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  OBJECTIONS: It should also be noted that Plaintiff objects to the Defendants’ attempt 

to introduce information that is irrelevant, immaterial, prejudicial and inflammatory.  The 

affidavits provided by Defendants are, inter alia, self-serving and conclusory and should be 

stricken. The specific objections are also included in the body of this Response.  

MOTION FOR CONTINUANCE  

 Plaintiff seeks a very brief continuance of the hearing on the Defendants’ motions.  While 

Plaintiff asserts that an affidavit is unnecessary with respect to the hearing on the Defendants’ 

motions, Plaintiff asks for the opportunity to present an affidavit in support of the response to the 

motions.  Plaintiff currently resides in the country of Qatar.  A notarized affidavit must be 

obtained from the American consulate there because Qatar is not a signatory to the Hague 

convention.  Because of the holidays, the consulate is closed through January 9, 2017.  Exhibit 2.  

Plaintiff seeks an extension of time to file a response with an affidavit through January 16, 2017.  

Plaintiff has attached Mr. Mohamed’s declaration under Tex. Civ. Prac. & Rem. Code § 312.001 

(Exhibit 1).  However, should the Court determine that an “affidavit” is necessary as opposed to 

a “declaration,” then Plaintiff seeks a continuance to obtain such affidavit.  Good cause is shown 

because Mr. Mohamed lives in another country, that country is not a signatory to the Hague 

convention—necessitating notarization at the American consulate, and the consulate is closed 

through January 9, 2017.  It will likely require an appointment in advance to obtain notarization 

and Plaintiff asks for one week to obtain such notarization.  Such an extension will not cause any 

prejudice or harm to the Defendants.  There has been no discovery in this case and should the 

Court’s calendar not allow for another hearing within the time frame required by the TCRP, the 

time for hearing can be extended up to 90 days after service of the motion (approx. March 6th) 

under § 27.004(b).    Additionally, if the Court allows discovery under § 27.006(b), the Court 
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may extend the hearing date to allow discovery under that subsection up to 120 days after service 

of the motion (until approx. April 5th) 

MOTION FOR LIMITED DISCOVERY 

 The Texas Citizens Participation Act provides for judicial discretion in allowing limited 

discovery either on the court’s own motion or upon a showing of good cause.  Tex. Civ. Prac. & 

Rem. Code § 27.006(b).  Good cause exists in this case because the Defendants are all 

contending that they acted without reckless disregard for the truth.  Glenn Beck, for example, 

included an affidavit with his motion stating in a conclusory fashion that he initially “stood with” 

Ahmed until he “learned additional information about Ahmed’s arrest” that changed his thinking.  

Defendant’s Exhibit A, paragraph 8.   Mr. Beck then makes statements allegedly in support of 

such conclusion, several of them being, once again, wrong (for example, that the device began to 

beep, causing Ahmed to be sent to the principal’s office, which is false—Id. at par. 9).  Plaintiff 

should have the opportunity to challenge some of the statements made by Mr. Beck in his 

affidavit and asks for limited discovery to do so.  

 Additionally, Center for Security Policy and Hanson attach an affidavit from Bruce Smith 

which makes numerous conclusory statements that Plaintiff should be able to test, including, for 

example, the allegation that “Mohamed is well known in Dallas because he has run for the 

Presidency of Sudan on two occasions….”  Smith affidavit, Ex. A to CSP and Hanson motion, 

par. 5.  Mr. Smith’s affidavit repeatedly mentions a “mock trial” that Mr. Mohamed in which Mr. 

Mohamed participated where he defended the Koran.  (par. 5, par. 17).  Plaintiff should be 

allowed to follow up with respect to the accuracy of the portrayal of that incident and how it 

possibly related to a news story that had nothing to do with that situation.  Mr. Smith makes a 

conclusory statement that the Defendants had no “ill will” toward the Mohamed family.  
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Certainly, Plaintiff should be allowed to explore that conclusion and address the representations 

made by Defendants that Mr. Mohamed and his son made up the bomb scenario to engage in a 

“jihad.”   

SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 

 The media wields substantial power and control over public opinion. Our laws do not 

allow them a bully pulpit, to harass citizens and manipulate public opinion toward political or 

any other agenda by knowing misrepresentations. The misrepresentations made by Defendants 

were not mere “hyperbole,” but falsehoods designed to malign a family and convince the world 

that the Mohameds were Muslim terrorists with an agenda to terrify a community.  These are 

exactly the kinds of statements that our defamation laws are designed to address.   

ARGUMENT AND AUTHORITIES 

I. Texas Citizens Participation Act (“TCPA”) 

a. Standard of Review 

 “The TCPA’s purpose is to identify and summarily dispose of lawsuits designed only to 

chill First Amendment rights, not to dismiss meritorious lawsuits.” In re Lipsky, 460 S.W.3d 579, 

589 (Tex. 2015) (emphasis added). Upon a defendant’s filing of a TCPA motion to dismiss, a 

two step process is initiated in order to examine the applicability of the statute to the underlying 

claims of the action. Id. at 586.  

First, the defendant-movant must show “by a preponderance of the evidence that the 

plaintiff’s claim is based on, relates to, or is in response to the movant’s exercise of: [(i)] the 

right of free speech; [(ii)] the right to petition; or [(iii)] the right of association.” Id. (citing TEX. 

CIV. PRAC. & REM. CODE § 27.005(b)) (internal quotations omitted). At issue here are the first 

and second of these bases. An individual’s “right of free speech” under the TCPA “refers to 
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communications related to a ‘matter of public concern’ which is defined to include an issue 

related to: (A) health or safety; (B) environmental, economic, or community well-being; (C) the 

government; (D) a public official or public figure; or (E) a good, product, or service in the 

marketplace. Id. “The ‘right to petition’ refers to a wide range of communications relating to 

judicial, administrative, or other governmental proceedings.” Id. (citing TEX. CIV. PRAC. & REM. 

CODE § 27.001(4)).   

Defendants contend that the TPCA applies in the present instance because “the suit is 

based on Defendants’ exercise of [(1)] the right to free speech” and [(2)] “the right to petition.” 

(Def. Mot., pp. 8—11). Likewise, Plaintiff does not contest the applicability of the TCPA to the 

underlying claims of this action; as such, analysis of the law in this Response begins with the 

second prong of the TCPA analysis.  

 If the movant is able to show by a preponderance of the evidence that “the plaintiff’s 

claim implicates one of these rights, the second step shifts the burden to the plaintiff to establish 

by clear and specific evidence a prima facie case for each essential element of the claim in 

question.” Lipsky, 460 S.W.3d at 587. The Supreme Court of Texas explained that “clear” means 

“unambiguous, sure or free from doubt,” and “specific” means “explicit or relating to a particular 

named thing.” Id. “A prima facie case is ‘the minimum quantum of evidence necessary to 

support a rational inference that the allegation of fact is true.’” Murphy USA, Inc. v. Rose, 2016 

WL 5800263, at *2 (Tex.App.—Tyler 2016) (quoting In re Lipsky, 460 S.W.3d 579, 590-91 

(Tex. 2015).  

Importantly, “[i]n a defamation case that implicates the TCPA, pleadings and evidence 

that establishes the facts of when, where, and what was said, the defamatory nature of the 

statements, and how they damaged the plaintiff should be sufficient to resist a TCPA motion to 
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dismiss.” Id. at 591. In addressing the pleading standard under the TCPA, the Supreme Court in 

Lipsky found that “the [TCPA] does not impose an elevated evidentiary standard or categorically 

reject circumstantial evidence . . . [and] we accordingly disapprove those cases that interpret the 

TCPA to require direct evidence of each essential element of the underlying claim to avoid 

dismissal.” Id. (emphasis added).  

b. The Court Must Disregard and/or Strike the Affidavits of Bruce Smith and 
Glenn Beck and Defendants’ Duplicitous Characterization of the Facts in 
Consideration of the Present Motion to Dismiss 
 

Because the Supreme Court in Lipsky “rejected the notion that the legislature imposed an 

elevated evidentiary standard,” in determining “whether the plaintiff presented a prima facie 

case, we [(the Court)] consider only the pleadings and evidence in favor of the plaintiff’s case. 

We do not consider whether the defendant presented evidence rebutting the plaintiff’s case; such 

evidence is appropriate in determining a defendant’s motion for summary judgment or at a trial 

but not in determining whether the plaintiff presented a prima facie case.” Moldovan v. Polito, 

2016 WL 4131890, at *5 (Tex.App.—Dallas 2016) (quoting D Magazine Partners, L.P. v. 

Rosenthal, 475 S.W.3d 470, 480-81 (Tex.App.—Dallas 2015) (emphasis added).  

Even if, arguendo, the affidavits of Bruce Smith and Glenn Beck are considered by the 

Court, they are defective, as titular and significant portions are hearsay, irrelevant, conclusory, 

self-serving, and/or based not on Mr. Smith’s or Mr. Beck’s personal knowledge. In addition, the 

facts as alleged by Mr. Smith and Mr. Beck are so wildly inflammatory and insulting that they 

should be stricken entirely. “A conclusory statement is one that does not provide the underlying 

facts to support the conclusion,” and “[a]n affidavit that is conclusory is substantively defective.” 

Paragon Gen. Contractors, Inc. v. Larco Constr., Inc., 227 S.W.3d 876, 883 (Tex.App.—Dallas 

2007, no pet.). The Affidavits are also “legally insufficient” because they “[s]how no basis for 
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personal knowledge” of the veracity of the allegations. Kerlin v. Arias, 274 S.W.3d 666, 668 

(Tex. 2008); accord City of Wilmer v. Laidlaw Waste Sys. (Dallas) Inc., 890 S.W.2d 459, 467 

(Tex.App.—Dallas 1994), aff’d, 904 S.W.2d 656 (Tex. 1995). At numerous points throughout 

the affidavit, Mr. Smith and Mr. Beck fail to establish how they learned of many of the facts they 

assert beyond merely reading the articles that he cites and being an employee of KDFW Fox 4. 

Although Mr. Smith may attest to the fact that he knew certain KDFW Fox 4 news articles or 

segments were published, he fails to “explain how his job duties and responsibilities during the 

relevant time period afforded him knowledge” of the accuracy of KDFW Fox 4’s publications 

and extrinsic publications (i.e., Dallas Observer, Washington Post) and their content. Stone v. 

Midland Multifamily Equity REIT, 334 S.W.3d 371, 375-76 (Tex.App.—Dallas 2011, no pet.).  

First, Bruce Smith has been an employee of KDFW Fox 4 since 1996. Although the 

Court may recognize Mr. Smith’s ability to verify those cited publications from KDFW Fox 4, 

he absolutely cannot use the written contents of other media sources as personal knowledge or 

verified facts. For example, Mr. Smith’s affidavit states that Mohamed Mohamed (“Mr. 

Mohamed”) was “was a participant in the Koran burning,” (Aff. Bruce Smith, p. 4), an incident 

which occurred in a Florida church in 2011. Mr. Smith has no personal knowledge of this event 

or the events surrounding the Koran burning, as his cited sources for the information include the 

Dallas Observer and the Washington Post, not KDFW Fox 4 or his own eye-witness account. 

Moreover, Mr. Smith has insultingly mischaracterized this event, of which he has exactly zero 

personal knowledge, in its entirety. The articles that Mr. Smith cites clearly state that Mr. 

Mohamed went to this church at the invitation of the pastor in order to defend and have an open 

discussion regarding a peaceful interpretation of the Koran and to encourage the congregation to 

not burn the holy book. Importantly, Mr. Mohamed and his family were not even present when 
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the Koran was burned. Even worse, Defendants’ brief attempts to convince the Court that Mr. 

Mohamed was mysteriously responsible for “[t]he public outrage over this incident [which] 

caused an outbreak of deadly rioting in Afghanistan, killing at least 21 people, including seven 

United Nations workers.” (Def. Mot., p. 4).  

As another example, Mr. Smith, without including a citation to any evidence, states in his 

affidavit, “[Mr.] Mohamed is well-known in Dallas because he has run for the Presidency of 

Sudan on two occasions.” (Aff. Bruce Smith, p. 4). Plaintiff finds this contention incredibly 

difficult to believe for a number of reasons, including the fact that Mohamed was one of twelve 

candidates in 2015, the African country for which he ran for office was formed a mere 5 years 

ago, and over 41% of eligible American voters didn’t even vote in their own 2016 presidential 

election.  

On countless occasions throughout Defendants’ brief, quotes from journalists are 

extracted from news articles and bandied around as direct quotes from the Mohameds, and 

ridiculous leaps of logic are made to insinuate legal sufficiency. For example, “Mohamed told 

reporters that the ensuing publicity directed at his son was ‘good for the family’ and for his 

future political career.” (Def. Mot., p. 5; Def. Ex. A-9). This is a shameless mischaracterization. 

Nowhere in the article is Mr. Mohamed quoted as having said that the ensuing publicity was 

good for his political career. The statement “The more people who know him, the better his 

chances,” is side commentary of the article’s author.  

As another example of Defendants’ unsupported legal conclusions, it is alleged that 

“Ahmed’s public figure status was solidified during the 2015 Halloween season when at least 

one company created a ‘Clock Boy’ Halloween costume.” (Def. Mot., p. 6, fn. 27). Defendants 

ask this Court to set a precedent in defamation law by staking “public figure” status on whether 
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at least one company has made a Halloween costume in the visage of the defamed individual. 

Plaintiff suggests otherwise.  

Most importantly, all of this inflammatory content is pure distraction.  It has absolutely 

nothing to do with the statements that Plaintiff contends are defamatory.  Thus, it should all be 

disregarded as irrelevant.  

II. Defamation Per Se 

Although the common law draws a distinction between defamation per se and defamation 

per quod, it is defamation per se that is at issue here. The elements of defamation include: “(1) 

the publication of a false statement of fact to a third party, (2) that was defamatory concerning 

the plaintiff, (3) with the requisite degree of fault, and (4) damages, in [per quod] cases.” Lipsky, 

460 S.W.3d at 593 (citing WFAA-TV, Inc. v. McLemore, 978 S.W.2d 568, 571 (Tex. 1998)). 

With regard to the requisite degree of fault, a “private individual need only prove negligence, 

whereas a public figure or official must prove actual malice.” Id. Limited purpose public figures 

must also prove actual malice with regard to defamatory statements made on the topic for which 

the individual has become renowned. See Neely v. Wilson, 418 S.W.3d 52, 61 (Tex. 2013).  

In the context of the defamation analysis, actual malice “means that the statement was 

made with knowledge of its falsity or with reckless disregard for its truth.” Lipsky, 460 S.W.3d at 

593 (citing Huckabee v. Time Warner Entertainment Co., 19 S.W.3d 413, 420 (Tex. 2000)); see 

also Greer v. Abraham, 489 S.W.3d 440, 443 (“Actual malice in this context does not mean bad 

motive or ill will but rather knowledge of, or reckless disregard for, the falsity of a statement.”). 

Notably, a plaintiff needn’t plead and prove damages where the alleged defamation is 

categorically defamation per se. Id. Defamation per se “refers to statements that are so obviously 

harmful that general damages, such as mental anguish and loss of reputation, are presumed.” 
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Lipsky, 460 S.W.3d at 596. 

The courts of this State have found defamatory per se statements to include accusing an 

individual of: (1) committing a crime; (2) dishonesty, fraud or rascality; (3) having a loathsome 

or foul disease; (4) engaging in serious sexual misconduct; and/or (5) possessing qualities that 

reflect adversely on an individual’s fitness to conduct his business or trade. Id. at 596; Moore v. 

Waldrop, 166 S.W.3d 380, 384 (Tex.App.—Waco 2005, no pet.); Hancock v. Variyam, 400 

S.W.3d 59, 66 (Tex. 2013); Main v. Royall, 348 S.W.3d 381, 390 (Tex.App.—Dallas 2011) 

(citing Southwestern Bell Yellow Pages, Inc. v. Thomas, 2006 WL 217665, at *2 (Tex.App.—

Dallas 2006)). The Dallas Court of Appeals has recently held: 

Again, a statement is defamatory if it tends to (i) injure the 
subject’s reputation, (ii) expose him to public hatred, contempt, 
ridicule, or financial injury, or (iii) impeach his honesty, integrity, 
or virtue. Even if the statements in a publication are not 
defamatory when taken individually, a publication can be 
defamatory if it creates a defamatory impression by omitting 
material facts or juxtaposing facts in a misleading way. 
  

Tatum v. The Dallas Morning News, Inc., 493 S.W.3d 646, 659 (Tex.App.—Dallas 2015) (citing 

Am. Heritage Capital LP v. Gonzalez, 436 S.W.3d 865, 875 (Tex.App.—Dallas 2014); Turner v. 

KTRK Television, Inc., 38 S.W.3d 103, 115 (Tex. 2000)) (internal citations omitted).  

Importantly, Defendants attempt to convince this Court that there are only four strict 

instances in which statements are found to be defamatory per se. (Def. Mot., p. 14). This is 

misleading at best. The instances listed by the Supreme Court of Texas in Lipsky and cited as 

absolute by Defendants are non-exhaustive “examples of defamation per se.” 460 S.W.3d at 596 

(emphasis added). Notably, Defendants’ claim that libelous statements must be “so abhorrent 

[that] damages can be presumed,” citing Hancock and Texas Disposal Sys. Landfill Inc. v. Waste 

Mgmt. Holdings, Inc., 219 S.W.3d at 581. (See Def. Mot., p. 14). Plaintiff reviewed both 
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Hancock and Texas Disposal for characterization of the damages as “abhorrent,” but the word is 

not used a single instance in either case. 

In the present case, Plaintiff does not concede that he and his son are “limited purpose 

public figures.” 418 S.W.3d 52, 70 (Tex. 2013). However, for purposes of these motions and 

responses, Plaintiff will address the analysis of the claims as relates to limited purpose public 

figures.  In that instance, the “actual malice” standard applies only to statements made regarding 

subject matter related to the controversy in question or to the field in which the Mohameds are 

prominent, not the content of the Mohamed family’s entire history. Rauhauser v. McGibney, 

2014 WL 6996819, at *6 (Tex.App.—Fort Worth 2014) (where the court found that plaintiff was 

a limited purpose public figure on the narrow subject of “vigilante justice”).  

a. Statements of Glenn Beck, Jim Hanson and Ms. Van Duyne 
 

On September 22, 2015, TheBlaze, Inc. aired a show hosted by Glenn Beck with guest 

Jim Hanson, Executive Vice President of the Center for Security Policy and Beth Van Duyne.  

On the show, they discussed the arrest of Ahmed Mohamed. 

 During the discussion of the arrest of Ahmed Mohamed, Mr. Beck stated the following:  

“My theory is that for some reason Irving is important to the Islamists, not the Muslims, but the 

Islamists.  It could be as simple as the progressives trying to turn Texas blue, and this is just the 

place where they’re just going to start planting the seeds and taking a stand.  You (Beth Van 

Duyne) pissed them off, and now this is a dog whistle.  This is not a story that is for anybody to 

hear, except for the Islamists because once you create a boogeyman, now all the money, all the 

resources, all the intellectual power, all is focused on your little town of Irving, Texas.”  Mr. 

Beck contended that the circumstances surrounding the arrest of Mohamed could not be 

“explained” any other way. 
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 Mr. Hanson agreed with Mr. Beck’s contentions, stating “I think it’s happening.  I don’t 

think there’s any question that this latest event was a PR stunt.  It was a staged event where 

someone convinced this kid to bring a device that he didn’t build, as you mentioned.  It’s a 

RadioShack clock that he put in a briefcase, and in a briefcase it looks like a bomb…..They did 

that to create the exact scenario that played out.  They wanted people to react, and they wanted to 

portray this kid as an innocent victim.  I think he was a pawn of potentially his father.  His sister 

actually claimed that she was suspended.  His sister told MSNBC that she was suspended by the 

same school district for making a bomb threat years ago.  Don’t know if that’s true yet, but she 

said that in her own words.  So, there’s a vendetta from them, and they’re tied, as you mentioned, 

with CAIR and CAIR is Muslim Brotherhood and Hamas tied.  They’re basically involved in 

civilization jihad, so I think you’re right.”   He further stated “I don’t think there’s any question 

he was put up to it by someone else who wanted him to take that in to create the exact scenario—

as you mentioned—fear and panic, and then out of that being able to say ‘but look at him, he’s a 

nice, nerdy little kid’ and then the police overreacted and all these things. Ms. Van Duyne 

participated in this discussion and did not object to or correct any of the comments.  TheBlaze, 

Inc. failed to act with due care in the broadcasting of this false and malicious content.   

 Ms. Van Duyne also stated on numerous occasions that Ahmed was not forthcoming with 

the school or the police and stated that Ahmed had brought a “hoax bomb” to school.  On 

September 28, 2015, she was quoted in an interview with KDFW as stating that the Mohamed 

family was “non-responsive” to the City’s request to release records about the incident and that 

Ahmed was “not forthcoming with information.”  These statements are false and were made 

negligently and/or with malice.  Ahmed did not take a “hoax bomb” to school.  He never claimed 

that it was a bomb, threatened anyone or attempted to scare anyone.  Ahmed answered all 



 14 

questions about his alarm clock and his intent.  The City never made a request to the family for 

permission to release records.   

 The libelous statements of Mr. Beck, Ms. Van Duyne and Mr. Hanson were false and 

made negligently and/or with malice.  The statements constituted libel per se, in that they were 

obviously hurtful to the Mohamed family and fall within the statutory definition of libel per se of 

injury to a person’s reputation and exposing the person to public hatred, contempt or ridicule and 

a clear attempt to impeach the honesty, integrity, virtue and/or reputation of the Mohamed 

family.   

 Specifically, with respect to the statements and representations of Glenn Beck, he 

represented that the Mohameds were “not Muslims,” but terrorists.  He indicated that the incident 

concluding in the arrest of Ahmed was contrived by Mr. Mohamed and a call to arms for 

“Islamists” (i.e., terrorists) to take a stand in Irving.  These statements are not only false but 

inherently improbable assertions made on information that is obviously dubious, making them 

malicious under the applicable legal standard.  There is no information that Mr. Mohamed and 

his family were not Muslims.  There is no information that they concocted the event, staged the 

arrest or had any “Islamist” (in the negative connotation meant by Beck) motive.  There is no 

information that they embraced any aspect of the Muslim religion that was not peaceful and 

harmonious.  In fact, Mr. Mohamed is a Muslim who embraces the concept of a new 

understanding of Islam based on freedom and equality for all humankind.  Making these 

representations based on no actual information is the height of journalistic irresponsibility and 

the height of reckless disregard for the truth.   

 To be labeled as a terrorist, or accused of engaging in a conspiracy to intentionally terrify 

a school or community with a bomb, is one of the worst labels to put on someone, particularly in 
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our post 911 area.  The reporting that the Mohameds conspired to create an event that was a call 

to arms for terrorists resulted in a substantial amount of anger, hatred and threats of physical 

harm to the entire Mohamed family. Mr. Beck’s statements labeled Mr. Mohamed and Ahmed as 

criminals—conspiring to commit a crime as well as committing crimes.  They received messages 

of hatred, contempt and ridicule, particularly on social media.  Ahmed Mohamed received not 

only hateful and vile comments, but threats of physical harm. Comments made in response to the 

broadcast included angry and hostile reactions buying into the “terrorist” label.  For example: 

“Crafty 14 year old Mooslims, I’ll bet it was ISIS who put him up to this at one of their border 

training camps.” He was called a “terrorist,” a criminal, a fraud, told he needs to leave the 

country and told that he needs to “die.” 

 Online messages in response to such broadcasts included such things as “F*** Ahmed, 

f*** anyone who looks like Ahmed, f*** his clock, f*** his parents, f*** the media and f*** 

anyone who got c***** by this little sh**;” “This stinks of a put up job.  Only in it for the 

money.  His family should be ashamed, he too;” “He’s just a terrorist sympathizer who was 

looking for attention and is getting credit for causing a scare;” “This was such a divisive move 

by him and his father.  It’s hard to believe anyone was dumb enough to believe this sh**;” 

“Plotting a fake bomb is still a crime;”  “That boy made a clock to look like a bomb and when 

questioned what it was, he refused to respond:” “First of all, he’s not a hero.  Secondly, he’s a 

f****** little sh** terrorist in disguise!  F*** him and his trash fake religion he follows.  Islam 

is a disease, a virus on this planet.  It should be eradicated and all who follow it. Period!;” “This 

little f***** and his parents and uncles should be hauled in on terrorism charges—there is plenty 

of evidence tying his family in on terrorist activities;” “His whole family needs to 

vanish….begone a**hats!;” “F*** him!, f*** his family!, f*** his terrorist buddies!  F*** 
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everyone who feels sorry for this little terrorist b******!!!;” “One word…Potential Terrorist;” 

“tell that little f***** not to make a fake bomb.  I don’t care if it was a ‘CLOCK’ it’s just like 

yelling fire in a packed theater..this kid and his family can pound sand and piss up a rope;” “this 

whole family is full of devious troublemakers;”  (See Ex. 1).   

 Mr. Hanson’s statements were, if possible, even more inflammatory.  Not only did he 

accuse the Mohamed’s of staging the event for nefarious purposes, deliberately trying to create 

fear and panic, he went so far as to state that the Mohameds were engage in “civilization 

jihad”—an intent to destroy civilization.  Mr. Hanson’s statements were made up from nothing.  

Making these representations based on no actual information is the height of reckless disregard 

for the truth.  Such statements exposed the Mohamed family, and Ahmed and his father in 

particular, to hatred, contempt and ridicule, including threats of physical harm.  Many, many 

people posted things to social media along the lines of the accusations made in this broadcast, 

accusing the Mohameds of being terrorists, anti-American and conspiring in an “Islamist” plot to 

spread fear and panic.  The crimes which Hanson accused the Mohameds of engaging in are the 

worst in our society, carrying penalties of incarceration and death.   

 Ms. Van Duyne is sued in her individual capacity and not as mayor.  It was not within her 

job as mayor to misrepresent facts on public television and in interviews.  Thus, she is sued 

individually.  Van Duyne, while on the show with Beck and Hanson, was complicit in their 

representation that the situation with Ahmed was an Islamist conspiracy that was a call to arms to 

terrorists to focus on Irving, Texas.  She did not make any attempt to correct the misinformation 

or clarify the record.  In fact, she continued the mischaracterization and misrepresentation by 

falsely stating that the Mohameds refused to allow records to be released and that Ahmed 

withheld information.  Her statements are demonstrably false in that there was no request made 
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to the Mohameds to authorize release of records and she cannot provide anything to show that 

Ahmed refused to provide any particular information.  In fact, Ahmed told the authorities over 

and over again that he made a crude alarm clock and brought it to school to show his teacher.  

Ms. Van Duyne’s misrepresentations were made solely to fan the flames of the terrorist stories 

being advocated by the media.  Furthermore, Ms. Van Duyne specifically represented on the 

Beck show that Ahmed had brought a “hoax bomb” to school, despite the fact that the Irving 

police had already dropped those charges and publicly proclaimed them to be a “mistake,” and 

despite the fact that she had zero evidence to support any alleged intent on the part of Ahmed to 

represent that he had a bomb.  Ahmed never represented that it was a bomb, never threatened 

anyone, never pretended that it was anything other than a crude alarm clock and only showed it 

to a minimal few people—who were so unconcerned that they did nothing other than when the 

last teacher took it from Ahmed and placed it on her desk.  Thus, Ms. Van Duyne knew that she 

was misrepresenting the situation at the time she made the statement.  At the very least, she made 

the statements with reckless disregard as to their truth.  Her lies, as well as the other lies 

espoused during the broadcast, exposed the Mohamed family, in particular Ahmed and his father, 

to being labeled as liars, conspirators, terrorists, and criminals.   

 TheBlaze, Inc. failed to act with due care in broadcasting the false and defamatory 

statements of Mr. Beck, Mr. Hanson and Ms. Van Duyne, making TheBlaze, Inc. liable for the 

defamation. 

 Mr. Hanson was acting as a principal of and on behalf of Center for Security Policy at the 

time of the broadcast and was appearing on the show on behalf of the Center for Security Policy 

and for the accomplishment of the objective for which he worked in his capacity as Executive 
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Vice President of the Center for Security Policy.  Thus, the Center for Security Policy is liable 

under the doctrine of respondeat superior.     

The statements of Mr. Beck, Mr. Hanson and Ms. Van Duyne  were plainly false and 

defamatory. Reporting that the incident with Ahmed was “pre-planned” indicated to the world 

that the Mohamed family deliberately broke the law by conspiring to and taking a hoax bomb to 

school and/or deliberately attempted to “cause problems” by terrifying an entire high school into 

believing that there was a bomb on the premises. He then brings the Mohameds’ religion into his 

“reporting” by alleging that Mr. Mohamed used his son and that the entire thing was a “set up.”  

In other words, that the Mohameds planned this as a way to fan the flames of anti-Islam rhetoric. 

Their statements are not only accusations of conduct that is criminal (i.e., criminal 

solicitation/inducement of a minor to commit a crime), but also encompass conduct that would 

certainly adversely affect Mr. Mohamed’s fitness, as a criminal rabble-rouser and radical 

Islamist, to conduct his business, his Sufi teachings or his political ambitions. With even a 

cursory reading of the multiple articles cited by Defendants, the Court can easily see that Mr. 

Mohamed is an adamant advocate of a peaceful interpretation of Islam, a fierce proponent of 

personal liberties and a denouncer of any individual who would harm another in the name of his 

God. As a matter of uncontested fact, it is these very beliefs that have placed Mr. Mohamed at 

odds with Muslims within his own community who believe in a strict or violent interpretation of 

the Koran.  

The statements made during this broadcast go on to allege that the Mohamed family 

deliberately took a clock apart and put it into a “briefcase” solely to make it look like a bomb. 

First, this is yet another accusation of criminal conduct that, if it were true, would subject them to 

criminal penalties. Second, these statements at issue were made after the Irving police 
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acknowledged that the alarm clock did not look like a bomb and all charges were dropped.  

Pictures of Ahmed’s clock clearly showed that it was housed inside of a pencil box that Ahmed 

had from the 7th grade, as he had claimed since day one. In no way did the pencil box reasonably 

resemble a briefcase, and these Defendants were well aware of this fact. As such, their 

accusations of the Mohameds’ dishonorable motives were “made with knowledge of [their] 

falsity or with reckless disregard for [the] truth.” Lipsky, 460 S.W.3d at 593. Importantly, the 

Supreme Court of Texas has acknowledged “that the imputation of a corrupt or dishonorable 

motive in connection with established facts is itself to be classified as a statement of fact and as 

such not to be within the defense of fair comment.” Bentley v. Bunton, 94 S.W.3d 561, 583 (Tex. 

2002) (emphasis added).  

Ms. Van Duyne also stated that, during the investigation, Ahmed did not cooperate and 

that his family refused to release information.  This is further falsehood designed to promote 

their story that the Mohamed family deliberately attempted to terrify a high school into believing 

that there was a bomb on the premises as some sort of Islamic “plan.” This can also be proven to 

be false. The teachers to whom Ahmed showed the clock will state that he engaged in 

conversation with them about it. Indeed, the teacher who confiscated the clock had a discussion 

with Ahmed about why he made it, how it worked and what it was. He was interrogated for over 

an hour by the administration and police and also explained to them that it was an alarm clock 

and that he made it to demonstrate his technical ingenuity to his teacher.   

Ms. Van Duyne made three specifically false and defamatory statements. Even knowing 

that the police had dropped the charges of an alleged “hoax bomb,” she continued to state in 

public forums that Ahmed had brought a “hoax bomb” to school—an accusation of a criminal 

offense. Also, in furtherance of her apparent campaign against Muslims, she intentionally 
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misrepresented to the community the conduct of the Mohamed family. She represented that there 

had been requests to release relevant records but that the Mohamed family was “non-responsive” 

to such requests, indicating that the family was trying to hide information. This is demonstrably 

false. There were no requests made to the Mohamed family and, as such, they were incapable of 

ever having denied or ignored any requests. Again, this is not a matter of opinion—this is a 

statement of false fact made in self-service to her anti-Muslim agenda.  

 Ms. Van Duyne’s above-mentioned statement, taken in conjunction with her statement 

that Ahmed was “not forthcoming with information,” was designed to present the Mohameds as 

a lying, dishonorable family, scheming to terrify a community for some nefarious Muslim 

purpose. Each of her slanderous statements is demonstrably false. The clock was not a “hoax 

bomb,” as even acknowledged by the police. In the nearly 15 months since the “hoax bomb” 

incident, absolutely zero evidence has emerged to prove any nefarious plan or scheme on the 

behalf of the Mohameds. There was no request to the family for records that was subsequently 

ignored or denied. There was no information sought from Ahmed that was not known or 

provided, including information he had previously and repeatedly given his teachers.      

b. Publication by TheBlaze Inc. 

As acknowledged by TheBlaze Inc. and is well-established in jurisprudence, if TheBlaze 

Inc. published the defamatory statements of Beck, Hanson and/or Van Duyne, TheBlaze Inc. is 

also liable for those statements.    

c. Center for Security Policy 

Mr. Hanson was acting as a principal of and on behalf of Center for Security Policy at 

the time of the broadcast and was appearing on the show on behalf of the Center for Security 

Policy and for the accomplishment of the objective for which he worked in his capacity as 
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Executive Vice President of the Center for Security Policy.  Thus, the Center for Security Policy 

is liable under the doctrine of respondeat superior. 

PRAYER 

For the reasons stated, the Plaintiff prays that the Motions to Dismiss be denied. 

 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 
 This is to certify that on the 3rd day of January, 2017, a true and correct copy of the above 
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Attorney for Jim Hanson and Center for 
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Chris K. Gober 
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2200 Ross Ave., Ste. 5200 
Dallas, TX  75201 
Attorneys for TheBlaze, Inc. and Glenn 
Beck 

      s/Susan E. Hutchison   
      Susan E. Hutchison 
 
 

CERTIFICATE OF CONFERENCE 
 

 Counsel Susan E. Hutchison for Plaintiff  and counsel Casey L. Moore for Defendants 
Beck and TheBlaze Inc. conferred and those Defendants are opposed to the motion for 
continuance and motion for discovery.  Further counsel for Plaintiff attempted to confer with Mr. 
Yerushalmi, counsel for Jim Hanson & Center for Security Policy on January 3 by phone (left 
two voice mails) and two emails, Mr. Muise counsel for Jim Hanson & Center for Security 
Policy by phone (left voice mail) and email and Mr. Rowe, counsel for Jim Hanson & Center for 
Security Policy by phone (left voice mail) and email.  She was unable to make contact or hear 
back from them at the time of this filing. This matter is contested. 
 
 
      s/Susan E. Hutchison 
      Susan E. Hutchison 
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CAUSE NO.  DC-16-12579 
 
MOHAMED MOHAMED, Individually  § IN THE JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
And on Behalf of Ahmed Mohamed, a Minor §  
       § 
   Plaintiff,   §      
       §  
v.       § DALLAS COUNTY, TEXAS 
       §  
THEBLAZE, INC.; GLENN BECK;   § 
CENTER FOR SECURITY POLICY;  § 
JIM HANSON; NW COMMUNICATIONS  § 
OF TEXAS INC.; BEN FERGUSON;  § 
BEN SHAPIRO; BETH VAN DUYNE  § 
       § 
   Defendants.   § 162nd  DISTRICT COURT 
 

 
 

DECLARATION OF MOHAMED MOHAMED  
 

 
 
Pursuant to Tex. Civ. Prac. & Rem. Code § 312.001, Mohamed Mohamed, Plaintiff in the above 

entitled cause, makes this declaration in support of his Response to Motions to Dismiss.   

1. My name is Mohamed Elhassan Mohamed, Plaintiff in this lawsuit.  By this lawsuit, I am 

seeking to have the Defendants publish appropriate and true retractions and of the statements 

made about me and my family that are reflected below.     

2. At the time of the events in question, my son Ahmed Mohamed was a thirteen-year-old 

boy.  He is an African American Muslim and a citizen of the United States.  I am his father and 

he has a mother, four sisters and a brother.  I am an immigrant from Sudan who is also a United 

States citizen. 

3. I earned a bachelor’s degree in Philosophy while still in Sudan.  I also became a 

clergyman.  I am a Sufi Muslim who supported Mahmoud Mohammed Taha, a Sudanese 

religious leader and engineer who postulated that the verses of the Qur’an revealed in Mecca 
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represented the ideal religion, which would be revived when humanity reached the stage of 

development capable of accepting this concept.  This would usher in a new understanding of 

Islam based on freedom and equality for all.  Because of his unorthodox beliefs about reforming 

Islam, Taha was arrested by the military dictator Gaafar Nimeiry.  He was put on trial, but 

despite other world leaders attempting to intervene on his behalf, including then Vice President 

George H.W. Bush, Taha was hanged.  As one of Taha’s vocal supporters, I fled to the United 

States to avoid religious persecution.  

4. After Nimeiry was overthrown, I traveled back and forth between the United States and 

Sudan and settled with my family in Irving, Texas where I became the President of the Alsufi 

Center.  Ahmed was the third of six children.  When he was five, our family went back to Sudan 

for three years during Ahmed’s first and second grades in elementary school.  The kids all 

became very homesick for the U.S.A. and we moved back to Irving where Ahmed began third 

grade at Townsell Elementary.  Ahmed graduated from Townsell Elementary, as did three of his 

sisters and his little brother.   

5. When Ahmed started the third grade, he knew no English.  The school provided him 

“reading buddies” from the Irving Bible Church.  These volunteers would come and read with 

Ahmed to help improve his language skills.  Because of his language barriers, Ahmed was an 

“outsider” at school and the friendship of his reading buddies was important to him.  They 

remain his friends to this day.   

6. Ahmed found his love of all things electronic/robotic at an early age.  I was a business 

entrepreneur, and included among my businesses was a cell phone/pager company that, at one 

point, grew to eight stores in the Metroplex.  When various of those stores closed down, much of 

the remaining parts and inventory ended up in our family’s garage and a shed, which became 



    
Declaration of Mohamed Elhassan Mohamed Page 3 
 

Ahmed’s playground.  He would rummage through the treasures there and take things up to his 

desk in his room where he would make elaborate creations to take to school and show his 

teachers.   

7. Ahmed began sixth grade at Sam Houston Middle School also as an “outsider,” still 

struggling with English and eager to impress his teachers.  As an African American Muslim, 

Ahmed was the target of bullying.  Kids called him Sausage Boy and Bacon Boy because he did 

not eat pork.  They made fun of him for his religion.  Ahmed also made friends and, as is typical 

of a middle school boy, engaged in a lot of horseplay.  One teacher remembers that he and a 

group of friends would line up on opposite sides of a field, run into each other and then line up 

and do it again, over and over.  They also used to play physical games, such as “the neck game,” 

where one kid says to another “look!” and if you look, you get slapped in the neck.   

8. In middle school, it was common-place for Ahmed to bring home-made gadgets to school 

in his backpack.  He was a member of the robotics club, and he also liked to show off his 

creations to his teachers.  He took home-made elaborate contraptions to school on a regular 

basis.  One of his teachers, Mr. Ralph Kubiak, said that he loved Ahmed and Ahmed’s 

intelligence, as well as his enthusiasm for elaborate gizmos, some of which looked much like the 

now infamous clock—a mess of wires and circuits.  Even after Ahmed completed Mr. Kubiak’s 

class, they would still talk in the halls on a daily basis, discussing politics and religion.  Kubiak 

and Ahmed even discussed the Islamic State and other terrorist groups, agreeing that they twisted 

Muslim scripture to control ignorant people.   

9. Ahmed not only made elaborate contraptions that he took to school to show his teachers, 

he also fixed teachers’ and students’ broken electronics.  On one occasion, when a tutor’s cell 

phone went dead, Ahmed rigged the battery and brought the cell phone back to life.  On a 



    
Declaration of Mohamed Elhassan Mohamed Page 4 
 

number of occasions, he would take students’ broken electronics home and bring them back 

fixed.   

10. Ahmed’s desire to impress his teachers was related to his desire to make connections and 

gain acceptance.  An example of this was shared by one of his reading buddies from Irving Bible 

Church.  In May 2010, Ms. Tricia Kinsman wrote an article for IBC’s Chatter magazine 

describing her relationship with Ahmed at Townsell Elementary.  At first she wondered how 

reading with him for thirty minutes one time a week could make a substantial difference to a 

little boy that could speak very little English and read none—until she saw what amazing 

progress he made during that third grade year.  She told of an occasion where she went to pick 

him up from class and he had with him a drawing of a horse that he had made.  As they walked 

through the halls, he showed that picture to a teacher, a librarian and the principal.    “He was so 

proud of it and they praised him profusely for his talent.”  They read their books and she walked 

him back to class.  “As he entered the room, he stopped, turned around and handed me the 

picture without a word.  I fought back tears knowing he was giving me something he was proud 

of, knowing that he wanted ME to have it, and knowing why.”   

11. Ahmed practiced his faith, including prayer at lunchtime.  Prayer by a Muslim has certain 

physical requirements, including touching your forehead on the ground.  Ahmed would leave the 

cafeteria to go pray where he could accomplish what he needed to do.  One day in sixth grade, 

the 6th Grade Vice Principal, Mr. Nguyen, saw Ahmed leaving the cafeteria and told him to go 

back and eat.  Ahmed attempted to explain that he was going to pray, but Mr. Nguyen said to go 

back and eat or there would be consequences.  Mr. Nguyen was suspicious that Ahmed did not 

really intend to pray.  Ahmed was required to get a permission slip from his father as well as a 
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certification from his mosque that he was practicing his faith.  I am unaware of any Christian 

student required to get certification from their church before they were allowed to pray in school.    

12. After the prayer incident, Mr. Nguyen began disciplining Ahmed for various infractions, 

most involving “horseplay” and giving him detentions and in school suspensions.  The final 

disciplinary straw for me was when Ahmed, in the 8th grade, was being choked by another boy.  

During the choking, Ahmed tried to push the other boy off of him.  As a result, Ahmed was 

disciplined.  I filed a formal appeal of the discipline and it was dropped.  During the appeal, I let 

it be known that he believed that Mr. Nguyen was targeting Ahmed and meting out discipline 

unfairly.  For example, immediately prior to the complaint being filed, Mr. Nguyen called 

Ahmed out in front of the class, demanding to know why he was “smiling.”   

13. After the complaint about Mr. Nguyen, the constant disciplinary actions ceased.  Ahmed 

continued to try to impress his teachers and began to make real friends.  He even had a best 

friend, who we will call John Doe.  They were in the same STEM (Science, Technology, 

Engineering and Math) class and began to build things together.  They built a robot in their 

robotics group.  They participated in the SeaPerch challenge.  The motto of SeaPerch is “teach, 

build, become.”  In that challenge, they, along with their classmates, built an underwater robot 

(such as those portrayed on the website).  The robot was transported on the school bus to a pool 

to operate.  Ahmed and John became close, trading tools and giving each other parts and pieces 

to build things at home.   

14. When Ahmed started high school at MacArthur high, he had plans to once again try and 

impress his teachers, as well as become more socially interactive.  He planned on joining the 

Student Council.  
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15. One Friday in September 2015, in Geometry and Architecture, Ahmed saw his teacher 

disposing of some batteries.  Ahmed asked if he could have them and the teacher gave them to 

him. Ahmed taped the batteries together to simulate a little “sword.”  Later that day, in English 

class, Ahmed was rolling the “sword” batteries down his arm and his English teacher, Ms. West, 

asked him what he was doing.  Ahmed told her that he was going to build something and he 

would show it to her on the following Monday.   

16. That weekend, Ahmed trolled the garage for treasures.  He found an old 8 ½” by 5” 

Vaultz pencil box from middle school (still sold on Amazon with animals, butterflies, etc.), a 7 

segment display, a pcb board, a 9 volt battery, some wires (from a media player that wasn’t 

working), a 120-240 volt transformer, a button board and some tools.  On Sunday night, after 

returning from skating with some friends, he soldered the battery connector to the pcb board 

giving it back-up power.  He then soldered the transformer to the pcb board which powers the 

seven segment display and the alarm clock bell.  He screwed the display into the pencil box.   

The “alarm clock” would make a beeping noise when the set time was reached. He put the clock 

in his backpack like he always did.  In Ahmed’s mind, he built the clock to show to Ms. West.   

17. On Monday, September 14, 2015, Ahmed took the pencil box out of his backpack and 

showed the clock to his Geometry and Architecture teacher, Mr. Lemons.  Mr. Lemons told 

Ahmed that the clock was “really nice,” but advised that he should keep it in his backpack.  

During 4th period English, Ahmed could not resist showing how his clock worked to another 

student and it made a beeping sound.  Ms. West heard the noise but didn’t know where it came 

from.  Ahmed waited until class was over and the other students were gone when he reminded 

Ms. West that he had told her he was going to build something that weekend and bring to show it 

to her.  He asked her if she wanted to see it and she said that she did.  Ahmed plugged the clock 
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in and showed her how it worked.  Ms. West asked Ahmed “is that a bomb?”  Ahmed was 

surprised and confused.  In all the many times he had built contraptions and taken them to his 

teachers, none had ever asked him that.  Ahmed replied, “no, it’s an alarm clock, see?”  Ms. 

West then told Ahmed she would hold it for him and give it back at the end of the day.  She 

placed the pencil box on her desk.  For the next several hours, the home-made clock was out of 

Ahmed’s hands.  There was no alarm raised, no evacuation, no bomb squad called.  Nothing 

happened at all.    

18. The school had an emergency protocol to follow in the event of a bomb threat.  That 

protocol was not engaged.  Just a couple of weeks after the clock incident, a person called in a 

bomb threat and the entire school was evacuated in accordance with the emergency protocol.   

19. Several hours after Ms. West took Ahmed’s pencil box, during Ahmed’s college prep 

class, called AVID, Principal Daniel Cummings and Irving police Officer Robin Howman 

walked in to Ahmed’s class and escorted him out.  They took Ahmed to another room in the 

school where four more Irving police officers and the school counselor, Ms. Wong, were 

awaiting Ahmed’s arrival.  When Ahmed came in the room, Officer Charles Taylor, a school 

resource officer, said “yep, that’s who I thought it was.”  Ahmed found this quite unnerving as he 

had never had any direct experience with that officer. 

20. Ahmed was interrogated for almost an hour and a half by the Irving police, despite his 

pleas for his parents.  The Irving police, the Mayor of Irving and the IISD have all represented to 

the public that Ahmed was “less than forthcoming” during his interrogation.  However, Ahmed 

repeatedly told them that it was an alarm clock, not a bomb, which was true.  He repeatedly told 

them that he had made it to show his English teacher, which was true.  The clock functioned as a 

crude alarm clock.  Ahmed never represented that it was anything else, he never made any 
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threats of harm, he never said he had a bomb, and he never attempted to scare anyone or cause 

alarm.  Ahmed never misrepresented a single thing.  Tellingly, the Irving police eventually 

dropped the charges for which they arrested him and it was stated that there was no proof that 

Ahmed had “intent to cause alarm.”  The police chief came out with a statement saying that the 

arrest of Ahmed had been a mistake.  

21. During the interrogation, Ahmed repeatedly asked for his parents.  When he asked for his 

parents, he was told that he could not talk to his parents because he was in the middle of an 

interrogation.  Certainly it is not unexpected that a boy being interrogated by numerous police 

officers and school administrators who were accusing him of illegal activity would be scared, 

confused, intimidated and want his parents.   

22. During this interrogation, Principal Cummings told Ahmed to write a statement and 

threatened to expel him if he did not.  Terrified, Ahmed did not want to write anything.  But 

because he was threatened and really didn’t have anything to hide, he did write for them that he 

made an alarm clock and the authorities thought it was a bomb (as that was what they were 

telling him). 

23. Despite the fact that Ahmed had told them about making the clock, despite the fact that 

they realized that it was, indeed, a crude alarm clock, despite that fact that nobody—not one 

single person—alleged that Ahmed had tried to scare them with it, had claimed it was a bomb or 

weapon or tried to cause alarm, despite the fact that nobody had cleared their classroom, called 

for emergency protocol or called in a bomb squad, Ahmed was arrested.  The officers pulled him 

forcefully out of his chair, yanked his arms up behind his back so far that his right hand touched 

the back of his neck, causing a lot of pain.  They placed Ahmed in handcuffs and marched him 

out of the front of the school.  They put him into the back of a police car.  They took him to the 
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police station and booked him as a criminal, with mugshots and fingerprinting—all still without 

his parents.   

24. As he was being escorted out of the room, Ahmed saw the look on his school counselor, 

Ms. Wong’s, face.  In the first few weeks of school, Ahmed had already received two separate 

special tickets or tokens that were given out to kids who exhibited exceptional behavior and that 

could be redeemed for something special at the counselor’s office.   

25. A “hoax” is “something intended to deceive or defraud.”  Ahmed’s Geometry teacher 

asked him what he had made and he said “an alarm clock.”  Ahmed’s English teacher asked him 

what he had made and he said “an alarm clock.”  The principal and the police asked Ahmed what 

he had made and he said “an alarm clock.”   There is no telling how many times that day Ahmed 

explained that he had made “an alarm clock.”  There was not a single person who stated that 

Ahmed had said anything “intended to deceive or defraud.”  As far as what the device looked 

like, the most telling thing so far (besides looking at it wherein it is incredibly obvious that it is 

not a bomb) is the Irving police internal email obtained through a FOIA request where the officer 

candidly chides the others and states “that thing doesn’t even look like a bomb.”  The pencil box 

is one that Ahmed carried throughout the seventh grade without a problem.  You can buy the 

same one right now on Amazon (Vaulz pencil box) for $14.99 (the one with Minions on it is a 

little more expensive).   

26. I arrived at the police station to find out what was happening with Ahmed.  As I waited, 

Officer Howman came to speak with me.  Officer Howman indicated that Ahmed had been 

arrested for taking a “hoax bomb” to school and that he was being processed and fingerprinted.  I 

was extremely confused and upset, and I asked Officer Howman what a “hoax bomb” was, but 

she would only state that he was being processed and fingerprinted.  I tried to explain that 
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Ahmed was very interested in robotics and creating things, but Officer Howman was unwilling 

to listen to any explanations.  

27. Shortly thereafter, Officer Mitchell arrived and simply repeated that Ahmed had been 

arrested for a “hoax bomb” and was being processed.  He, too, was unwilling to listen to any 

explanations from me and simply repeated the same information over and over.   

28. After Ahmed’s mother and sister arrived, I asked if I could see Ahmed and find out what 

happened.  Officer Mitchell told me that he could not at that time until the arrest was processed 

and completed.  Shortly thereafter, Officer Taylor brought Ahmed, still in handcuffs, to us.  

29. After speaking with Ahmed (while still handcuffed), I expressed that Ahmed had done 

nothing wrong and the charges should be dropped.  The officers were unwilling to have any 

discussion about that possibility. 

30. As we were leaving, we asked for Ahmed’s electronic tablet to be returned, since that had 

nothing to do with why he was detained or arrested and it was how Ahmed completed his 

homework.   While police memos characterize Ahmed as “yelling” and “rude,” he was neither 

yelling nor rude, simply attempting to explain why it seemed like his tablet (not the pencil box) 

should be returned to him.  Surely police cameras will have captured the exchange.  Furthermore, 

police memos complain that my wife and daughter were speaking in a language that they did not 

know and were “saying things that we could not understand.”  At the time, my daughter was 

interpreting events for her mother as her mother was not fluent in English.  The response of 

Officer Mitchell was to threaten that if we did not leave immediately, there would be criminal 

charges brought against us, too.  

31. Subsequently, the Chief of Police admitted that the arrest of Ahmed was a “mistake” and 

the charges were dropped.   Nevertheless, the district disciplined Ahmed and placed him on a 
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three-day suspension.  I received an email from Vice Principal Patrick Smith late on September 

14, 2015 stating that Ahmed would be suspended for three days from school and “all” IISD 

properties for violation of the Student Code of Conduct, possession of prohibited items.  

However, Ahmed had not been in possession of any of the prohibited items on the list.  

Additionally, emails between officers criticize the action of arresting Ahmed and state “that thing 

doesn’t even look like a bomb.”   

32. The United States Department of Justice has opened an investigation into the conduct of 

the Irving Independent School District, not just with respect to the treatment of Ahmed 

Mohamed, but regarding its pattern of discrimination.  A justice department official stated that 

“the Civil Rights Division has an investigation into the Irving School District regarding both 

harassment and the discipline of students on the basis of race, religion and national origin.”  That 

investigation is currently ongoing.  My son and I have both given statements to the DOJ 

investigator.   

33. We do not concede that we were “public figures” under the applicable standard for such 

determination.  However, even under the standard applicable to public figures, the Defendants’ 

statements and broadcasts were defamatory in that they made them with either knowledge that 

they were false or with reckless disregard of whether they were false or not, as described 

specifically below.  

TheBlaze, Inc., Glenn Beck, Jim Hanson, Center for Security Policy, Beth Van Duyne 

34. On September 22, 2015, TheBlaze, Inc. aired a show hosted by Glenn Beck with guest 

Jim Hanson, Executive Vice President of the Center for Security Policy and Beth Van Duyne.  

On the show, they discussed the arrest of Ahmed Mohamed. 
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35. During the discussion of the arrest of Ahmed Mohamed, Mr. Beck stated the following:  

“My theory is that for some reason Irving is important to the Islamists, not the Muslims, but the 

Islamists.  It could be as simple as the progressives trying to turn Texas blue, and this is just the 

place where they’re just going to start planting the seeds and taking a stand.  You (Beth Van 

Duyne) pissed them off, and now this is a dog whistle.  This is not a story that is for anybody to 

hear, except for the Islamists because once you create a boogeyman, now all the money, all the 

resources, all the intellectual power, all is focused on your little town of Irving, Texas.”  Mr. 

Beck contended that the circumstances surrounding the arrest of Mohamed could not be 

“explained” any other way. 

36. Mr. Hanson agreed with Mr. Beck’s contentions, stating “I think it’s happening.  I don’t 

think there’s any question that this latest event was a PR stunt.  It was a staged event where 

someone convinced this kid to bring a device that he didn’t build, as you mentioned.  It’s a 

RadioShack clock that he put in a briefcase, and in a briefcase it looks like a bomb…..They did 

that to create the exact scenario that played out.  They wanted people to react, and they wanted to 

portray this kid as an innocent victim.  I think he was a pawn of potentially his father.  His sister 

actually claimed that she was suspended.  His sister told MSNBC that she was suspended by the 

same school district for making a bomb threat years ago.  Don’t know if that’s true yet, but she 

said that in her own words.  So, there’s a vendetta from them, and they’re tied, as you mentioned, 

with CAIR and CAIR is Muslim Brotherhood and Hamas tied.  They’re basically involved in 

civilization jihad, so I think you’re right.”   He further stated “I don’t think there’s any question 

he was put up to it by someone else who wanted him to take that in to create the exact scenario—

as you mentioned—fear and panic, and then out of that being able to say ‘but look at him, he’s a 
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nice, nerdy little kid’ and then the police overreacted and all these things. Ms. Van Duyne 

participated in this discussion and did not object to or correct any of the comments. 

37. Ms. Van Duyne also stated on numerous occasions that Ahmed was not forthcoming with 

the school or the police and stated that Ahmed had brought a “hoax bomb” to school.  On 

September 28, 2015, she was quoted in an interview with KDFW as stating that the Mohamed 

family was “non-responsive” to the City’s request to release records about the incident and that 

Ahmed was “not forthcoming with information.”  These statements are false.  Ahmed did not 

take a “hoax bomb” to school.  He never claimed that it was a bomb, threatened anyone or 

attempted to scare anyone.  Ahmed answered all questions about his alarm clock and his intent.  

The City never made a request to me or my family for permission to release records.   

38. The libelous statements of Mr. Beck, Ms. Van Duyne and Mr. Hanson were false.  The 

statements were obviously hurtful to our family and exposed us to public hatred, contempt or 

ridicule and a clear attempt to impeach the honesty, integrity, virtue and/or reputation of the 

family.   

39.   Specifically, with respect to the statements and representations of Glenn Beck, he 

represented that we were “not Muslims,” but terrorists.  He indicated that the incident concluding 

in the arrest of Ahmed was contrived by me and a call to arms for “Islamists” (i.e., terrorists) to 

take a stand in Irving.  These statements are not only false but inherently improbable assertions 

made on information that is obviously dubious.  There is no information that I and my family 

were not Muslims.  There is no information that we concocted the event, staged the arrest or had 

any “Islamist” (in the negative connotation meant by Beck) motive.  There is no information that 

we embraced any aspect of the Muslim religion that was not peaceful and harmonious.  In fact, I 

am a Muslim who embraces the concept of a new understanding of Islam based on freedom and 
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equality for all humankind.  Making these representations based on no actual information is the 

height of journalistic irresponsibility and the height of reckless disregard for the truth.  I am a 

peaceful and religious man and these representations were devastating to me and my family and 

very injurious to my reputation.   

40. To be labeled as a terrorist, or accused of engaging in a conspiracy to intentionally terrify 

a school or community with a bomb, is one of the worst labels to put on someone, particularly in 

our post 911 area.  The reporting that we conspired to create an event that was a call to arms for 

terrorists resulted in a substantial amount of anger, hatred and threats of physical harm to my 

entire family. Mr. Beck’s statements labeled us as criminals—conspiring to commit a crime as 

well as committing crimes.  We received messages of hatred, contempt and ridicule, particularly 

on social media.  Ahmed received not only hateful and vile comments, but threats of physical 

harm. Comments made in response to the broadcast included angry and hostile reactions buying 

into the “terrorist” label.  For example: “Crafty 14 year old Mooslims, I’ll bet it was ISIS who 

put him up to this at one of their border training camps.” We were called “terrorists,” criminals, 

frauds, told we needed to leave the country and told that Ahmed needs to “die.”  Online 

messages included such things as “F*** Ahmed, f*** anyone who looks like Ahmed, f*** his 

clock, f*** his parents, f*** the media and f*** anyone who got c***** by this little sh**;” 

“This stinks of a put up job.  Only in it for the money.  His family should be ashamed, he too;” 

“He’s just a terrorist sympathizer who was looking for attention and is getting credit for causing 

a scare;” “This was such a divisive move by him and his father.  It’s hard to believe anyone was 

dumb enough to believe this sh**;” “Plotting a fake bomb is still a crime;”  “That boy made a 

clock to look like a bomb and when questioned what it was, he refused to respond:” “First of all, 

he’s not a hero.  Secondly, he’s a f****** little sh** terrorist in disguise!  F*** him and his 
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trash fake religion he follows.  Islam is a disease, a virus on this planet.  It should be eradicated 

and all who follow it. Period!;” “This little f***** and his parents and uncles should be hauled in 

on terrorism charges—there is plenty of evidence tying his family in on terrorist activities;” “His 

whole family needs to vanish….begone a**hats!;” “F*** him!, f*** his family!, f*** his 

terrorist buddies!  F*** everyone who feels sorry for this little terrorist b******!!!;” “One 

word…Potential Terrorist;” “tell that little f***** not to make a fake bomb.  I don’t care if it was 

a ‘CLOCK’ it’s just like yelling fire in a packed theater..this kid and his family can pound sand 

and piss up a rope;” “this whole family is full of devious troublemakers;” “   

41. Mr. Hanson’s statements were, if possible, even more inflammatory.  Not only did he 

accuse my family of staging the event for nefarious purposes, deliberately trying to create fear 

and panic, he went so far as to state that we were engage in “civilization jihad”—an intent to 

destroy civilization.  Mr. Hanson’s statements were made up from nothing.  Making these 

representations based on no actual information is the height of reckless disregard for the truth.  

Such statements exposed our family, and Ahmed and me in particular, to hatred, contempt and 

ridicule, including threats of physical harm.  Many, many people posted things to social media 

along the lines of the accusations made in this broadcast, accusing us of being terrorists, anti-

American and conspiring in an “Islamist” plot to spread fear and panic.  The crimes which 

Hanson accused us of engaging in are the worst in our society, carrying penalties of incarceration 

and death.   

42. Ms. Van Duyne is sued in her individual capacity and not as mayor.  It was not within her 

job as mayor to misrepresent facts on public television and in interviews.  Thus, she is sued 

individually.  Van Duyne, while on the show with Beck and Hanson, was complicit in their 

representation that the situation with Ahmed was an Islamist conspiracy that was a call to arms to 



    
Declaration of Mohamed Elhassan Mohamed Page 16 
 

terrorists to focus on Irving, Texas.  She did not make any attempt to correct the misinformation 

or clarify the record.  In fact, she continued the mischaracterization and misrepresentation by 

falsely stating that we refused to allow records to be released and that Ahmed withheld 

information.  Her statements are demonstrably false in that there was no request made to the us 

to authorize release of records and she cannot provide anything to show that Ahmed refused to 

provide any particular information.  In fact, Ahmed told the authorities over and over again that 

he made a crude alarm clock and brought it to school to show his teacher.  Ms. Van Duyne’s 

misrepresentations were made solely to fan the flames of the terrorist stories being advocated by 

the media.  Furthermore, Ms. Van Duyne specifically represented on the Beck show that Ahmed 

had brought a “hoax bomb” to school, despite the fact that the Irving police had already dropped 

those charges and publicly proclaimed them to be a “mistake,” and despite the fact that she had 

zero evidence to support any alleged intent on the part of Ahmed to represent that he had a 

bomb.  Ahmed never represented that it was a bomb, never threatened anyone, never pretended 

that it was anything other than a crude alarm clock and only showed it to a minimal few 

people—who were so unconcerned that they did nothing other than when the last teacher took it 

from Ahmed and placed it on her desk.  Thus, Ms. Van Duyne knew that she was 

misrepresenting the situation at the time she made the statement. Her lies, as well as the other 

lies espoused during the broadcast, exposed my family, in particular Ahmed and me, to being 

labeled as liars, conspirators, terrorists, and criminals.   

43. We would like for TheBlaze Inc., Mr. Beck, Mr. Hanson and Ms. Van Duyne to retract 

and correct the statements made during the Blaze broadcast in the same manner and medium as 

the original broadcast, acknowledging that the original broadcast was false and erroneous and 

stating that we are peaceful Muslims who have been falsely accused of being terrorists and 
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engaging in a jihad.  The correction must also be made that the arrest and suspension of Ahmed 

Mohamed was not a stunt and it was not pre-planned, staged or engineered by anyone, including 

me.  Ahmed was a young man eager to please his teacher and took a contraption to school as a 

crude alarm clock.  The alarm clock was placed in a pencil box that Ahmed had from the 7th 

grade—not into a briefcase.   

44. We would also like Ms. Van Duyne to retract and correct the statements she has made in 

the media, acknowledging that Ahmed answered the questions posed to him by school officials 

and police about the alarm clock and his intent, that it was not a “hoax bomb” as Ahmed never 

made any threats or claimed he had a bomb and that the City never asked me or my family for 

permission to release records.   

Ben Ferguson and NW Communications of Texas, Inc.  

45. On Fox 4 News on or about November 23, 2015, Ben Ferguson misrepresented that “this 

was a pre-planned idea by his father.  I think he used his son.  He is one of those, you know, ‘I’m 

gonna point out anyone that’s against Islam type of guy. I’m going to cause problems.’  They 

pre-planned this.  It looked like a bomb.  He also didn’t create a clock.  He took a clock apart and 

he put it in a mini-briefcase to make it look like a bomb.  He did not associate and/or talk to any 

of the teachers or the police when they asked him questions except to say ‘it is a clock.’  He was 

never afraid.  He was never nervous and he loves the cameras like the Kardashians so if anything 

congratulations you’re famous and you’ve caused a bunch of people problems.”  When it was 

brought up that there may have been negative consequences to Ahmed from what happened, Mr. 

Ferguson added “maybe you should have thought about that before you made a clock look like a 

bomb and then you wouldn’t be in the situation you’re in….It’s a money grab.”    
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46. Specifically, with respect to the statements and representations of Ben Ferguson, he 

represented that we “pre-planned” the situation in a deliberate attempt to “cause problems.”  He 

indicated that the incident concluding in the arrest of Ahmed was contrived by me and that 

Ahmed put the clock parts in a “mini-briefcase” specifically to make it look like a bomb.  These 

statements are not only false but inherently improbable assertions made on information that is 

obviously dubious, making them malicious under the applicable legal standard.  There is no 

information at all that there was any pre-planning or intent to create a bomb scare.  Mr. Ferguson 

deliberately misrepresented a 7th grade pencil box as a “mini-briefcase” in a flagrant attempt to 

convince the public of criminal intent on the part of me and my family.   

47. Furthermore, Mr. Ferguson made up facts about Ahmed refusing to talk to the teachers or 

the police when they asked him questions.  Mr. Ferguson was deliberately misrepresenting 

demonstrably untrue facts in order to paint a picture of us as liars and criminals.  Certainly, it is a 

crime to deliberately cause fear and panic by threatening people with a bomb—hoax or not.  

Additionally, being labeled as liars subjected us to insult, anger, hatred, ridicule and humiliation.  

As set forth specifically herein, we received many hateful and angry comments—and even 

threats of physical harm—as a result of these mischaracterizations.  It was either known or 

should have been known by Ferguson that the Irving police had dropped all charges of a “hoax 

bomb” and indeed made a public apology, calling the charges a “mistake.”  Furthermore, it was 

known or should have been known to Ferguson that Ahmed had been very forthcoming with his 

teachers and told them, as well as the authorities, that he had made a crude alarm clock at home 

to impress his teachers.   

48. To be labeled as a criminal, or accused of engaging in a conspiracy to intentionally terrify 

a school or community with a bomb, is one of the worst labels to put on someone, particularly in 
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our post 911 area.  The reporting that we conspired to create a “hoax bomb” resulted in a 

substantial amount of anger, hatred and threats of physical harm to me and my entire family. Mr. 

Ferguson’s statements labeled me and Ahmed as criminals—conspiring to commit a crime as 

well as committing crimes.  We received messages of hatred, contempt and ridicule, particularly 

on social media.  Ahmed Mohamed received not only hateful and vile comments, but threats of 

physical harm.  He was called a “terrorist,” a criminal, a fraud, told he needs to leave the country 

and told that he needs to “die.”   

49. The libelous statements of Mr. Ferguson injured our reputation and exposed us to public 

hatred, contempt or ridicule and a clear attempt to impeach the honesty, integrity, virtue and/or 

reputation of me and my family.   

50. I am asking NW and Mr. Ferguson to retract and correct the statements made during that 

broadcast in the same manner and medium as the original broadcast, acknowledging that the 

original broadcast was false and erroneous and stating that we are peaceful Muslims who have 

been falsely accused of pre-planning or staging the arrest and suspension of Ahmed Mohamed.  

The correction must also be made that Ahmed did not intend to make the crude alarm clock look 

like a bomb.  It was not put in a mini-briefcase but into a pencil box he had from the 7th grade.  

He made the contraption exactly as described in this pleading.  He answered all of the questions 

of the teachers and police and the situation was not a “money grab.”   

Ben Shapiro 

51. Ben Shaprio’s broadcast relating to Ahmed Mohamed is labeled on YouTube as “Ben 

Shapiro Exposes Clock-Boy Narrative.” Shapiro, appearing on Fox News on or about October 

19, 2015, stated that it was “clear” that “this was a hoax, this was a setup and that President 

Obama fell for it because it confirms a couple of his pre-stated biases against police and against 
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people who he perceives to be Islamaphobic.”  He goes on to attack President Obama and 

inaccurately accuses him of “constantly shooting first and asking questions later” when it comes 

to the “behavior” of the police.  He states that “the story didn’t hold water from the beginning.  

Within the first forty-eight hours it was clear that this was a bit of a set-up and it was clear that 

the story didn’t hold together.”  He is asked by the host, Ms. Kelly, “What’s your theory—that 

the father had an agenda, that the father had an agenda and used his child to advance it?”  Mr. 

Shapiro responded “absolutely.  If you look at the family history, it’s pretty clear that was 

happening.  If you look at the actual clock this kid invented, he took the guts out of an old clock, 

you can see people do it on Youtube.  He literally took the guts out of an old clock, the wiring, 

and he put it inside of a pencil box and proceeded to bring that into school and this is not the first 

family incident that has been like this.  His sister had an incident in 2009 that was somewhat 

similar.”  Ms. Kelly points out that Ahmed’s sister had stated that she was a victim of profiling.  

Mr. Shapiro’s response was “everybody’s a victim of profiling whatever the circumstance and 

President Obama buys into it no questions asked and then invites kids to the White House.”  Mr. 

Shapiro concluded by making fun of both the President and Ahmed saying that Ahmed’s meeting 

at the White House was a “bit of a downgrade” from what he expected, which was “a star 

studded event we expected between the President and Ahmed Mohamed where the President was 

going to knight him, give him the Order of Merit and then declare him the greatest scientist since 

Isaac Newton.” 

52. With respect to the statements and representations of Ben Shapiro, he represented that we 

pre-planned the incident as a “hoax” and a “set up.”  He indicated that the incident concluding in 

the arrest of Ahmed was contrived by me and that Ahmed designed the clock specifically to 

make it look like a bomb.  These statements are not only false but inherently improbable 
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assertions made on information that is obviously dubious.  There is no information at all that 

there was any pre-planning or intent to create a bomb scare. 

53. Mr. Shapiro further misrepres.ents, with no factual basis, that my family “history” proves 

that there was some “agenda”—impliedly a terrorist or criminal agenda.  Without giving any 

legitimate support for such an assertion, Ms. Shapiro states that Ahmed’s sister had a similar 

incident.  This is a complete misrepresentation.  Ahmed’s sister, being a Muslim, wore a hijab to 

school.  She was bullied unmercifully over this by other girls.  Some of the girls who bullied her 

falsely accused her of making a bomb threat—with no evidence at all.  Despite the fact that there 

was no threat made, Ahmed’s sister was suspended for three days.  Shapiro intentionally 

misrepresented this fact to advance his proposition that we were conspirators with a criminal (at 

best) or terrorist (at worst) agenda. 

54. Being labeled as criminals, liars and possible terrorists subjected us to insult, anger, 

hatred, ridicule and humiliation.  We received many hateful and angry comments—and even 

threats of physical harm—as a result of these mischaracterizations.  It was either known or 

should have been known by Shaprio that the Irving police had dropped all charges of a “hoax 

bomb” and indeed made a public apology, calling the charges a “mistake.”  Furthermore, it was 

known or should have been known to Ferguson that Ahmed had been very forthcoming with his 

teachers and told them, as well as the authorities, that he had made a crude alarm clock at home 

to impress his teachers.   

55. To be labeled as a criminal, or accused of engaging in a conspiracy to intentionally terrify 

a school or community with a bomb, is one of the worst labels to put on someone, particularly in 

our post 911 area.  The reporting we conspired to “set up” authorities resulted in a substantial 

amount of anger, hatred and threats of physical harm to me and my family.  
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56. By way of example, some of the comments posted on the YouTube video of the 

broadcast are as follows:  “Clock boy was all a setup and all the leftists fell for it;” “shit bag 

muslims can get away with anything. pathetic;” “Islam is a death cult;” “#fuckclockboy;” “Look 

at the square of cloth in the Clock.  It is the pattern that Palestinians wear.  This was a threat;” 

“Not to mention a coup for Ahmed’s fathers future campaigns…he can now go and say, ‘Hey my 

son, my son and I won in American for Islam’’We can bring bombs to schools and destroy the 

kafer, and it’s because of my son;” “the sad thing is they will start using that as a way to kill 

America kids.  Muslims are free to do as they please.  It’s getting to a point where a Muslim does 

a terrorist act and its blamed on a white man.  I heard a black guy say, look at those 2 white boys 

that caused the Boston bombing;” ”Clock boy is a f****** fraud and he deserves no less than a 

one way ticket to Mecca with his shitty bomb.  I could have made a better clock, I even did in 4th 

grade.  F****** loser;” “It was totally appropriate for the ‘Obama Muslim White House’ to have 

invited this stupid kid that created a clock to look like a bomb.” 

57. The libelous statements of Mr. Shapiro were false.  The statements ere obviously hurtful 

to me and my family and injured our reputation and exposed us to public hatred, contempt or 

ridicule and was a clear attempt to impeach our honesty, integrity, virtue and/or reputation. 

58. I am asking Mr. Shapiro to retract and correct the statements made during that broadcast 

in the same manner and medium as the original broadcast, acknowledging that the original 

broadcast was false and erroneous and stating that we are peaceful Muslims who have been 

falsely accused of pre-planning or staging the arrest and suspension of Ahmed Mohamed.  The 

correction must also be made that it was not a “hoax” and Ahmed never attempted to scare 

anyone or claim that he had a bomb.  His sister did not have a “similar” incident.  She was 
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falsely accused of making a bomb threat by girls who were bullying her and who physically 

attacked her.     

59. Much has been made by the media of the fact that Ahmed met the President and was 

invited to Facebook as well as recognized by others as a kid who made a clock.  How that could 

possibly justify hate and hostility would be a mystery but for the complete misrepresentations of 

the facts by the media.  So the public is faced with the representation by the media of a family of 

terrorists conspiring to defraud authorities and then those terrorists being treated like dignitaries.  

If, indeed, Ahmed Mohamed was a nice kid who made a crude alarm clock solely to impress his 

teacher, then there would not be the hatred, ridicule, anger and threats that have been directed at 

me and my family.  It is the portrayal by the media of manipulation and nefarious motives that 

has misdirected the outrage and, in some cases, pure rage, of the public.   

60. Anyone who believes that life has been roses for me, Ahmed and our family due to the 

wrongful arrest and suspension has never been the target of hate, anger, insults, and threats of 

physical harm from complete strangers—has never felt the frustration, sadness and anxiety of 

being labeled an enemy of their country with no real way to combat the lies.  Inexplicably, 

people believe what they see and hear on the “news.”  Ahmed Mohamed enjoyed his momentary 

encounter with the President.  He truly appreciated the support that he received from a number of 

people and organizations that he admired.  But none of that can touch being labeled as terrorists, 

being the target of hatred from strangers, being ridiculed in literally thousands of social media 

posts and on the national news and being afraid for our safety—fearing harm from people we 

didn’t even know.   



0"3/o\/ iO..E:.\ 
61. My name is Mohamed Elhassan Mohamed. My date of birth is , and my address is 

Lootas Tower, Floor 14, Office 11, Aldoha, Qatar. I declare under penalty of perjury that the 

foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed in the Country of Qatar on the 3'd day of January, 2017. 

Mohamed Elhassan Mohamed. 

' · 
' . 
'• 
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CAUSE NO. DC-16-12579 

MOHAMED MOHAMED, Individually 
And on Behalf of Ahmed Mohamed, a Minor 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

THEBLAZE, INC.; GLENN BECK; 
CENTER FOR SECURITY POLICY; 
JIM HANSON; NW COMMUNICATIONS 
OF TEXAS INC.; BEN FERGUSON; 
BEN SHAPIRO; BETH VAN DUYNE 

Defendants. 

§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 

IN THE JUDICIAL DISTRICT 

DALLAS COUNTY, TEXAS 

162"d DISTRICT COURT 

AFFIDAVIT OF SUSAN E. HUTCHISON 

STATE OF TEXAS 

COUNTY OF TARRANT 

§ 
§ 
§ 

Before me, the undersigned authority, came on to be deposed and under oath stated as 

follows: 

"My name is Susan E. Hutchison. I am over the age of twenty-one and am in all respects 

qualified to make this Affidavit. The information contained herein is within my personal 

knowledge and is true and correct. 

"I am attorney of record for Plaintiff referenced above. 

"Due to the holidays, the American consulate in Qatar is closed, upon information and 

belief, through January 9, 2017. I made several attempts over the holidays, including on January 

3, 2017, to call the embassy but got the message that it was closed. The recorded message did 

AFFIDAVIT OF ATTORNEY Page 1 
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affidavit must be notarized at the embassy because Qatar is not a signatory to the Hague 

convention, there has been no way to obtain a notarized signature. We are seeking a continuance 
' 

through January 16th not for delay only but so that justice 

Further Affiant Sayeth Not. 

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO BEFORE ME, t'tt7 undersi Notary Public, to 
certifY which witness my hand and official seal on this 6 _.- day of "--;1"="'--""'T=-~-• 
2017. 

; t1rf COMMISSION EXPIRES e .wEKRIS11JONES 

• FetxuarY 17,2017 
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