as well as owner of Slabbed New Media 
obtained this fax upon return to the office on April 29, 2013.  On May 2, 2013 respondent 
replied to Justice Wright and asked for more time to respond via pleading citing his 
unfamiliarity with Nova Scotia civil procedure and the length of time it takes the mail to 
run between the Mississippi Gulf Coast and southern Nova Scotia.  Justice Wright 
graciously extended the time for the filing of my motions to dismiss until May 24, 2013 via 
letter dated May 6, 2013. The Prothonotary of this honorable court, was copied on this 
correspondence. 
 

6. On May 9, 2013 I faxed a letter to the Court Scheduler asking for a hearing date that read: 
 

Dear Sir or Madam: 
 
Pursuant to the instructions of Justice Wright via facsimile letter to me dated May 
6, 2013, I am contacting you for a hearing date for my Notice of Contest of the 
above referenced application for a hearing filed by Trout Point Lodge, Charles 
Leary and Vaughn Perret under Nova Scotia Rule of Civil Procedure 5.10, “Lack of 
Jurisdiction”. 

 
7. Respondent’s written request faxed to the Office of the Prothonotary did not receive a 

reply.  Respondent nonetheless undertook the necessary steps to prepare and did indeed 
prepare an affidavit and rule 5.10 Motion. 

 
8. On May 17, 2013, concerned that my faxed letter of May 9, 2013 had gone unresponded 

for 8 days, Respondent faxed Justice Wright a letter which read: 
 

I received your faxed letter dated May 6, 2013 and acknowledge its receipt. Thank 
you for your continued guidance in this matter. Please be advised I have had my 
rule 5.10 pleadings prepared since May 10, 2013 in the proper form of motion your 
court accepts in the circumstance I outlined. 
 
Attached to this letter is one I faxed the court scheduler in Yarmouth Nova Scotia 
on May 9, 2013 pursuant to your instructions requesting a hearing date. As of this 
date I have received no reply. My fax machine indicated the transmission to the 
Yarmouth Justice Center was successful. 
 
Given the fact I have been deprived of due process in an unrelated case filed by the 
same Plaintiffs once in Yarmouth, I hope this is an honest oversight on part of the 
staff at the Yarmouth Justice Center and not something more sinister. I have 
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attached a copy of my letter of May 9, 2013 for your use and reference. 
 
By this communication and copy of same to the Yarmouth Justice Center via 
facsimile I am again requesting a hearing date pursuant to your instructions though 
I will not be able to reference said date in my briefing due to time constraints in 
sending the originals to Nova Scotia. 

 
9. On May 17, 2013, in response to the letter I sent Justice Hood, I was finally contacted by 

Ms. d’Entremont. She claimed confusion as to my request of May 9, 2013.  Ms. 
d’Entremont did not give respondent a hearing date nor did she respond to later 
communications sent by respondent later that same day or on May 20, 2013. 

 
10. Exasperated by the inability of court staff to supply respondent with a hearing date as 

directed by Justice Wright, respondent filed undated motions and at great expense used a 
courier service to ship said documents in order they be received by the deadline set by 
Justice Wright. 

 
11. On May 27, 2013, I received an undated letter from Ms. D’Entremont advising she had 

been away from her office from May 18 through May 26, 2013. Applicant was finally 
provided a hearing date.2 
 

12. On May 29, 2013, I received by fax and email an undated letter written by Ms. 
d’Entremont to applicants.3 It stated: 
 

This letter is in response to your letter to me received May 27th, 2013 and also to 
several conversations we have had over the last few days. 
 
On the issue of accepting documents filed by Mr. Handshoe, I am of the opinion 
that I have no authority to not accept the documents.  (I must consider Rule 82.05 
and 82.10) I am of the opinion that only a judge can determine whether a motion 
can be set aside. 

 
13. Respondent, despite the hurdles associated with distance and initially uncooperative court 

employees and applicants meddling with Court employees in the normal discharge of their 
duties managed to file proper motions. 

 
Applicants have repeatedly engaged in the exact behavior which they accuse Respondent. 

 
14. On page 13 of applicants’ brief on motion to strike applicants complain respondent has 

levied “wholly unsupported, scandalous and oppressive allegations”. 
 

                                                
2 Respondent notes the damages stemming from the deprivation of due process rights is an actionable tort under 42 
USC §1983, a fact I pointed out to Ms. D’Entremont on May 17, 2013. 
3 A copy of this letter is attached as Exhibit A. 
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15. Respondent notes in the original complaint submitted on this matter Applicant’s termed 
respondent “an inveterate liar” in their exhibits. 
 

16. In a letter dated May 6, 2013 faxed Ms. d’Entremont Applicants’ stated Handshoe, “lies to 
the court about difficulties with his hearing” and in support of their unsupported assertion 
attached an affidavit from their close associate Chris Yount, who evidently fancies himself 
as an audiologist / medical expert on the topic of respondent’s profound hearing loss in 
addition to his duties as Attorney Danny Abel’s in house process server and unlicensed 
private investigator.4 
 

17. Additionally in the same correspondence Applicants’ wrote, “Mr. Handshoe has a history 
of lying to this court” before detailing their fabricated instances of respondent’s so called 
lies. 
 

18. Applicants’ themselves are currently defendants in an Abuse of Process / Malicious 
Prosecution lawsuit filed in the US by respondent stemming from their conduct before this 
honorable court in depriving respondent and 4 of his media company’s commenters of their 
due process rights in the case Trout Point Lodge et al v Louisiana Media Company.  
Respondent proved, via submission of 3 affidavits sworn by Mr. Leary in court cases in the 
US and Canada, that he did indeed know the identity of the publisher of Slabbed while 
representing the opposite to this honorable court.5 
 

Respondent is a Pro Se litigant unfamiliar with the details and nuances 
of the Nova Scotia legal system 

 
19. Respondent notes the courts in both the US and Canada take into account the fact a litigant 

before them is Pro Se and allow leeway to account for the lack of formal legal training.6 
 

20. Respondent notes the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia is both a Court of law and a Court of 
Equity. 
 

21. The clean hands doctrine applies in courts of equity and as such is a valid defense to torts in 
both Nova Scotia and Mississippi.7 
 

22. Respondent was at all times previously unaware that equity defenses such as those 
involving jurisdiction and clean hands are not properly asserted at the same stage in a 

                                                
4 Depriving an American citizen of their civil rights based upon a disability is expressly illegal and actionable both 
criminally and civilly under the Americans with Disabilities Act.  
5 Slabbed reported this matter to the court via letter to Justice Muise dated February 6, 2013 at the suggestion of FBI 
Special Agent Talarah Cataldi, who indicted to respondent the FBI did not have jurisdiction over crimes committed in 
Canadian court proceedings. 
6 In this instant case, the matter which is the subject of these briefs was originally submitted to the court in letter form 
by the applicants, themselves pro se litigants. Judges have leeway to construe motions from communications of Pro Se 
litigants that are not in a technically correct form in both the US and Canada. 
7 In Mississippi, Chancery Courts are expressly defined as Courts of Equity, as derived from English Common law. 
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Canadian legal proceeding. 
 

23. Further respondent points out he fully reserves the allegations made under the caption 
“Applicants do not approach this court with clean hands” and stand by those allegations 
completely while recognizing their inclusion in a Motion to Dismiss for Lack of 
Jurisdiction may not have been appropriate. In support of this assertion and in light of the 
applicants’ representations on page 13 of their brief dated June 20, 2013 respondent further 
avers: 
 

24. Respondent has honored all deadlines set by the court for submission of his filings and at 
all times complied, to the best of his ability, with the court’s directives. 
 

Identification of property at the Resort at Trout Point as a criminal enterprise by the Office 
of the United States Attorney 

 
25. On August 31, 2012 the United States Attorney for the Eastern District of Louisiana filed 

“Government’s notice of intent to introduce intrinsic evidence or, alternatively, notice of 
“other act” evidence pursuant to Rule 404(b) of the Federal Rules of Evidence” in the 
public bribery and corruption case involving close associate of the applicants, Aaron F. 
Broussard in the case USA v Broussard. It states as follows:8 
 

                                                
8 United States of America v Aaron F Broussard et al. Case No. 2:11-cr-00299, Document 146, Filed 08/31/12. This 
document can be accessed free of charge via the New Orleans Times Picayune at 
http://media.nola.com/crime_impact/other/Other%20crimes%20Broussard.pdf. Mr. Broussard subsequently pleaded 
guilty to two counts of his superseding indictment and is now serving a 46 month prison sentence. 

http://media.nola.com/crime_impact/other/Other%20crimes%20Broussard.pdf
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26. This document continues: 
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27. Respondent notes applicants’ affidavit dated June 4, 2013 submitted with their motion to 
strike refers to and authenticates documents from the applicants’ defamation suit against 
Louisiana Media Company as subsequently posted to the blog owned by Slabbed New 
Media LLC.  One such document is a letter written by Roy D’Aquila, who identifies 
himself as a member of Nova Scotia Enterprises LLC in an affidavit filed in the Louisiana 
Media lawsuit9, which clearly showed the relationship between the criminal enterprise 
identified by US prosecutors and applicants.10 It reads as follows: 

 

                                                
9 Letter from Roy D’Aquila to Charles Leary dated September 3, 2010. 
10 Mr. D’Aquila died of a heart attack shortly after Slabbed New Media began posting the documents he submitted to 
assist applicants’ in establishing damages in their defamation suit against Louisiana Media company.  Applicants’ 
were using these documents to establish damages in that suit, yet now astonishingly say they were ignorant of the 
operations of the entity prosecutors would clearly identify as a corrupt organization engaged in illegal activities.  
Applicants publicly blamed respondent for Mr. D’Aquila’s death in their damages hearing held before Justice Hood in 
their uncontested defamation suit against respondent. 

Doug
Text Box



 
 8 

 



 
 9 

 
28. In a post to the Trout Point Lodge Blog on Wordpress dated January 16, 2012 titled “2 

Years of defamation, damage to business reputation & harassment continue” applicants’ 
wrote11: 
 

From 2000 until 2010, a prominent Louisiana politician named Aaron Broussard, 
who is of Acadian French descent, owned a vacation home on a lot on the Trout 
Point Road, in East Kemptville, NS, near Trout Point Lodge. Perret & Leary had 
known Broussard for many years and Abel once worked for him, so when 
Broussard visited their new project in the Acadian homeland, he fell in love and 
decided to build a vacation home there, near the dining and recreational facilities 
offered by Trout Point 
. 
Broussard loved Nova Scotia, vacationed and brought friends there. Never, 
however, did Mr. Broussard own any part, or have any management role in Trout 
Point Lodge–he was simply a neighbour and someone who visited once or twice a 
year. The Lodge also managed rentals of his property, and has never denied 
this fact. 

 
29. Applicants actively managed the rentals and business affairs of Nova Scotia Enterprises 

and offered these rooms to rent to the general public indistinguishable from the Lodge 
itself via the Trout Point Lodge website.12 This entity was positively identified as a 
criminal enterprise by United States Prosecutors. Nova Scotia Enterprises was also 
featured prominently in Mr. Broussard’s presentencing report, a confidential document 
seen only by court employees, the prosecution and certain employees of probation and 
parole.  In the sentencing of Mr. Broussard for his crimes, United States District Court 
Judge Hayden Head observed the matter of Nova Scotia Enterprises in Broussard’s 
presentencing report and observed that the matter “needed further investigation” and was 
quoted by the Baton Rouge Advocate13 as saying: 
 

“This was not, I don’t think, a very sophisticated operation,” said Head, a Texas 
judge brought in to oversee the case after all of the judges in the United States 
Eastern District recused themselves. However, he did note that allegations of 
impropriety regarding property Broussard is involved with in Canada should 
be investigated further.14 

 

                                                
11 This posting has since been deleted by applicants’. It is quoted from the US court record in their unsuccessful 
attempt to have their judgment from Nova Scotia enforced in the United States. 
12 Applicants deleted said webpage on their website after commenters on Respondent’s website noted the fact the 
Lodge made no distinction between itself and the cabins they rented to the general public in the spring of 2011. 
13 This story, by veteran journalist Allen Powell II, can be accessed free of charge via the New Orleans Advocate at 
http://theadvocate.com/home/5281989-125/broussard-sentenced-to-46-months 
14 Respondent was personally present at Mr. Broussard’s sentencing. Editorially, Slabbed New Media has joined 
Judge Head in calling for a complete investigation of and criminal charges filed against all the parties involved in the 
Nova Scotia Enterprises bribery and money laundering scheme. 

http://theadvocate.com/home/5281989-125/broussard-sentenced-to-46-months
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Rebuttal of Applicants’ other denials 
 
30. Respondent notes, in Applicants’ exhibit to the amended complaint filed in the instant case 

contains email communications involving the National Geographic Society and 
respondent’s webhost where National Geographic asserted a copyright claim over a screen 
capture of Charles Leary’s Flickr page, clearly not copyrighted material belonging to the 
National Geographic Society.  After respondent filed a valid counter notification The 
National Geographic Society declined respondent’s invitation to flesh this matter out 
further in the United States District Court and the image was restored to the Slabbed New 
Media LLC website.  As such applicants’ denial they caused others to serve bogus 
takedown notices on their behalf is laid bare as an assertion without substance.15 

 
31. Judge Guirola has not decided the attorney fees as referenced in the 5th bullet point on page 

13 of Applicants’ motion to strike and in fact specifically reserved that issue for post appeal 
briefing. Respondent notes the SPEECH Act clearly states:16 
 

Sec. 4105. Attorneys' fees 
 
In any action brought in a domestic court to enforce a foreign judgment for 
defamation, including any such action removed from State court to Federal court, 
the domestic court shall, absent exceptional circumstances, allow the party 
opposing recognition or enforcement of the judgment a reasonable attorney's fee if 
such party prevails in the action on a ground specified in section 4102 (a), (b), or 
(c). 

 
32. The record of numerous, meritless lawsuits filed by applicants and their close business 

partner Daniel “Danny” Abel against respondent speaks for itself. Neither Applicants nor 
their US based business partner Abel have prevailed in any court action which respondent 
has contested.17 To say that filing multiple actions which contain the same recycled 
allegations as the original Canadian suit filed by applicants is not intended to harass, is to 
completely misstate the facts of these cases.  Additionally, the swearing of multiple 
affidavits by Mr. Abel in suits filed in Canada and the US against respondent and his 
identification by the applicants as the Trout Point Lodge Limited’s U.S. Attorney in the 
Louisiana Media Company defamation suit18 as well as using the Lodge’s address 

                                                
15 Third bullet point on page 13 of Applicants’ motion to strike dated June 20, 2013. 
16 The full text of the SPEECH Act of 2010, passed unanimously by Congress can be found at 
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/PLAW-111publ223/html/PLAW-111publ223.htm 
17 Indeed Mr. Abel had a golden opportunity to demonstrate his case via a defamation suit he filed against respondent 
in the Federal Court for the Eastern District of Louisiana. Instead, on the eve of a hearing to strike Abel’s complaint 
under Article 971 of the Louisiana Code (The Louisiana Anti SLAPP Statute) Abel voluntarily withdrew his lawsuit. 
Exhibit O of the Leary affidavit of June 4, 2013contains reference to this voluntary dismissal. Applicants’ behavior 
filing multiple lawsuits against respondent in multiple jurisdictions, including some plainly without jurisdiction, is 
clearly an attempt to punish and harass.  Mr. Abel has been sanctioned several times by the US Courts for this practice 
as noted in respondent’s Rule 5.10 Motion to Dismiss for Lack of Jurisdiction. 
18 Such legal representation would not be ethically possible for a lawyer in the US as Mr. Abel owns a stake in the 
Lodge. 

http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/PLAW-111publ223/html/PLAW-111publ223.htm
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claiming it as “The Abel Law Firm” in a fax to Twitter’s legal department clearly illustrates 
the collusion between the Applicants’ and their US based co-conspirators.19 20 
 

33. In the original complaint filed in the above captioned case, Applicants in their “Exhibit A” 
termed my US based lawyer Bobby Truitt and Canadian journalist Tim Gillespie 
“co-conspirators” in the alleged copyright violations (paragraph 19), accused attorney 
Truitt and other co-conspirators of having “breached rules & principles of lawyerly 
conduct in conspiring with Handshoe to harm plaintiffs and cover up their own 
wrongdoing” (paragraph 49) as well as accusing Truitt of “making false statement of facts” 
to the United States District Court.21 
 

34. In the last bullet in the list of applicants’ denials is one denying the use of false and 
misleading affidavits in the Louisiana Media case.  Respondent avers the record of that 
proceeding and the one in the US where Applicants admitted they knew my identity before 
May 6, 2011 provides all the proof required of the dishonesty of their actions in the 
Louisiana Media case before this very court.22 
 

35. Finally, it is worth noting Applicants’ did not dispute the allegations contained in 
paragraphs 19 through 23 of respondent’s Motion to Dismiss for Lack of Jurisdiction 
including their creation of a defamation blog called Real-Malice at 
www.real-malice.blogspot.ca, a blog designed to defame respondent and certain 
commenters to respondent’s website which is also now the subject of litigation in the US.23 
24 
 

Respondent has at all times acted in good faith in this litigation. 
 

36. Respondent made no secret of the fact he is very displeased with the invasion of privacy 
that was perpetrated by applicants against respondent and others in the Louisiana Media 
case via their submission of false and misleading affidavits regarding the Slabbed New 
Media LLC website and its publisher’s identity. 

                                                
19 As alleged in respondent’s US District Court lawsuit against applicants, Mssrs. Abel, Broussard, & Yount for 
Abuse of Process, Malicious Prosecution and Civil Conspiracy. 
20 Respondent notes applicants did not dispute the authenticity of the document I received from Twitter legal 
included in my motion to dismiss under Rule 5.10. 
21 Worth noting is in late May, 2013, Lodge owner Abel refilled the defamation suit he originally brought against 
respondent in January, 2013, this time naming all of respondent’s lawyers, 4 in total, as new defamation co-defendants 
terming them “ideological adherents to the Slabbed Nation” in what is known legally as a fraudulent joinder.  Mr. 
Abel’s record of collecting numerous court sanctions for the unethical and abusive practice of law will certainly 
continue with this latest, specious suit designed to harass and punish rather than advance points of law or air a 
legitimate grievance. 
22 Worth noting is Applicants never made good on their promise to sue the commenters to the Slabbed New Media 
website they claimed defamed them in their motions in the Louisiana Media case besides respondent. 
23 Handshoe v John Doe(s) aka Randall Cajun, United States District Court for the Southern District of Mississippi. 
24 Amazingly, the email from Leary to Gillespie at Exhibit U clearly contains the threat of legal action against not 
only against Mr. Gillespie but also “those who financially support your publishing activities”, a clear reference to Mrs. 
Gillespie, a person that has nothing to do with Mr. Gillespie’s online publications The South Coast Today. 

http://www.real-malice.blogspot.ca
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37. Respondent avers he tires of the constant, baseless legal attacks by applicants and their 
co-conspirators complete with recycled allegations from earlier failed defamation lawsuits 
and he has fully reserved his legal rights to assert torts related to this specious conduct. 
 

38. Respondent, as detailed in paragraphs 5 to 13 of this brief, had extreme difficulty getting 
Nova Scotia court employees to respond to basic inquiries or provide respondent hearing 
dates as they were instructed. 
 

39. Such barriers to accessing the court so respondent could defend himself caused him to 
harbor great suspicion of the Nova Scotia Courts in general. 
 

40. Respondent admits his emotions boiled over in his communication asking for a recusal of 
your honor.  Respondent also avers your honor alleviated respondent’s concerns in a 
subsequent teleconference, problems with access to the justice system were solved and 
after much prayerful consideration and in the interest of the expedient administration of 
justice respondent chose not to complicate the proceedings asking for a recusal. 
 

Applicants’ brief and affidavit contain numerous materials unrelated 
to their complaint of copyright infringement supposedly at the heart of this case 
 

41. Respondent notes applicants’ affidavit is composed mostly of matters unrelated to the 
subject matter of this suit such as their complaints against lawyer Randy Smith, lawyer for 
Concrete Busters of Louisiana in an unrelated civil suit filed originally in the New Orleans 
Civil District Court. Respondent notes the only connection alleged by the Applicants is a 
tweet by respondent made two days before the amended complaint was filed in that case.  
Such tweet establishes no connection between respondent and the Attorneys for Concrete 
Busters and any allegation of a connection is both fanciful and concocted from whole 
cloth.25  It is in no way related to the copyright claims which gave rise to this case and is 
but one example of many such unrelated items that populate the applicants 160 plus page 
Motion and exhibits. 

 
Applicants’ refusal to communicate via email complicates this proceeding 

 
42. Respondent notes applicants were prodigious users of email communications with both the 

court and lawyers for Louisiana Media Company in their defamation suit filed against 
Louisiana Media Company before this very court. 
 

43. Respondent also notes applicants’ have refused to serve legal pleadings upon respondent 
via email in the instant case claiming sporadic internet availability at the Lodge. 
 

                                                
25 Slabbed New Media LLC did cover the Concrete Busters amended complaint in detail, real time in the fall of 2012 
along with several other local media outlets including the New Orleans Times Picayune via their story by Manuel 
Torres which ran under the lede, “River Birch bribed former Jefferson Parish council member, rival companies claim” 
which can be found at http://www.nola.com/politics/index.ssf/2012/10/river_birch_bribed_former_jeff.html. 

http://www.nola.com/politics/index.ssf/2012/10/river_birch_bribed_former_jeff.html
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44. Respondent avers he does not know if he received all of the applicants’ briefings in this 
matter as the sheer size of the fax job resulted in numerous disconnects and refax attempts. 
 

45. Respondent avers he was still receiving fax transmissions from the Lodge on this matter as 
of Saturday, June 22, 2013, one day after the applicants’ filing deadline for their motion to 
strike.  Respondent avers he cannot be certain if he received the entirety of the applicants’ 
Motion to Strike and supporting affidavits. 
 

46. Respondent is ready for this case to proceed on its merits and the unwillingness of 
applicants to email respondent unnecessarily impedes the progress of the instant case and is 
designed to complicate the litigation, not adjudicate it. 
 

Respondent is hearing impaired and few special accommodations have been made to 
compensate for the disability 

 
47. On June 19, 2013 respondent’s audiologist wrote a letter detailing respondent’s hearing 

loss and faxed it directly to this honorable court. He described it as a “sloping normal to 
profound sensorineural hearing loss in both ears.”  Respondent avers he has struggled 
with this disability since he was a child. 
 

48. Respondent also notes applicants’, with no justification and submitting as their only 
evidence their own concocted affidavits, denies and disputes respondent suffers from this 
severe form of hearing loss and seek to deny him equal access and accommodation to 
compensate for his handicap.26 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                
26 Seeking to deny respondent access to the legal system appears to be the applicants’ sole legal strategy in this and 
other legal actions. 
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Conclusion 
 

49. Respondent avers Applicants caused their own bad publicity by suing numerous US Media 
outlets in Canada to crush public discourse of the corruption scandal in Jefferson Parish 
Louisiana and now seek further refuge in the Canadian courts as a remedy for their own 
ill-advised actions. Applicants’ motion to strike respondent’s pleadings should be denied 
or in the alternative granted to the extent respondent’s assertion of the Clean Hands 
Doctrine as a defense is premature, without precluding its use in the future in this case, for 
the reasons illustrated in this brief. 

 
Dated this 24th day of June, 2013 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 

 
 
Douglas K. Handshoe 
Post Office Box 788 
Wiggins, MS 39577 
Telephone: (228) 284-0004 
Facsimile: (601) 928-5129 
Email: earning04@gmail.com 
 
Appearing Pro se without submitting to the Jurisdiction of this honorable court under NS Civil 
Procedure Rule 5.10 

mailto:earning04@gmail.com
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