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FORM 7A PAGE 2       

  Claim No. 

REASONS FOR CLAIM AND DETAILS 

Explain what happened, including where and when. Then explain how much money you are claiming or what 
goods you want returned.  

If you are relying on any documents, you MUST attach copies to the claim. If evidence is lost or unavailable, you 
MUST explain why it is not attached. 

What happened? 
Where? 
When? 
 

 

See attached Schedule "A".  
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Court File No.: 

 

ONTARIO  

 

SUPERIOR COURT OF JUSTICE 

(SMALL CLAIMS COURT) 

 
BETWEEN: 

 

CARYMA SA’D 

Plaintiff 

-and- 

 

ERICA IFILL 

Defendant 

 

 
 

PLAINTIFF’S CLAIM 
 

 
 

1. The Plaintiff, Caryma Sa’d (“Sa’d”), claims as follows: 

 

(a) General damages in the amount of $35,000 for defamation and loss of reputation 

and invasion of privacy; 

 

(b) Pre-judgment interest pursuant to section 128 of the Courts of Justice Act, R.S.O. 

1990, c. C.43, as amended; 

 

(c) Post-judgment interest pursuant to section 129 of the Courts of Justice Act, 

R.S.O. 1990, c. C.43, as amended; 

 

(d) Costs of this action pursuant to the Rules of the Small Claims Court and the 

Courts of Justice Act, L.R.O. 1990, c. C.43; and 

 

(e) Such other relief as this Honourable Court deems just.  
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Parties 

 

 

2. Sa’d is a brown Indo-Palestinian and Muslim lawyer and member in good standing 

of the Law Society of Ontario. Her law practice includes appearances before Ontario 

provincial courts, the Superior Court of Justice, the Divisional Court, and various 

administrative tribunals. 

 

3. Sa’d is an emerging media personality. She has been featured by mainstream outlets 

including Associated Press, BlogTO, BNN Bloomberg, Canadian Press, CBC News, CBC 

Radio-Canada, Canadian Lawyer, Canadian Press, CityNews Toronto, CNN, CP24, CTV 

News, FOX News, Global News, Globe and Mail, Law Times, Lawyer’s Daily, Ming Pao, 

NEWSTALK 1010, NOW Magazine, Reuters, RT (Russia Today), Sing Tao, Toronto Star, 

TVO, VICE News, and Yahoo News.  

 

4. In addition to media appearances, Sa’d creates and produces her own original 

content. She uses social media to publish commentary and satire on a range of contemporary 

issues. Her content includes comics, photographs, videos, parody songs, and writing.  

 

5. Sa’d is most active on Twitter, where she has roughly 44,000 followers on a public 

account under the handle @CarymaRules. She also has profiles on Instagram, Facebook, and 

LinkedIn, with a combined following of approximately 30,000 accounts on these platforms.  

 

6. The Defendant, Erica Ifill, is an individual who resides in the City of Ottawa, in the 

Province of Ontario. At all material times, the Defendant was a columnist with The Hill 

Times and actively publishing comments and statements on Twitter under the handle 

@wickdchiq.  Her account has approximately 18,000 followers.  
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Background 

 

7. This claim relates to defamatory statements made by the Defendant that harm 

Sa’d’s professional reputation and impugn her character. On or about August 24, 2022, the 

Defendant instigated and encouraged an online smear campaign against Sa’d by making 

disparaging comments and inflammatory accusations on Twitter. The Defendant continued 

to pillory Sa’d until it crystallized into the tortious activity described herein. 

 

8. Sa’d has attended political rallies and events across Ontario to observe and 

document goings-on since 2020. Sa’d’s coverage involves gonzo journalism, in that she 

occasionally inserts herself into the story as a protagonist.  

 

9. Sa’d is outspoken about controversial issues. She is targeted with online and real-

world harassment by partisans on all sides of the political spectrum for expressing her views.  

 

10. Sa’d experienced a major uptick in online harassment throughout November 2022. 

 

11. On November 21, 2022, Sa’d temporarily protected her tweets which rendered her 

content invisible to non-followers. The Defendant’s handle @wickdchiq was not following 

@CarymaRules at the time and could neither directly view nor interact with Sa’d’s tweets.  

 

12. On November 22, 2022, Sa’d came across a tweet by the Toronto Metropolitan 

University School of Journalism (@JournalismTMU) promoting an upcoming panel about 

“Online Harassment Targeting Women Journalists.” The attached graphic included names 

and images for each of the scheduled panelists: Vicky Mochama, Kiran Nazish, Hazel 

Woodrow, Angela Misri, and the Defendant.  
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13. Sa’d registered to attend the panel. 

 

14. On November 22, 2022, at 4:10 PM EST, Sa’d quote tweeted @JournalismTMU. 

She remarked that each of the panelists were paired with a headshot, except Hazel Woodrow 

whose accompanying image was the Canadian Anti-Hate Network (CAHN) logo. Sa’d 

raised questions about transparency in journalism, particularly with respect to writers at 

CAHN. Sa’d did not make any reference to the Defendant whatsoever.  

 

15. The Defendant somehow obtained access to Sa’d’s protected tweets.  

 

16. On November 22, 2022, at 7:14 PM EST, the Defendant, armed with screenshots 

of Sa’d’s protected tweets, falsely accused Sa’d of targeting women for violence and 

avoiding accountability by locking her account. The Defendant tweeted dozens of times 

about Sa’d for the remainder of the night and throughout the following day.  

 

17. The Defendant’s cyberbullying campaign against Sa’d is ongoing. Her tweets 

(hereinafter the “Libellous Statements”) are publicly accessible to all, whether one has a 

personal Twitter account or not. As of the issuing of this Statement of Claim, such tweets 

remain online. 

 

18. On November 23, 2022, Sa’d served the Defendant with a Notice of Libel. 

Notwithstanding this precautionary measure, Sa’d takes the position that tweets do not fall 

within the meaning of “broadcast” under the Libel and Slander Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. L. 12. 
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Libellous Statements 

 

19. The Defendant communicated to her followers and anyone seeing her tweets of and 

concerning the Plaintiff under the handle @wickdchiq, words which are defamatory, 

including the following words: 

 

November 22, 2022, at 7:14 PM EST 

 

Why is this such a thing to @CarymaRules? Probably because women don’t want to be 

targeted for violence especially by other women who use them for clout chasing. 

 

Also isn’t she actually targeting @antihateca IRL? 

 

Stop giving attention and money to someone so craven 

 

[…] 

 

November 22, 2022, at 7:29 PM EST 

 

Anyone who can lob the shit she does and have her tweets protected so she doesn’t have to 

face the consequences is not the “ally” you think she is. She can troll and prey on people 

without accountability GTFOH 

 

[…] 

 

November 22, 2022, at 7:40 PM EST 

 

I don’t know why a progressive or liberal or even centrist would follow, praise, donate 

and/or support this woman in any way. Basically you’re supporting a lefty who is supported 

by the far right. I’m insulted as someone targeted by the far right why y’all would support 

her 

 

[…] 

 

November 22, 2022, at 7:44 PM EST 

 

I’m insulted as someone who does the work that this woman gets praised for the 

performance of doing the work. NEVER invite me to anywhere she is. I won’t do any sort 

of media or anything with her. And I’m glad she hasn’t been invited to anything I’ve been 

at  

 

[…] 
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November 23, 2022, at 12:21 AM EST 

 

Thread on Caryma’s terrible character [links thread by @mzfitzzz] 

 

 February 8, 2022, at 5:47 PM EST via @mzfitzzz 

 

A lot of new followers who seem confused by an issue we educate on, we thought 

we'd provide clarity on Caryma Sa'd (@/carymarules) putting bounties on, doxing, 

stalking, harassing & abusing her powers as a lawyer to maliciously go after 

marginalized people who criticize her       

 

[…] 

 

November 23, 2022, at 10:11 AM EST 

 

White people in my mentions defending Caryma tells me everything. They’re white and 

know no better and want to tell a Black woman who is more real on the anti-racism/anti-

fascism front. The motherfucking caucasity is real 

 

[…] 

 

November 23, 2022, at 10:13 AM EST 

 

How would they know? They’re here to be taught about this stuff but want to defend a 

woman who doxxed communities of colour and still feel they’re the arbiter of who is 

legitimate. This tells me they’ve learned nothing of the assumption of power they have in 

our communities 

 

[…] 

 

November 23, 2022, at 10:18 AM EST 

 

And that is the point. As long as someone is treating our communities like shit for the right 

wing they are supportive of that person of colour. They will attack anyone who gets in the 

way of that project. So of course Caryma is their favourite she’s doing their dirty work 

 

[…] 

 

November 23, 2022, at 10:33 AM EST 

 

Caryma is a plant for white supremacy and I’m taking note of the people, 99% who are 

white, are on my mentions telling me shit like I don’t know what right wing violence looks 

like personally. Caryma is our Hershel Walker who will say and promote whatever white 

supremacy wants  
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20. In addition to the tweet from November 23, 2022, at 12:21 AM EST being 

defamatory itself, the text incorporated by reference via quote tweet constitutes an adoption 

or endorsement of the defamatory words contained in the quote tweet. The combined tweet 

and quote tweet published by the Defendant is a publication and/or republication of the 

defamatory material.  

 

21. The Libellous Statements contain serious false allegations against the Plaintiff in 

their plain and ordinary meaning or by virtue of the surrounding circumstances which give 

the words a defamatory meaning or by innuendo, in that they:  

 

(a) Falsely allege the Plaintiff targets women for violence; 

 

(b) Falsely allege or imply the Plaintiff receives material support from the far-right; 

 

(c) Falsely allege or imply the Plaintiff takes direction from the far-right; 

 

(d) Falsely allege or imply the Plaintiff does not produce any valuable work; 

 

(e) Falsely allege or imply the Plaintiff is unworthy of distinction, acclaim, or 

financial support, particularly in respect of her media coverage; 

 

(f) Falsely allege the Plaintiff is of terrible character; 

 

(g) Falsely allege the Plaintiff puts bounties on people; 

 

(h) Falsely allege the Plaintiff stalks people; 

 

(i) Falsely allege the Plaintiff harasses people; 
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(j) Falsely allege the Plaintiff abuses her powers as a lawyer;  

 

(k) Falsely allege the Plaintiff targets her marginalized critics; 

 

(l) Falsely allege or imply the Plaintiff publishes private information about 

communities of colour; 

 

(m) Falsely allege or imply the Plaintiff is racist or intolerant, particularly as against 

persons of colour;  

 

(n) Falsely allege or imply the Plaintiff is a plant or dupe for white supremacy; 

 

(o) Falsely allege that the Plaintiff is worthy of shame, ridicule, social rejection and 

ostracization;  

 

(p) Invite others to endeavour to deprive the Plaintiff of financial support and other 

opportunities; and 

 

(q) Invite others to attack, shame, ridicule and harass the Plaintiff. 

 

 

22. The Plaintiff put the Defendant on notice that her Libellous Statements were false 

and defamatory and that she should retract and apologize for making them. 

 

23. The Defendant refused to retract her Libellous Statements and instead intensified 

her campaign of cyberbullying as against the Plaintiff.  
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24. In addition to the defamatory statements outlined above, the Defendant made the 

statements and republications listed on Schedule “A” which this Honourable Court should 

consider when assessing aggravated, exemplary, and punitive damages. 

 

Defamation 

 

25. The Defendant’s Libellous Statements are defamatory in their entirety as they state, 

in their plain and ordinary meaning or by virtue of the surrounding circumstances, which 

give the words a defamatory meaning and/or innuendo, that the Plaintiff is racist, violent, 

and dishonest. 

 

26. The Defendant knew when the defamatory statements were made that they would 

falsely and maliciously imply that the Plaintiff is racist, violent, and dishonest. 

 

27. The allegations, on their face or by way of innuendo, are defamatory, as they tend 

to lower the Plaintiff in the estimation of reasonable people and, in particular, would cause 

the Plaintiff to be regarded with feelings of hatred, contempt, ridicule, fear, or dislike. 

 

28. The Libellous Statements published by the Defendant are completely and 

absolutely false, defamatory, and libellous of the Plaintiff. The Defendant has defamed and 

libelled the Plaintiff in her character, honesty, sincerity, and integrity. 

 

29. The Defendant knew or ought to have known that the Libellous Statements, posts 

and comments were false, that they were detrimental to the Plaintiff and that they would 

cause such damage. Alternatively, the Defendant knowingly and recklessly disregarded the 
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falsity of these words and disregarded the effect and impact that such Libellous Statements 

would have on the Plaintiff. 

 

30. The Defendant authored the impugned Libellous Statements, posts, and comments 

containing the Libellous Statements and is liable for their publication. 

 

Republication  

 

31. The Libellous Statements were replied to, shared and/or liked by the Defendant’s 

followers, causing the Libellous Statements to be further propagated on Twitter and beyond. 

 

32. The social media shares constitute republication for which the Defendant is liable. 

The republication by others online was the natural and probable result of the Defendant’s 

publication. The Defendant condoned and encouraged the republication of her Libellous 

Statements by allowing them to remain visible on Twitter and by failing to have them 

removed in a timely manner once notified by the Plaintiff, and by further inviting others to 

comment and share them throughout their networks.  

 

33. The Defendant in fact sought out and encouraged others to seek and destroy the 

Plaintiff. The actions of others were therefore the direct and probable result of the 

Defendant’s actions, for which she is liable.  

 

34. The Plaintiff intends to hold the Defendant responsible for any and all 

republications of the Defendant’s defamatory tweets. 
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False Light and Invasion of Privacy 

 

35. The Defendant knowingly, with the intention to cause harm, and without lawful 

justification placed the Plaintiff in false light by publicly making each and every statement 

as detailed in paragraph 19 herein above, with the meanings as pleaded in paragraph 21 

herein above. 

 

36. The Defendant’s statements placed the Plaintiff in a false light, given that they accuse 

her of inter alia, racism, white supremacy, violence against women, and other beliefs widely and 

rightfully denounced by Canadian society.  

 

37. In particular, the Defendant’s false statements as detailed in paragraph 17 herein above, 

to the effect that the Plaintiff is a plant for white supremacy is deliberately misleading and a 

public misrepresentation of the Plaintiff’s actions.  

 

38. A reasonable person would find it highly offensive to be publicly misrepresented by 

the false statements as detailed in paragraph 19, herein above.  

 

39. The Defendant either knew that her numerous statements were false or acted in reckless 

disregard of the falsity of the statements. The Defendant knew, or should have known, that the 

effect would be to place the Plaintiff in a false light.  

 

40. As such, the Defendant is liable for the torts of invasion of privacy and publicly placing 

the Plaintiff in a false light.  
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Damages 

 

41. The actions of the Defendant contributed to a vicious and protracted online 

harassment campaign against the Plaintiff. 

 

42. The Libellous Statements have caused and will cause the Plaintiff considerable 

reputational damage, including in respect of her career as a lawyer, and in harming her by 

negatively impacting media engagement and public speaking opportunities.  

 

43. The Plaintiff has lost business opportunities because of the Defendant’s actions. 

 

44. The Plaintiff has been subjected to intense scrutiny and public shame by the 

community at large because of the Defendant’s false allegations. 

 

45. As a result of the defamatory words contained in the Libellous Statements, posts, 

and comments, the Plaintiff has suffered personal embarrassment and loss of reputation.  

 

46. The Plaintiff holds the Defendant liable for all damages flowing from her actions. 

 

Malice 

 

47. The Defendant’s conduct was malicious, oppressive, and high-handed, and 

constituted a marked departure from ordinary standards of decent behaviour.  

 

48. The Defendant is animated by hatred and jealousy of the Plaintiff.  

 

49. The strategic posting of defamatory statements was specifically intended by the 

Defendant in order to cause maximum damage to the Plaintiff. The Defendant knew or ought 
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to have known that the impact of the defamatory statements would affect the Plaintiff’s 

ability to have her work received in good faith. 

 

50. The Defendant intentionally misrepresented facts relating to the Plaintiff in order 

to suit her own narrative, and in order to gain attention and increase her public profile as a 

columnist and podcast host. 

 

51. All the foregoing warrants an award of aggravated and/or punitive damages 

substantial enough to serve as condemnation of the Defendant’s reckless attack on The 

Plaintiff’s character. 
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