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MITCHELL H. SNOW
Public statements against the sworn record

An evidentiary review of whether Snow has misled the public, the court, or both

Case: Harpole v. Owens, No. 3:26-cv-00556 (M.D. Tenn.)

Prepared: 9 September 2026  ·  osint-desk  ·  case file: influencer-network

Record reviewed: 49 docket entries through Dkt 42  ·  1,827 archived X posts  ·  16 recorded

appearances  ·  21 podcast episodes  ·  2 platform snapshots

Exhibits: 32, bound at the back of this document

Handling: Internal work product. Not for publication. Third-party personal details, the minor child, and the

domestic-violence complainants are excluded throughout. Findings are stated with their strength and their

limits; three of the seven cut in the subject’s favour.
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1. WHAT THIS DOCUMENT IS, AND HOW TO READ IT
This is a comparison exercise. On one side sits everything Mitchell Snow has told a federal court, under

penalty of perjury, in five filings between 10 August and 7 September 2026. On the other sits everything he

has told the public since 18 December 2025: 1,827 archived posts on X, sixteen recorded interviews and

livestreams, and the broadcast that started the case. The question is whether the two accounts describe the

same man and the same facts.

They do not. But the mismatch is not uniform, and a document that pretended otherwise would fail the first

time somebody tested it. So the findings below are sorted by strength, and three of them cut in Snow's

favour. Where the plaintiff's own lawyers have made a false statement, this document says so. Where

Snow's sworn account survives every check, it says that too. The parts of this file that will hold up under

attack are the parts that concede ground.

Reading convention. Every factual assertion carries an exhibit number. Exhibits 1 through 14 are court

filings, reproduced as filed with red call-out boxes and marginal notes; nothing is drawn over the text.

Exhibits 15 through 24 are Snow's own posts, reproduced verbatim with permalinks. Exhibits 25 through 29

are transcript passages. Exhibits 30 through 32 are platform records from GiveSendGo.

2. THE STANDARD: WHAT WOULD ACTUALLY COUNT AS
PROOF
Loose language destroys this kind of work, so four terms are fixed here and used consistently for the rest of

the document.

Misleading the public means making a public statement that is false, or that is literally true but constructed

to leave a false impression. Implication counts. A man who answers "such pictures would be sensational"

when asked whether he has pictures has not lied, but he has misled, and that distinction matters less to a

reader than to a lawyer.

Misleading the court means a false statement of fact in a document signed under 28 U.S.C. § 1746.

Argument in a brief is not testimony; a lawyer or a pro se litigant may characterise facts favourably without

lying. Only the declarations — Dkt 34, 39 and 42 — carry perjury exposure. Everything in Dkt 32, 33, 38 and

41 is advocacy.

A contradiction requires two statements that cannot both be true of the same subject at the same time. A

change of position over time is not a contradiction. A statement that misleads by omission is not a

contradiction. This distinction does most of the work below, and it is why the fundraiser sequence, which

looks damning at first glance, ends up rated lower than a single sentence about watching a podcast.

The burden. He is a defendant. Nothing requires him to prove anything. The only question here is whether

his own statements are consistent with each other.

3. THE SPINE OF THE CASE, IN DATES
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Date Event Source

9 Sep 2025 Snow is at Fort Huachuca, Arizona.
Military police log a bomb-scare
report; he is detained and released.
His presence is not in dispute.

Incident report at ECF 1 p.34

10 Sep 2025 Charlie Kirk is assassinated at Utah
Valley University.

—

8 Dec 2025 A third party emails Candace Owens
recommending Snow. Owens
telephones him that night.

Ex. 1, 5, 27

9 Dec 2025 Owens airs his account on Episode
277 under the pseudonym "Harry
Meyers" and quotes him saying "I
watch your stuff."

Ex. 27

18 Dec 2025 Episode 282. Snow appears under
his own name. Qualified identification
of Harpole at "95 to 99". Owens
announces a fundraiser at 1:07:02,
after his testimony. He signs off at
1:07:48.

Ex. 10, 25, 26

19 Dec 2025 GiveSendGo "For Mitch" created at
23:12:14 UTC. Snow says he wrote
to Owens's organisation the same
day refusing the donations.

Ex. 5, 32

6 Jan 2026 First detailed public inventory of what
he says he photographed: "vehicles,
license plates, drones… Took all in
HD. Lots of zoom."

Ex. 15

8 Jan 2026 Archived platform record: no
recipient registered; $138,864.70
sitting as "available for payout".

Ex. 32

10 Jan 2026 Diligent Denizen interview. Both
phones were in the surrendered
backpack. "No, I wish I had." Also:
"I've watched Candace Owens a few
times."

Ex. 28

14 Jan 2026 "The phones are locked up in safety
deposit."

Ex. 14

30 Apr 2026 Harpole files suit. Dkt 1

2 Jul 2026 Harpole moves to preserve the
devices, citing Snow's posts.

Ex. 12, 13, 14

8 Jul 2026 Every judge in the district recuses.
No outside judge designated to date.
The preservation motion is never
decided.

Dkt 27

11 Jul 2026 "I will release them at a time of my
chosing… no man, no judge, no
president can compel me." Same
post: "we have decided to accept the
fundraiser."

Ex. 19
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Date Event Source

13 Jul 2026 Devices described as sealed in
Faraday bags at the bottom of a
40-foot water channel. "Good luck
trying to litigate a treasure hunt."

Ex. 20

18 Jul 2026 "I never asked for a dime… We are
not asking."

Ex. 21

20 Jul 2026 Served by the Franklin County
Sheriff after months of evasion.

Dkt 29

21 Jul 2026 "Ms. Owens has the GFM. She has
our bank info. When she sends it,
she sends it."

Ex. 22

10 Aug 2026 Files Rule 12(b)(2) motion,
memorandum, and first sworn
declaration.

Ex. 4

31 Aug 2026 Reply brief and supplemental sworn
declaration.

Ex. 5, 8, 9

7 Sep 2026 Conditional anti-SLAPP motion and
third sworn declaration.

Ex. 6, 7, 11

9 Sep 2026 Platform record: still no recipient;
$151,932 raised; donations closed.

Ex. 31

4. THREAD A — WHO CALLED WHOM
This thread exonerates Snow and convicts the plaintiff's brief. It is placed first because it establishes

that this review is not hunting for one outcome.

Snow has sworn twice that Owens contacted him after an audience referral and that he never sought her out

(Dkt 39 ¶¶7-8, Ex. 5; Dkt 42 ¶9, Ex. 6). Harpole's opposition brief says the opposite in its second paragraph:

"On December 8, 2025, Snow initiated contact with Owens to provide her a fabricated narrative" (Ex. 2).

Four independent sources agree with Snow.

1. Harpole's own complaint. Paragraph 140 pleads that Owens "received an email from an unknown

third-party recommending that Owens reach out and speak to Snow." Paragraph 141 pleads that "[t]hat

evening, Owens phoned Snow." Paragraph 146 pleads that "Owens contacted Snow a second time" for

the interview (Ex. 1).

2. The opposition brief cites those very paragraphs for the opposite proposition. Its citation is to

complaint ¶¶36, 127-128 (Ex. 2).

3. Owens, on air, the day after the call: "not even five minutes after this email hit my inbox, I was calling

this person" (Ex. 27).

4. Snow's own interviews, consistently across January, April and May 2026, describing a friend named

Marcy emailing Owens after he had failed to interest two other shows (Ex. 28).

Snow identified the inconsistency himself and cited it by paragraph number (Ex. 3).
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Why the brief probably did it. Personal jurisdiction over Snow in Tennessee requires that Snow reached

into Tennessee. A referral that travels to Owens, and a call placed by Owens, make that much harder to

argue. This is a motivated recharacterisation in advocacy, not sworn testimony, so it is not perjury. It is still a

false statement to a federal court by represented counsel, and it is the kind of thing that damages a plaintiff's

credibility when the other side points at it.

Finding A. Snow told the truth. The plaintiff's brief did not. Anyone using this file to argue
that Snow is a serial liar must account for this thread first, because opposing counsel
certainly will.

5. THREAD B — THE PHOTOGRAPHS
This is the centre of the case for public deception, and the evidence is entirely his own.

5.1 What the material actually was, established on the night of the broadcast

Owens described what Snow sent her, on air, on 18 December 2025:

"[H]e had not sent me the photos that he took that morning on the base. So, he tells a story. I

stepped outside. I got coffee… He was sort of documenting himself while he was on the base. So,

he sends me over all this stuff and I literally was able to confirm with the metadata uh where he was,

exactly wha[t time]…" (Ex. 25)

And, in the same episode, on the crucial limit:

"I can confirm everything with metadata. Um I obviously can't confirm that you saw who you say

you saw." (Ex. 25)

So on day one the material is self-documentation. It proves where Snow was and when. It was never offered

as proof of anyone else's presence, and the broadcaster said so out loud. Snow's identification of Harpole in

the same episode rests on nothing but appearance: mannerisms, a crick in the neck, gait, haircut, at 95 to

99 percent, with the express qualifier "maybe it's not him. Maybe [a] doppelganger" (Ex. 26).

5.2 What he told the public afterwards

Beginning nineteen days later, the description grows.

Date What he published Exhibit

6 Jan 2026 "Photo. Video calls. Video.
Architecture, lobby, dinning area,
parking lot, vehicles, license plates,
drones…. lots of background. Took
all in HD. Lots of zoom."

15

14 Jan 2026 "They are Mrs. Owens' to do what
she will with them. The phones are
locked up in safety deposit."

14
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Date What he published Exhibit

24 Feb 2026 "All photos and videos I took those
days are for Mrs. Owens to use…
Statute of limitations on
conspiracy to murder are forever."

16

27 Mar 2026 "I gave my word and a gift. No take
backs… Even if provided, the photos
would be debated."

timeline

2 Apr 2026 "They took, searched my phones,
returned them… Whats on images
was caught naturally and
unintrusively."

17

23 Apr 2026 Asked directly for "pictures or videos
of Erika Kirk in a hotel lobby": no
denial. "I gave everything to
Candace Owens."

13

11 Jul 2026 "I will release them at a time of my
chosing at a time of most benefit
to me and the nation… no man, no
judge, no president can compel me."

19

13 Jul 2026 Devices in Faraday bags, sealed
box, 40 feet underwater. "Good luck
trying to litigate a treasure hunt that
will expire in 2028."

20

6 Aug 2026 "I keep the number of people flashing
pictures to a very small few."

timeline

12 Aug 2026 "Yes such pictures would be
sensational… The photos you want
are not what is needed."

23

Read as a series, these posts do one thing consistently. They sustain the impression that he holds imagery

capable of proving who was at Fort Huachuca, while never once confirming what any image shows and

never once denying possession. "Lots of zoom" and "license plates" are not descriptions of scenery. "What

is on images" presupposes something being on them. "Such pictures would be sensational" concedes the

premise of the question.

5.3 What he says when an interviewer asks him directly

Four days after the "lots of zoom" post, Snow sat for a three-and-a-half-hour interview and was asked,

plainly, whether he recorded anything at the moment of the sighting.

HOST: "[D]id you at any time between the time you left the building and what you're describing right

now, message your wife, video call, record anything? …did you videotape the cars out there or

anything?" SNOW: "No, I wish I had." HOST: "Did they ask you for your phone?" SNOW: "Uh

actually, I'm sorry about my phones. Now, they were in I put them in with my bag uh as I went in the

first time. So, they were in the top flap of my my backpack, which they had me leave there. So

they they were in possession of those." HOST: "So in the building you left your phones in the

building in the bag." SNOW: "Okay. Yep. Um so yeah, I didn't get to I wish I'd record all this
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stuff." (Ex. 28)

That is dispositive on its own terms. If both phones were inside a backpack in the custody of the building at

the moment the group walked out, there is no photograph of that group. He says as much twice in ninety

seconds.

It is not an isolated slip. In April he said "I wish I had had like a video or somebody with me videotape" the

detention. In May, asked what made him capture images of the people, he answered: "I can say that there

was nothing of intent for me to capture um other people uh intentionally. It wasn't my purpose… but you

know inadvertently things happen, you know, and somebody comes walking around a corner and almost

bumps into you" (Ex. 29). The near-collision he describes is with the woman in the hotel lobby on the 8th,

not the meeting on the 9th.

Asked in April whether the one base-sign photograph Owens actually aired was even his, he answered: "I

don't know if that came from my room or or if it was just like a generic one" (Ex. 29).

5.4 The logic

Two readings survive the full record, and only two.

&bull; Reading 1. The imagery is what Owens described on 18 December: self-documentation of a

trip, plus an accidental hotel-lobby encounter the night before. Nothing depicts anyone he identifies. Under

this reading, every post in the table at 5.2 misled his audience, and the ones about withholding "at a time of

most benefit to me and the nation" misled them about the existence of leverage he does not have.

&bull; Reading 2. He does hold imagery showing identifiable people. Under this reading his

three sworn declarations are incomplete in a way that matters, because the court has been told he made "an

attempted later identification" from observed characteristics and has never been told there is photographic

material.

The record forces Reading 1. It is his own account, given twice, unprompted, in friendly interviews, that the

phones were not in his possession at the moment in question. Reading 2 requires disbelieving him in the

one setting where he had every incentive to claim more.

Finding B. Snow has misled the public about holding photographic proof of who was at
Fort Huachuca, and by his own account no such proof exists. This is the strongest finding
in the file. It rests on his own words in at least four separate settings and does not depend
on any adverse witness.

The one open item. On 31 July 2026 he released, on air, an image he said he had not released before:

"I've got one of the pictures from my phone that a lot of people have been wanting to see." Automated visual

analysis of that segment produced a description that also misidentified the host and the date, so it is not

reliable. Somebody should watch that segment directly. It does not change Finding B, but it should be nailed

down.
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6. THREAD C — WHAT THE COURT HAS AND HAS NOT
BEEN TOLD
Snow has filed three sworn declarations totalling forty paragraphs. Read them for a single word: photograph,

image, video, recording, device, phone, metadata.

The word does not appear. Not in Dkt 34 (Ex. 4), not in Dkt 39 (Ex. 5), not in Dkt 42 (Ex. 6). His

memorandum describes what he did as "an observation, circumstances he found unusual, and an attempted

later identification" (Ex. 7). His reply brief describes him as "responding to an unsolicited source inquiry" (Ex.

8).

Meanwhile the plaintiff went to court specifically about this. The preservation motion of 2 July quotes two of

Snow's posts by name — "gave everything to Candace Owens" and "the phones [plural] are locked up in

safety deposit" — and asks that the devices be preserved (Ex. 12, with the posts at Ex. 13 and 14). Eleven

days later Snow published a description of those devices sealed underwater with the words "good luck trying

to litigate a treasure hunt that will expire in 2028" (Ex. 20).

Is this misleading the court? Not on the strict definition at Section 2. A declaration limited to jurisdictional

facts is not false because it omits something outside its scope, and Dkt 34 expressly limits itself that way

(Ex. 4). No question was put to him that he answered falsely.

But the omission is doing work. The anti-SLAPP motion asks the court to dismiss on the basis that his

account was a bare, qualified, good-faith observation. A court weighing that would want to know that the

same man has spent eight months telling a public audience he holds withheld photographic evidence

bearing on a murder conspiracy. The court has not been told, and because the preservation motion was

never decided, no one has made him answer.

Finding C. Not perjury. A material omission, sustained across three declarations, on the
precise subject the plaintiff asked the court to address. Its significance depends entirely
on Finding B. If there are no photographs of the group, the omission is venial. If there are,
it is not.

7. THREAD D — THE MONEY
This thread looks worse for Snow than it is, and that needs saying before the detail, because the detail is

easy to misread.

7.1 What he swore

Dkt 39 ¶¶10-15 and Dkt 42 ¶¶10-11 (Ex. 5, Ex. 6): he did not request the fundraiser; it was announced after

his interview; on 19 December 2025 he wrote to Owens's organisation refusing the donations; he has never

received any proceeds; after suit he asked GiveSendGo to remove the fund from Owens's control; when the

deadline passed he asked for refunds; residual funds should not benefit him.

7.2 What corroborates it
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&bull; The broadcast timeline he filed himself. First on-air fundraiser mention 1:07:02, after

his testimony; he signs off 1:07:48; Owens expands the announcement at 1:10:07 after he is gone (Ex. 10).

&bull; Owens, on air, 29 December 2025, reading his email: "Thank you so much for raising

money, but I do not want to accept this money from you," and adding "he never asked me to raise money for

him." This is the counterparty confirming the refusal.

&bull; Interviews. 3 January: "I ain't taking a damn cent from Candace." 21 March: "I didn't

ask her for it… Oh, hell no. Thank you, but no, thank you, Miss Owens." 25 April: "I immediately was texting

her going, No, no, no, no, no."

&bull; His posts. 21 July: "we have not recieved donations yet" (Ex. 22). 6 September, to a

donor asking directly: "No. Not yet" (Ex. 24).

&bull; The platform record. Section 8. Nothing has ever been paid out.

7.3 What cuts against him

On 11 July 2026 he published this (Ex. 19):

"Amy and I have decided to accept the fundraiser by Candace Owens. We do so humbly… The

funds will be needed it seems. To bloody these people in court… If anyone else wants us donate,

we humbly accept and promise it to a good cause of counter suits."

Seven days later, on 18 July, he published (Ex. 21):

"I never asked for a dime… We are not asking. We are not begging for people to give us

money."

And on 6 September, six days after swearing to the refund request, he told a donor (Ex. 24):

"I have elected from first notice until now to have the money returned to donors."

7.4 The logic

The sworn sequence and the public record are compatible. He refused in December, accepted in July when

litigation costs became real, then sought refunds in August when the opportunity to hire counsel had passed.

Dkt 39 ¶¶13-14 describes exactly that arc. There is no perjury here, and anyone who claims there is will

lose the argument.

What does not survive is the 6 September statement. "From first notice until now" is false on his own

published record; on 11 July he accepted the fundraiser and solicited additional donations. That is a false

statement to the public about his own history, made six days after he swore to a version of events that,

correctly stated, would not have supported it.

The 11 July and 18 July posts are also irreconcilable with each other as descriptions of his position in that

single week.

Finding D. No sworn falsehood on the money. Two false or irreconcilable statements to
the public, one of them made within a week of the sworn filing. The pattern is a man who
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adjusts his account of his own motives to fit the audience in front of him.

8. THREAD E — WHERE THE $151,932 ACTUALLY IS
This began as an unanswerable question and became a nearly answerable one.

The test. GiveSendGo campaign pages carry a recipient field in their page data. Eleven control

campaigns were fetched across two versions of the site (Ex. 30). In every campaign where anyone had

registered to receive funds — the creator or a third party — the field carries a name, and where the recipient

differs from the creator the page prints "Fundraiser funds will be received by [name]." The only other empty

value in the control set belongs to a campaign that has never raised a dollar.

The result. "For Mitch" has raised $151,932 and has no recipient, in two independent snapshots seven

months apart:

Snapshot Recipient Raised Other

8 Jan 2026,
Wayback
(Ex. 32)

received_by empty, recipient
null

$146,745 available_for_payout: 138,864.70 — the entire
net balance still on the platform

9 Sep
2026, live
(Ex. 31)

recipient null $151,932 donations closed by the owner's toggle

The January capture is the important one, because it is contemporaneous rather than reconstructed and

because it exposes the payout field. On 8 January 2026 nothing had been transferred to anybody.

Why this matters. GiveSendGo's Terms of Service state that "funds will only be disbursed to the verified

Recipient upon successful completion of GiveSendGo's compliance process," and its help documentation

requires a recipient to verify identity, tax ID and a bank account before any transfer can be initiated. With no

recipient, no transfer is possible.

It also corroborates Snow. His sworn ¶13 asked GiveSendGo to take the fund out of Owens's control,

which is what a man who is not the recipient would have to do. His 21 July post says "she has our bank info"

— bank details given to Owens, not to the platform (Ex. 22). Both fit a campaign with no registered recipient.

And it corroborates that no refunds have happened. GiveSendGo has stated publicly that the raised total

falls when donors are refunded or dispute a donation. This total has only risen: about $138,000 in late

December, $146,745 on 8 January, $150,422 in the plaintiff's court filing of 2 July (Ex. 12), $151,932 today.

The limits, stated plainly. Eleven controls on a single day. A recipient could in principle have been set,

paid, and later removed through GiveSendGo support. A pending, unaccepted invitation would also read

null. The unverifiable window is 9 January to 9 September 2026.

Finding E. On the public record, no one — not Snow, not Owens — has ever been
registered to receive this money, and as of 8 January 2026 none of it had moved. Strong
circumstantial proof, not certainty. Certainty requires GiveSendGo's records.
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9. THREAD F — THE ASSASSINATION FRAMING
Snow's sworn Dkt 42 ¶7 (Ex. 6) says he "did not state that Brian Harpole attended an

assassination-planning meeting, knew Charlie Kirk would be killed, participated in planning or carrying out a

killing, or participated in a cover-up."

As to the broadcast, this is true, and his paraphrase defence is well founded. Episode 282 contains the

qualifier, the doppelganger, the 95-to-99 range, and his own express limitation "I obviously didn't know what

was going to happen the next 24 hours" (Ex. 26, Ex. 10). His memorandum lists the five propositions the

episode does not contain from him, and the transcript bears him out (Ex. 7).

Two problems.

First, the sentence has no time limit. It is not confined to Episode 282. On the 8 December call — a call

his own exhibit expressly declines to cover (Ex. 10) — Owens quoted him the next day as saying:

"Canis, I know how these meetings work. These are the meetings that are had ahead of an

operation. Like when an operation is being confirmed, you have these final meetings and they

involve all of the higherups…" (Ex. 27)

She repeated it on Episode 285: "This meeting, this hands-on meeting that looked like mission is on the

table. Let's go. Break. Right before a mission. That's how it was described to me." This is hearsay. Its weight

comes from timing: broadcast the day after the call, five months before any lawsuit, with no motive to invent

it. "Operation" is not "assassination," so this is arguable rather than conclusive.

Second, and more serious: after the broadcast he made the accusation himself.

&bull; 24 February 2026, attaching his claimed photographs to a criminal frame: "All photos and

videos I took those days are for Mrs. Owens to use… Statute of limitations on conspiracy to murder are

forever." (Ex. 16)

&bull; 1 May 2026, in a post whose subject is Harpole suing him: "the crazy people in this world

who have blood on their hands are realizing their Judgement day is close." (Ex. 18)

&bull; 3 August 2026, a long post placing the Vice President's chief of staff "at Ft. Huachuca,

on SAM702, at UVU when Charlie was killed, at the Timp Hospital with Charlie's head of security" —

Harpole being the head of security.

None of this is Owens. It is Snow, in his own voice, months after he left her studio, and it is precisely the

implication his filings tell the court he never made.

Finding F. The sworn denial is accurate for the broadcast and arguable for the 8 December
call. It does not describe what he published himself between February and August 2026.
His whole anti-SLAPP defence rests on the separation between his qualified tip and
Owens's conclusions. His own posts collapse that separation.
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10. THREAD G — THE CLEAN SWORN CONTRADICTION
Dkt 39 ¶3 (Ex. 5), sworn 31 August 2026:

"Before Candace Owens discussed my circumstances on Episode 277 of her program on December

9, 2025, I had not watched episodes of her program."

Two sources contradict it.

1. Owens, on Episode 277 itself, 9 December 2025, quoting the call of the previous night: "He said,

'You know, I watch your stuff and I can't believe that you got this email.'" (Ex. 27)

2. Snow himself, 10 January 2026, describing the moment the referral was made: "And you know, I've

watched Candace Owens a few times. You know, she's great lady." (Ex. 28)

The second is the one that matters. It is not hearsay, it is not adversarial, and it is not ambiguous. It is Snow,

in his own voice, seven months before he swore the opposite.

Why it is small in substance and large in consequence. Whether he had watched her show changes

nothing about the merits. It is his one sworn statement flatly contradicted by his own recorded words. In a

case where the anti-SLAPP motion asks a judge to accept his declarations at face value, a demonstrated

inaccuracy in one of them is worth more than its subject matter suggests.

The fair caveat. "I had not watched episodes" against "I've watched a few times" is the kind of gap that can

be sloppiness rather than deceit, and a declarant might reconcile them by distinguishing casual clips from

episodes. That defence exists. It is thin, because ¶3's purpose in the declaration is to establish that he came

to Owens with no knowledge of her programme or her disputes.

Finding G. One direct contradiction of a sworn statement, corroborated by Snow's own
recorded voice. The single most citable court-facing finding in this file.

11. AN OBSERVATION ON THE FILINGS THEMSELVES
Snow appears pro se. His filings contain Bluebook-form citations, correct pinpoint cites to a March 2026

decision of the same district, a November 2025 Tennessee Court of Appeals slip opinion, a structured Erie

and Rules Enabling Act argument, and an accurate identification of an internal inconsistency in the plaintiff's

pleading by paragraph number (Ex. 3).

On 1 May 2026, the day after the complaint was filed and three months before he filed anything, he posted a

compressed but accurate description of the jurisdictional defence he would eventually run: suing him in

Tennessee when "I live in Washington state" using "a lawyer from Florida thats not licensed to practice in

Tennessee" (Ex. 18).

This is not improper. Pro se litigants may use form books, drafting software, or unpaid help. It is recorded

because the case file elsewhere characterises him as an unrepresented man with no assets and no lawyer,

and the filings do not read that way. It also bears on the fundraiser: he told the public the money was needed

for counsel he never retained.
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12. FINDINGS, RANKED BY WHAT THEY WILL SURVIVE

# Finding Directed at Strength Best exhibits

B Publicly claimed photographic proof of
who was at Fort Huachuca; by his own
account no such proof exists

Public Very strong — his own
words, four settings, no
adverse witness

15, 17, 19, 23 vs 28, 29, 25

G Swore he had not watched Owens's
programme; his own recorded voice says
he had

Court Strong — one direct
sworn contradiction,
corroborated twice

28, 27 vs 5

E No recipient ever registered on the
fundraiser; nothing paid out as of 8 Jan
2026

neutral Strong circumstantial 32, 30, 31

F Published the assassination framing
himself after the broadcast, contrary to the
thrust of his sworn denial

Both Moderate to strong —
his posts are
unambiguous; the sworn
sentence is arguably
broadcast-limited

16, 18 vs 6, 7

D Two false or irreconcilable public
statements about the money, one six days
after the sworn filing

Public Moderate — not perjury;
the sworn sequence holds

19, 21, 24 vs 5

C Three sworn declarations omit the
photographic material entirely while the
plaintiff litigates over it

Court Moderate — omission,
not falsehood; significance
depends on Finding B

4, 5, 6, 7 vs 12, 13, 14, 20

A The plaintiff's brief misstates who initiated
contact; Snow's sworn account is correct

Plaintiff Very strong 1, 3, 27 vs 2

13. WHAT THIS FILE DOES NOT ESTABLISH
State these before anyone else does.

1. Not perjury on the money. The sworn fundraiser sequence is consistent with the public record. Do not

claim otherwise.

2. Not a fabricated presence. Snow was at Fort Huachuca on 9 September 2025. A military police report

puts him there. The plaintiff's own footnote suggesting he "likely never visited" is unsupported and cuts

against the plaintiff's theory (Ex. 2).

3. Not a disproved identification. Whether the man he saw was Brian Harpole is unresolved here.

Harpole says travel records place him in Dallas. That has not been tested in this file.

4. Not proof the photographs do not exist. Finding B is that there is no photograph of the group he

identifies, on his own account. He may hold trip photographs. The 31 July on-air release is unverified.

5. Not a resolved question about the money's location. Strong circumstantial evidence, not certainty.

Only GiveSendGo's records close it.

6. Not a claim about his military service. Unresolved and deliberately excluded.
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7. Timestamps in transcript exhibits are estimates. The transcript tool returns caption text without

timing data, so interview timestamps are proportional estimates, accurate to roughly three to five

minutes on long streams. Verify against the video before using one in a filing. The words themselves

are verbatim.

14. WHAT WOULD CLOSE THE REMAINING GAPS
1. Watch Black Line Brief Episode 199 at approximately 2:14:00 to 2:27:00 and record what the

released image actually shows. Cheapest, highest-value item outstanding.

2. Subpoena GiveSendGo LLC for the campaign's recipient and transfer history. Closes Thread E

completely. Harpole's counsel already sought fundraiser discovery (Dkt 37 p.13).

3. Get the 19 December refusal email into the record. It is sworn to but has never been filed by either

side.

4. Docket-monitor for designation of an out-of-district judge, then for rulings on the preservation motion

(Dkt 24), the Rule 12(b)(2) motion (Dkt 32), and the anti-SLAPP motion (Dkt 41). Harpole's response to

Dkt 41 is due around 22 September 2026.

5. Identify the audience member who referred Snow to Owens. Named in the complaint only as "an

unknown third-party." Snow's interviews name a friend, "Marcy Torres." Unexamined in every filing.

6. Re-capture the GiveSendGo page weekly. Any drop in the raised total means refunds have begun.

15. METHOD AND CHAIN OF CUSTODY
Court record. CourtListener docket 73271589 (RECAP), 49 entries, complete through Dkt 42. PDFs at

documents/harpole_v_owens/. Snow's filings are image-only with no text layer; they were rendered at 200

dpi and OCR'd with Tesseract, and every quotation used in this document was verified against the rendered

page image rather than the OCR text. Page images at exports/snow_report/pages/.

X timeline. 1,827 posts from @Ft_Banana_Snow captured 6 September 2026, covering 1 August 2025 to 6

September 2026, at collected/x_timeline_ft_banana_snow/posts.jsonl. The account had 1,857 posts at

capture. Post exhibits are verbatim transcriptions from that capture with live permalinks; they are not

screenshots, because no browser session was available in this environment. Two posts appear as genuine

screenshots because plaintiff's counsel filed them in court (Ex. 13, 14).

Transcripts. Sixteen YouTube items and 21 Candace Owens episodes at collected/transcripts/. Web

captures at collected/web_captures/.

Platform records. GiveSendGo fetched through the project's rate-limited client. Live capture and the sole

Wayback capture archived at exports/snow_mtd_exhibits/. Policy pages at

exports/snow_mtd_exhibits/givesendgo_policy/.

Not retrievable. Rocky Mountain Oyster interview of 18 August 2026 (unarchived live stream, no captions).

Teresa Bruce stream of 10 September 2026 (had not aired). Seven of the nine documented X Spaces have
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no recording; the inventory is at notes/SNOW_X_SPACES_INVENTORY.md.

Supporting files. notes/SNOW_MTD_VERIFICATION.md (claim-by-claim filing verification),

notes/sweep/batch_A_transcripts.md, batch_B_transcripts.md, batch_C_owens_and_web.md,

entities/mitch-snow.md, notes/SNOW_ANOMALIES_AND_OWENS_EXPOSURE.md.

16. EXHIBIT INDEX
Court filings, annotated

# Document Date Subject

1 Complaint p.62 30 Apr 2026 ¶¶140-141: Owens phoned Snow

2 Opposition p.2 (Dkt 37) 24 Aug 2026 "Snow initiated contact"

3 TPPA memorandum p.3 (Dkt 41) 7 Sep 2026 Snow cites the pleading against itself

4 Declaration p.1 (Dkt 34) 10 Aug 2026 Jurisdiction facts, sworn

5 Supplemental declaration p.2 (Dkt
39)

31 Aug 2026 Contact and money, sworn

6 TPPA declaration p.2 (Dkt 42) 7 Sep 2026 The disclaimer of Owens's theory, sworn

7 TPPA memorandum p.7 (Dkt 41) 7 Sep 2026 Sections D, E, F

8 Reply p.1 (Dkt 38) 31 Aug 2026 Denies initiating contact

9 Reply p.3 (Dkt 38) 31 Aug 2026 Fundraiser chronology

10 Exhibit A p.2 (Dkt 33-1) 10 Aug 2026 Episode 282 timestamps

11 TPPA memorandum p.2 (Dkt 41) 7 Sep 2026 Questions presented

12 Preservation motion p.5 (Dkt 24) 2 Jul 2026 GiveSendGo total; the phones

13 Snow post, filed as Dkt 24-1 23 Apr 2026 "I gave everything to Candace Owens"

14 Snow post, filed as Dkt 24-2 14 Jan 2026 "The phones are locked up in safety deposit"

Snow's X posts, verbatim with permalinks

# Date Subject

15 6 Jan 2026 "license plates… Took all in HD. Lots of zoom"

16 24 Feb 2026 "Statute of limitations on conspiracy to murder are forever"

17 2 Apr 2026 "Whats on images was caught naturally"

18 1 May 2026 "blood on their hands"; previews the jurisdiction defence

19 11 Jul 2026 Withholding "at a time of my chosing"; accepts the fundraiser

20 13 Jul 2026 Devices sealed underwater

21 18 Jul 2026 "I never asked for a dime… We are not asking"

22 21 Jul 2026 "She has our bank info. When she sends it, she sends it"
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# Date Subject

23 12 Aug 2026 "Yes such pictures would be sensational"

24 6 Sep 2026 "No. Not yet"; "from first notice until now"

Transcripts

# Source Date Subject

25 Candace Ep 282 18 Dec 2025 What the metadata actually proved

26 Candace Ep 282 18 Dec 2025 The qualified identification

27 Candace Ep 277 9 Dec 2025 "I watch your stuff"; "ahead of an operation"

28 Diligent Denizen 10 Jan 2026 Phones in the backpack; "No, I wish I had"

29 Black Line Brief 25 Apr / 2 May
2026

"nothing of intent… to capture other people"

Platform records

# Source Subject

30 GiveSendGo, 11 controls The recipient-field control test

31 GiveSendGo live 9 Sep 2026: null recipient, $151,932, closed

32 GiveSendGo via Wayback 8 Jan 2026: null recipient, $138,864.70 unpaid

Prepared as internal work product. Findings are stated with their strength and their limits. Sections 4

and 13 exist because a file that only argues one way is not evidence, it is advocacy, and it breaks

the first time it is tested.
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EXHIBITS 1 – 32
Court filings are reproduced as filed. Red boxes mark the passage under discussion; every analyst note sits in the margin outside the page so that no annotation covers

filing text. Post exhibits are verbatim transcriptions from the archived timeline with live permalinks. Exhibits 13 and 14 are genuine screenshots because plaintiff’s counsel

filed them in court.
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[home address redacted]
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[email redacted]
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[campaign withheld - private individual] [private individual] [name]

[campaign withheld - private individual] [private individual] [name]

[campaign withheld - private individual] [private individual] [name]

[campaign withheld - private individual] [private individual] [name]

[campaign withheld - private individual] [private individual] [name]

[campaign withheld - private individual] [private individual] [name]

[campaign withheld - private individual] [private individual]

[campaign withheld - private individual] [private individual] [name]

[campaign withheld - private individual] [private individual] [name]

[campaign withheld - private individual] [private individual] [name]

"funds will be received by [name]"
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