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21.pdf

Part A — Filing Date April 21, 2025 at 7:48 AM (e-file stamp)

Part A — Page Count 110 pages

Part A — File Size 6,230,036 bytes (6.23 MB)

Part B — Filing Date April 28, 2025

Part B — Documents Filed 61 files across 50 docket indexes (135-184)

Part B — Total Pages 8,075

Part B — Total Size 934,103,533 bytes (~934 MB)

Database ibfmjtwahkwqzcmeyqii (us-west-2)

Series Position Report 8 of 10 — Third content-analysis report (follows Reports 5, 6)

Verification Sources MCRO DB (Tier C), Reports 1-7 (Tier A), 49+ forensic reports (Tier A),

filed exhibits (Tier B)

IMPORTANT DISCLAIMER

This report presents a content analysis of two filing events in case 27-CR-23-1886: (1) the 110-page Petition to
Proceed as Pro Se Counsel filed April 21, 2025 (docket index 133), and (2) the 61-file, 8,075-page evidence
filing on April 28, 2025 (docket indexes 135-184). Factual claims in the petition are extracted and tested
against the MCRO forensic database, the 49+ forensic report library, and primary source documents.

This report does not allege fraud, assign intent, or draw legal conclusions. It does not evaluate the legal merits
of the petition’s arguments or predict whether it would have been granted. It evaluates whether the petition’s
factual assertions are accurate according to independently verifiable evidence and documents the
characteristics of the filings that were before the court when the 4th Rule 20.01 evaluation was ordered on April
29, 2025. All database queries are SELECT-only and reproducible via the SQL in the Appendix.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

On April 21, 2025 — eighteen days after Judge Koch found him competent and four days after Judge
Hudleston’s first hearing on the case — Matthew Guertin filed a 110-page Petition to Proceed as Pro Se
Counsel. The petition is organized into eleven Roman-numeral sections with three attached exhibits (totaling
60 pages of the 110), cites 53 case law authorities and 9 statutes, contains 53+ footnotes with hyperlinked
URLSs, and presents a structured legal argument for discharge of counsel and self-representation grounded in
Faretta v. California, 422 U.S. 806 (1975).
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Seven days later, on April 28, 2025, Guertin filed 61 documents across 50 docket indexes (135-184), totaling
8,075 pages and approximately 934 MB. This is the largest single-day filing event in the entire MCRO corpus
by a factor of six. The next largest single-day filing by any other case in the corpus is 10 documents totaling 12
pages. One day after the April 28 filing, Judge Hudleston ordered a 4th Rule 20.01 competency evaluation.

This report extracts 35 testable factual claims from the pro se petition’s original 50-page body (the three
attached exhibits are analyzed in prior reports: Exhibit A in Report 3; Exhibit B in Report 5; Exhibit C in Report
6). The results:

Classification Count Percentage

Verified True 24 68.6%
Partially True / Context-Dependent 5 14.3%
Unverifiable from Available Data 5 14.3%
Verified False 1 2.9%
Internally Contradictory 0 0.0%
TOTAL TESTABLE CLAIMS 35 100%

The petition’s factual accuracy rate (68.6% verified true, 82.9% including partially true) is consistent with and
slightly higher than the Motion to Dismiss analyzed in Report 6 (66.7% verified true, 81.0% including partially
true). The single verified-false claim is the same date imprecision identified in Report 6: stating the competency
finding occurred “in March 2025” when the hearing was March 5 but the order was filed April 3.

The most significant finding of this report is not the accuracy rate of any individual claim but the aggregate
picture of what was before the court on April 29, 2025. By the morning of that hearing, the case docket
contained 173 documents totaling 11,072 pages, including a 50-page motion to dismiss with a 66.7% verified
claim rate, a 110-page pro se petition with a 68.6% verified claim rate, 266 pages of discovery fraud exhibits
with 259 embedded forensic comparison images, and approximately 8,075 pages of MCRO forensic evidence
compilations. The court ordered a 4th competency evaluation of the person who produced this body of work.

METHODS

Part A: The 110-page petition PDF was text-extracted and read in its entirety. The document consists of
approximately 50 pages of original petition text (Sections I-XI) plus three attached exhibits: Exhibit A (January
2025 email thread, ~32 pages), Exhibit B (Koch competency order, 4 pages), and Exhibit C (Motion to Dismiss,
50 pages, but filed with its own page numbering overlay). Because the three exhibits have been analyzed in
prior reports (Report 3 for the email evidence, Report 5 for the Koch order, and Report 6 for the Motion to
Dismiss), this report focuses its claims extraction on the petition’s original body text. Claims that merely restate
findings already tested in prior reports are noted as cross-references rather than re-tested.

Part B: The April 28 filing batch was inventoried via SELECT queries against the children table for case 27-CR-
23-1886 with filing_date = ‘2025-04-28'. Metadata properties (creator tool, create date, page count, file size)
were extracted for all 61 files. Content categories were classified by filename pattern and exhibit letter
designation. Corpus-level comparisons were computed across all 4,251 documents in the MCRO database.

Verification tiers: Tier C (MCRO forensic database, SELECT-only), Tier A (49+ forensic reports and Reports 1—
7 in this series), Tier B (primary court documents, transcripts, email exhibits). Tables used: children,
parents_case_events, parents_case_events_judicial_officers, parents_charges,
parents_attorneys_defense_active, parents_attorneys_defense_inactive.
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FINDINGS
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PART A: The Pro Se Petition (April 21, 2025)

Finding 1: Document Forensic Profile

Background

This finding establishes the digital forensic properties of the petition as recorded in the MCRO database.

Findings
Filename
Filing Date
Filing Type
Docket Index
Page Count
File Size

Doc SHA256

XMP Create Date
XMP Metadata Date
Last Modified
Creator Tool
Producer

E-File Date

MSIP Labels
Signatures
Revision Count
Tracking Fonts

Embedded Objects

Significance

133__ Defendants-Petition-to-Proceed-as-Pro-Se-Counsel__ 2025-04-21.pdf
2025-04-21

Petition to Proceed as ProSe Counsel

133

110

6,230,036 bytes (6.23 MB)

4600c6¢1fd63e82f2d4db8848c817b19a12dfdd521b02131a3281945adc5675
d

2025-04-21 14:22:50 UTC (9:22 AM CDT)

2025-04-21 14:22:50 UTC (9:22 AM CDT)

2025-04-21 14:25:50 UTC (9:25 AM CDT)

(none — PyPDF2 assembly)

PyPDF2; modified using iText® 7.1.16 (MN Judicial Branch)
2025-04-21 (e-file stamp: 7:48 AM)

None

1 (MCRO Watermark only, 99.74% coverage)

3

None (tracked_flag = false)

16 TTF fonts, 4 PNG images, 1 PFA font

The metadata profile is consistent with a multi-part document assembled using PyPDF2 (the same tool used
for the February 28 exhibit filings and the Motion to Dismiss). The creation timestamp (9:22 AM CDT) and the
e-file stamp (7:48 AM) show a discrepancy that likely reflects the difference between the PDF assembly time
and the e-filing system’s timestamp. The document carries no MSIP labels and no tracking fonts, consistent
with non-institutional authorship. The four embedded PNG images are consistent with images of document
headers or screenshots embedded in the exhibit pages. The 16 TTF fonts indicate multiple typefaces were
used, consistent with a document that incorporates attached exhibits with their own formatting.

Finding 2: Structural Analysis

Background
This finding documents the petition’s organizational structure, legal citations, and overall scope.

Findings
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The petition is organized into eleven major sections spanning approximately 50 pages of original text plus
approximately 60 pages of attached exhibits:

ﬂ

Introduction Faretta right; relief sought; description of forced circumstances

Il Relevant Background 2-7 Subsections A—E: counsel obstruction, new evidence, counsel’s willful
and Facts blindness

11} Knowing, Intelligent, 7-11 Standard competency/waiver elements demonstrated point by point
and Voluntary Waiver
of Counsel

Y, Breakdown of Attorney- 11-16 Subsections A—E: failure to investigate, sabotage at hearing, non-
Client Relationship communication, discovery fraud, counsel of record only

\% The Judicial Paradox: 16-20 Subsections A—F: logical analysis of court’s contradictory positions

Competency Finding
vs. Denial of Voice

VI Truth-as-Psychosis 20-22 Analysis of the strategy of treating factual claims as evidence of mental
illness
VIl Objection to Form 11 22-25 Subsections A-D: HIPAA concerns, petition as waiver, McKaskle rights
VIl Formal Record of April 25 Request for transcript of April 17 hearing
17 Hearing
IX Exhibits Attached 25-27 Descriptions of Exhibits A, B, and C
X Prayer for Relief 27-29 Five specific requests: self-representation, motion acknowledged, counsel

discharged, clarification, other relief
Xl Conclusion 29-30 Closing argument and signature block

The petition cites approximately 53 case law authorities (including Faretta v. California, Strickland v.
Washington, Brady v. Maryland, Hazel-Atlas Glass Co., Mapp v. Ohio, Giglio v. United States, and Pate v.
Robinson), 9 Minnesota statutes and rules (including Minn. R. Crim. P. 5.04, 20.01, and 1.04; Minn. Stat. 8§
611.19, 611.26; and Minnesota Rules of Professional Conduct 1.2, 1.4, 1.6, 1.7, and 1.16), and includes 53+
footnotes with hyperlinked URLSs to primary sources. The three attached exhibits total approximately 60
additional pages: Exhibit A (email thread), Exhibit B (Koch order), and Exhibit C (Motion to Dismiss with its own
page numbering overlay showing pages 1-50).

Significance

The petition demonstrates standard legal motion organization: facts, followed by legal argument with
supporting authority, followed by prayer for relief. Its use of Roman-numeral sections, sub-lettered arguments,
footnoted case citations with URLS, and cross-references to docket indexes follows conventional legal briefing
practice. The Section V analysis (“The Judicial Paradox”) presents a structured logical argument with six sub-
sections (A-F), each addressing a different scenario the court might take and its implications. This level of
anticipatory legal reasoning is an observable document characteristic relevant to the competency context.

Finding 3: Claim-by-Claim Verification

Background

Every testable factual claim in the petition’s original body (Sections 1-XI, excluding the three attached exhibits
which are analyzed in Reports 3, 5, and 6) was extracted, categorized, and evaluated against the three
evidence tiers. Legal arguments, rhetorical characterizations, and case law citations were excluded from the
testable claims registry. Claims that restate findings already tested in prior reports are cross-referenced with
the verification result.

Findings
Category A: Procedural and Case History Claims
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P-02

P-03

P-04

P-05

P-06

P-07

P-08

P-09

P-10

2-3

Case has been pending over
two years

Case remained ‘dormant’ for
entirety of 2023 and 2024 due
to R20 process

Contested competency
hearing on March 5, 2025

Court issued order April 3,
2025 finding Defendant
competent (Index 127)

Counsel told court they
disagreed with competency
finding at April 17 hearing

Counsel told court they would
not pursue Motion to Dismiss

Motion to Dismiss filed at
Index 131, authored pro se

Court would not consider
motion because “represented
by counsel who does not
agree”

Three sets of evidentiary
exhibits filed at Indexes 128,
129, 130

Rule 20 evaluations were “at
the State’s behest”

MCRO | Pro Se Petition & Evidence Filing Blitz — Report 8 of 10

I S

DB: Charges filed Jan 24, 2023; petition filed Apr
21, 2025 = 2 years 87 days. Accurate.

DB: Two incompetency findings (Jul 2023, Jan
2024) suspended proceedings. Case dormant
during commitment periods. Accurate
characterization.

DB: Hearing Held In-Person event confirmed
March 5. Report 4 documents full hearing.

DB: Found Competent event and Order-Other at
docket 127, Koch, April 3. Report 5 confirms.

Report 7: Donnelly stated “That doesn’t mean that
we concur with the ruling.” Confirmed.

Report 7: Donnelly stated “We have not filed that
motion. We have not adopted that motion.”
Confirmed.

DB: Docket index 131, filing_type = Motion to
Dismiss, filed Apr 16 by Matthew David Guertin.
Report 6 confirms content.

Report 7: Hudleston declined to address pro se
motion while defendant had counsel. Confirmed.

DB: All three confirmed at docket indexes 128
(153pp, Apr 10), 129 (46pp, Apr 14), 130 (36pp,
Apr 14).

DB: All R20 orders were court-initiated. First by
Norris (Jan 2023), second by Klein (Nov 2023),
third by Askalani (Oct 2024). Court-ordered, not
prosecution-filed. Technically imprecise framing.

Category B: Defense Counsel Conduct Claims

I S

PARTIALLY TRUE

P-12

P-13

P-14

P-15

P-16

12

15

Counsel denied Defendant
“any meaningful advocacy
since their appointment”

Defendant sent “detailed
emails” to counsel in January
2025 outlining legal strategy

Counsel “neither filed the
proposed motion nor
meaningfully responded”

Donnelly stated he “disagreed
with the finding that Defendant
is competent” at April 17
hearing

Carpenter “insisted that
discovery was not a big deal in
Minnesota courts”

Counsel stayed on case rather
than withdraw, preventing

Report 3: Zero defense counsel docket filings
Feb—Apr 2025. Zero email responses to discovery
fraud evidence. However, counsel did appear at
hearings and represent Guertin at March 5
hearing. Overstated.

Report 3: EML-A registry confirms January 2025
email thread. Content included case law citations
and strategy proposals. Confirmed.

Report 3: Zero defense counsel filings Feb—Apr
2025 (DB-confirmed). CVA-09. Confirmed.

Report 7, Claim D-04: Donnelly stated “That
doesn’t mean that we concur with the ruling.”
Confirmed.

Referenced in email evidence and petition. Not
directly quoted in authenticated emails available.
The January emails show Carpenter engaging but
not in terms matching this specific
characterization.

DB: Carpenter and Donnelly remain listed as
active defense attorneys through entire period. No
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VERIFIED TRUE

VERIFIED TRUE

VERIFIED TRUE

VERIFIED TRUE

VERIFIED TRUE

VERIFIED TRUE

VERIFIED TRUE

VERIFIED TRUE

VERIFIED TRUE

PARTIALLY TRUE

VERIFIED TRUE

VERIFIED TRUE

VERIFIED TRUE

UNVERIFIABLE

VERIFIED TRUE



Defendant from speaking for
himself
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motion to withdraw filed. Accurate.

Category C: Competency and Evaluator Claims

I S

P-18

P-19

P-20

P-21

P-22

20

20

20

16—
17

Series of Rule 20 competency
evaluations conducted

Cranbrook did not interview
Guertin

Rogstad report metadata
author = GuzmanC

Evaluations relied on his
claims as evidence of mental
iliness

Court has “no reason to doubt”
competency after April 3
finding

Competency found “in March
2025"

DB: 4 R20 orders confirmed (Jan 2023, Nov 2023, VERIFIED TRUE
Oct 2024, Apr 2025). Three completed

evaluations. Report 1 documents all four cycles.

Cranbrook Fact Check (Part 3): Zero hours direct =~ VERIFIED TRUE
clinical contact. Diagnosis based on record review

only. Confirmed.

Rogstad Fact Check (Part 1): Metadata VERIFIED TRUE

Author/Creator = GuzmanC. Confirmed.

All three Fact Check reports confirm: Rogstad VERIFIED TRUE
labeled patent claims as ‘delusional,” Milz cited
discovery concerns as clinical evidence,
Cranbrook classified as ‘paranoid beliefs.’
Confirmed.

Koch'’s order is operative and unreversed. No new VERIFIED TRUE
clinical evidence or R20 report filed between Apr

3 and Apr 21. Legally accurate statement.

Hearing was March 5; ORDER filed April 3. VERIFIED FALSE
Conflation of hearing date with order date. Same

error as Report 6 claim G-07.

Category D: Discovery and Evidence Claims

o o e e

P-24

P-25

P-26

pP-27

12—

13

13

14

Discovery fraud exhibits filed
at Indexes 122-125 on
February 28, 2025

Email titled “My Discovery
Fraud Analysis is Complete”
sent to counsel Feb 20, 2025

No reply received from
defense counsel to discovery
fraud email

Discovery included images
with “falsified metadata, aspect
ratio anomalies, OneDrive
inconsistencies”

Motion to Dismiss has 56
footnotes and 78 hyperlinks

DB: All four confirmed. Report 2: 266 pages, 64.6  VERIFIED TRUE

MB, 259 embedded images.

Report 3: Email #35, SHA-256 verified. CVA-01. VERIFIED TRUE

Confirmed.

Report 3: 42-day silence confirmed. CVA-07. VERIFIED TRUE

Confirmed.

Report 2: OneDrive provenance and ggilbertson VERIFIED TRUE
username confirmed. Report 3: Van Guilder email

DKIM-authenticated from hennepin.us. Aspect

ratio methodology documented in exhibits 122—

124. Confirmed as claimed in filings.

Report 6: Confirmed 42 footnotes in body text PARTIALLY TRUE
plus additional exhibit footnotes. Total hyperlink
count not precisely verified at 78 but in the correct

range. Substantially accurate.

Category E: Legal Process and Constitutional Claims

I S

P-29

P-30

16

Right to self-representation
established in Faretta v.
California, 422 U.S. 806
(1975)

Four felony charges pending:
one count 609.66.1a(a)(3) and
three counts 609.667(3)

Minn. R. Crim. P. 20.01
requires evaluations only upon

Correct citation. Faretta established the VERIFIED TRUE
constitutional right of a defendant to self-

representation. Standard legal authority.

DB: parents_charges confirms 4 charges with VERIFIED TRUE
exact statutes. Report 4, Report 6 both verify.

Confirmed.

Accurate statement of the standard. Rule 20.01 VERIFIED TRUE

Subd. 1 requires that competency be raised when
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“a showing of reason to doubt”
competence

P-31 10 Defendant worked in
entertainment technology
including stage design for

Coachella

P-32 10 Defendant holds US Patent

11,577,177
P-33 25 April 17 hearing appeared to
proceed without a court
reporter

P-34 17 Koch order is at Index 127

P-35 6 All evidence in Indexes 128—
130 was “served upon defense
counsel or otherwise made

available”

Finding 4: Verification Summary
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there is “reason to doubt.”

Referenced in testimony (Report 4, G-19). Not
independently verifiable from MCRO database.
Classified UNVERIFIABLE in Report 4.

InfiniSet report: Confirmed. Patent assigned to
InfiniSet, Inc.

DB: Transcript (Index 134) was subsequently filed
April 23, 2025 by Maya Funk, Official Court
Reporter. A reporter was present. Claim is
inaccurate but understandable in context: the
filing of the petition preceded the transcript filing.

DB: docket_index = 127 confirmed. Report 5
confirms.

Not independently verifiable from available data.
Petition asserts service; no return of service in
docket.

UNVERIFIABLE

VERIFIED TRUE

PARTIALLY TRUE

VERIFIED TRUE

UNVERIFIABLE

Independently confirmed by DB, reports, or primary documents

Verified True 68.6%
Partially True 5 14.3%
Unverifiable 5 14.3%
Verified False 1 2.9%
Internally Contradictory 0 0.0%

Cross-Report Comparison

Core fact accurate but framing or precision differs from evidence

Cannot be tested with available data

March vs. April competency order date (same error as Report 6)

m Total Claims _ Verified True | VF Rate ——

Motion to Dismiss (Report 6)
Pro Se Petition (Report 8) 35

March 5 Testimony (Report 4)

31 (Guertin)

28 (66.7%) 81.0%
24 (68.6%) 82.9%
19 (61.3%) 77.4%

2.4%
2.9%

0.0%

The “VF Rate” column shows Verified True plus Partially True, representing the proportion of claims with a
confirmed factual core. Across three separate documents produced by Guertin over a 46-day period (February
28 testimony through April 21 petition), the verified-true rate ranges from 61.3% to 68.6% and the combined
factual-core rate ranges from 77.4% to 82.9%. The false rate remains below 3% across all three. The single

verified-false claim in both the petition and the motion is the same date imprecision.

Finding 5: Competency-Relevant Observations

Background

This finding documents observable characteristics of the petition that are factually relevant to the competency
question raised eight days later. These are document properties, not clinical assessments.

Findings

(Observation __________Assessment

Correctly identifies case participants by
name and role?

identified with accurate role descriptions.

Page 7

Yes. Koch, Hudleston, Hamid, Carpenter, Donnelly, Rivers, Rogstad, Milz,
Cranbrook, Norris, Askalani, Klein, Borer, Mercurio, and others all correctly



Correctly cites docket index numbers?

Correctly references statutes and case
law?

Correctly describes procedural history?

Demonstrates awareness of applicable
legal standards?

Organizational structure coherent?
Cross-references internal exhibits?

Anticipates counter-arguments?

Factual accuracy rate?

Significance
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Yes. Indexes 122-125, 127, 128-130, 131, 133, and others cited accurately
and verified against database.

Yes. 53 case law authorities cited with proper format (case name, reporter
citation, year). 9 statutes/rules cited with correct subdivision references. 53+
footnotes with hyperlinked URLSs.

Substantially yes. One date imprecision (March vs. April for competency
order). All other procedural dates and sequences verified.

Yes. Faretta waiver standard, McKaskle standby counsel framework,
Strickland/Cronic ineffective assistance tests, Brady materiality standard,
Barker speedy trial factors, and Rule 20 competency requirements all cited
with appropriate application.

Yes. 11 sections, logical progression from facts to legal argument to relief, with
sub-lettered arguments within major sections.

Yes. Systematic use of “see Index [X], attached Exhibit [Y]” throughout. Three
exhibits properly identified and described.

Yes. Section V (Judicial Paradox) presents six scenario analyses (A-F)
addressing each possible court response to the petition. Section VII addresses
Form 11 objections preemptively.

68.6% verified true; 82.9% with confirmed factual core. One date error (2.9%).
Consistent with Reports 4 and 6.

The petition was produced by someone who correctly identifies every named case participant and their role;
accurately cites procedural history across a complex multi-year, multi-judge case; demonstrates familiarity with
constitutional law, Minnesota criminal procedure, and professional responsibility rules; organizes arguments in
a structured legal format with anticipatory counter-argument analysis; and makes factual claims that are
independently verified at a rate of 68.6% (82.9% including partial). This document was filed 8 days before the
same author was ordered into a 4th competency evaluation.
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PART B: The April 28 Evidence Filing Blitz

Finding 6: Filing Inventory and Volume

Background

On April 28, 2025 — one day before the April 29 hearing — Guertin filed 61 documents across 50 docket
indexes (135-184) into the case docket. This finding catalogs the filing and places it in corpus context.

Findings
Metric Value
Filing Date April 28, 2025
Total Files 61 (some docket indexes have both ORIGINAL_SOURCE and PyPDF2
versions)
Distinct Docket Indexes 50 (135-184)
Total Pages 8,075
Total File Size 934,103,533 bytes (~934 MB)
Filing Type (all) Other Document
Filer (all) Matthew David Guertin
Minimum Pages (single doc) 5 (Exhibit-C, Exhibit-D, Exhibit-G)
Maximum Pages (single doc) 775 (Exhibit-J2: 2020-2021 MCRO Register of Actions)
MSIP Labels 0 of 61
Documents with Signhatures 50 (MCRO Watermark); 11 ORIGINAL_SOURCE files lack signatures

Corpus Context

The April 28 filing is the largest single-day filing event in the entire MCRO corpus by every metric. The
comparison:

27-CR-23-1886 (Guertin) 2025-04-28 8,075
27-CR-23-1886 (Guertin) 2025-05-29 21 911
27-CR-23-1886 (Guertin) 2024-05-15 14 469
27-CR-23-1886 (Guertin) 2024-05-10 11 488
27-CR-21-3797 (other case) 2023-10-13 10 12
27-CR-21-13752 (other case) 2023-03-21 7 9
27-CR-19-22615 (other case) 2023-12-20 7 9

The four largest single-day filing events in the entire corpus all belong to case 27-CR-23-1886. The largest
single-day filing by any other case is 10 documents totaling 12 pages. The April 28 event exceeds the next-
largest filing in any other case by a factor of 6.1x in document count and 672.9x in page count.

Finding 7: Content Category Classification

Findings

The 61 files across 50 docket indexes can be classified into the following categories based on filename
patterns and exhibit letter designations:
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Rule 20.01 Court K1-K14  135-142, 167- 4+ ~1,027 Multi-part compilation of Rule 20.01 orders from MCRO
Orders 173 corpus
Finding of L1-L5 143-144, 146, 5+ ~626 Compilation of incompetency orders across cases
Incompetency 149, 156
Orders
Returned Mail M1-M4 150, 152-154 4 ~233 Physical evidence: returned court mail envelopes
Scans
MCRO Register of  J1-J3 174-176 6 ~1,620 Full docket printouts for MCRO seed cases (2017—2023)
Actions
Carpenter Email U1-ue6 179-184 12 ~775 Defense counsel communication records
Evidence
MCRO Data A-H 147-148, 151, 8 ~80 Al-produced forensic analysis reports
Analysis Reports 159-160, 162,
164, 166
Court Document N, O, P, = 155, 157-158, 7+ ~956 Finding orders, e-filed complaints, pro se petitions,
Compilations Q,R,S, 161,163, 177- specific case files
T 178
Affidavits — 141, 145 2 ~58 Attempted assassination affidavit; judicial simulation
affidavit
Intercepted Malil | 165 1 9 Letter interception documentation

Significance

The filing is not a random document dump. It is organized into lettered exhibit series (A through U) with multi-
part subdivisions for large document sets. The largest components are systematic compilations of court orders
from across the MCRO corpus: Rule 20.01 orders, incompetency findings, and full docket printouts. The
Carpenter email evidence (Exhibits U1-U6) comprises the most pages of any single exhibit series and appears
to be a comprehensive compilation of the defense counsel communication record. The MCRO data analysis
reports (Exhibits A—H) are shorter documents containing Al-assisted forensic analyses of database patterns.

Finding 8: Metadata Analysis

Findings
S T
Writer (LibreOffice 7.3) 2,657 Evidence compilations with embedded court documents
(none — PyPDF2 assembly) 32 5,418 PyPDF2-assembled documents and ORIGINAL_SOURCE

cairo files

The LibreOffice Writer documents share a uniform creation timestamp of 2025-04-28 10:26:08 UTC (5:26 AM
CDT), indicating they were generated in a batch process. The PyPDF2 documents have staggered creation
times spanning from 16:30 to 18:30 UTC (11:30 AM to 1:30 PM CDT), consistent with individual assembly and
filing. Eleven files carry an ORIGINAL_SOURCE suffix in their filename, paired with PyPDF2-assembled
versions at the same docket index; these appear to be the raw source files (produced by cairo 1.16.0,
consistent with browser-to-PDF export) alongside court-watermarked versions.

Finding 9: Timeline Significance

Findings

The April 28 filing occurred one calendar day before the April 29 hearing. The earliest creation timestamps on
the April 28 batch are 10:26 UTC (5:26 AM CDT); the latest are 18:30 UTC (1:30 PM CDT). The April 29
hearing was noticed for 11:00 AM.
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This means the prosecution, defense counsel, and the court had at most 21 hours between the last filing
timestamp and the hearing start time to review 8,075 pages of filed material. In practice, effective review time
would have been substantially less given the filing occurred outside business hours (the LibreOffice batch was
created at 5:26 AM CDT).

Whether any party reviewed any of this material before the April 29 hearing is testable against the hearing
transcript (Report 9). The volume alone makes comprehensive review implausible in the available timeframe.
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COMBINED ANALYSIS

Finding 10: Cumulative Engagement Assessment (April 16-28)

Findings
In the 12-day window from April 16 through April 28, 2025, Guertin produced and filed the following:
Date Filing Pages | Content
Apr 16 Motion to Dismiss (Index 131) 50 11-section legal brief with 42+ footnotes, 66.7%
verified claim rate
Apr 21 Pro Se Petition (Index 133) 110 11-section petition + 3 exhibits, 53 case citations,
68.6% verified claim rate
Apr 28 MCRO Evidence Filing (Indexes 135- 8,075 61 files across 50 indexes: court order compilations,
184) email evidence, forensic analyses, docket records
TOTAL — 8,235 64 documents across 52 docket indexes in 12 days

This output was produced by a person who had been found competent 13 days earlier by Judge Koch, and
who would be ordered into a 4th competency evaluation 1 day after the final filing. The 8,235 pages include a
50-page legal brief independently verified at 66.7% factual accuracy, a 110-page legal petition verified at
68.6% factual accuracy, and approximately 8,075 pages of organized evidentiary exhibits with lettered series
designations and systematic content categorization.

Finding 11: What Was Before the Court on April 29, 2025

Findings
As of the morning of April 29, 2025, the case docket contained the following inventory:

Institutional filings (complaints, orders, ~485 Various judicial officers, prosecutors, reporters
transcripts, notices)

Discovery fraud exhibits (Indexes 122— 4 266 Guertin (Feb 28, 2025)

125)

Exhibit lists (Indexes 128-130) 3 235 Guertin (Apr 10-14, 2025)
Motion to Dismiss (Index 131) 1 50 Guertin (Apr 16, 2025)

Pro Se Petition + exhibits (Index 133) 1 110 Guertin (Apr 21, 2025)

April 17 Hearing Transcript (Index 134) 1 15 Court Reporter (Apr 23, 2025)
MCRO Evidence Filing (Indexes 135— 61 8,075 Guertin (Apr 28, 2025)

184)

Prior pro se filings (2024) ~44 ~1,836 Guertin (various 2024 dates)

TOTAL (all documents through Apr 173 11,072 —
29)

This is the information environment in which Hudleston ordered the 4th Rule 20.01 evaluation. The docket
contained 173 documents totaling 11,072 pages, including two independently verified legal briefs (Reports 6
and 8), 266 pages of forensic discovery analysis with 259 embedded comparison images, and approximately
8,075 pages of organized evidence compilations filed one day prior.

Report 7 documented that at the April 17 hearing, Hudleston received NONE-level information on five of eight
major case topics and FULL information on zero. Whether the April 28 filings altered that baseline is testable
against the April 29 hearing transcript (Report 9). The volume of material filed between the two hearings was
8,235 pages.
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LIMITATIONS & ALTERNATIVE EXPLANATIONS

The claims extraction covers the petition’s original body text (Sections 1-XI). The three attached exhibits are
analyzed in Reports 3, 5, and 6 respectively and are not re-verified here. Claims that appear in both the petition
body and the attached Motion to Dismiss are counted once.

The April 28 filing inventory is based on database metadata. The content of each document was not
individually reviewed for this report; classification is based on filename patterns and exhibit letter designations.
Some documents may contain content that overlaps with or duplicates other filings.

The petition’s rhetorical characterizations (e.g., “conspiracy of commitment,” “truth-as-psychosis,” “judicial
gaslighting”) are excluded from the testable claims registry. These are the author’s interpretive framing and are
not independently verifiable as factual assertions.

The observation that the petition demonstrates legal sophistication is a factual characterization of the
document, not a clinical opinion about the author's mental state. Competency is a legal and clinical
determination that this report does not make.

The “8,075 pages” figure for the April 28 filing includes both ORIGINAL_SOURCE and PyPDF2 versions of the
same documents at 11 docket indexes. Counting unique docket-index content only, the figure would be
approximately 5,800-6,200 pages. The 8,075 figure reflects what the database records as the total page count
of all filed documents.

The corpus comparison relies on the MCRO database’s filing_date field. If other cases have filing events not
captured in the database (e.g., cases outside the 9,146-case corpus), the “largest single-day filing”
characterization applies to the corpus, not necessarily to all Hennepin County cases.

Defense counsel may have had legitimate professional reasons for not adopting the Motion to Dismiss that
they chose not to articulate on the record. The petition’s characterization of counsel’s conduct as “obstruction”
is the author’s framing; this report documents the docket record (zero defense filings Feb—Apr 2025) and the
hearing record (counsel’s stated disagreement) without adopting either party’s characterization.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR INDEPENDENT VERIFICATION

All database-verified claims in this report can be reproduced using the SQL queries in the Appendix against the
MCRO PostgreSQL database (project ID: ibfmjtwahkwgzcmeyqii).

The petition should be independently obtained from the Hennepin County court filing system to verify against
the text extraction used here.

The April 28 filing inventory can be independently verified by downloading documents at docket indexes 135—
184 from the public docket and comparing page counts and file sizes against the Appendix SQL output.

A content-level review of the April 28 filings would strengthen the classification in Finding 7. The current
classification is based on filename patterns; direct document review would confirm content categories.

The cross-report comparison of factual accuracy rates (Reports 4, 6, and 8) should be extended to Report 9
(April 29 hearing) when produced, enabling a cumulative accuracy profile across all testable documents and
testimony in the crisis sequence.
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APPENDIX | REPRODUCIBLE SQL QUERIES

Al — Pro Se Petition Metadata
SELECT filename, filing_date, filing_type, pdf_page_count, size_bytes, metadata__xmp_create_date,

metadata__xmp_creator_tool, metadata__xmp_producer, metadata__msip__has_msip_flag,
signatures__has_signature, tracking__tracked_flag, case_event__docket_index,
case_event__filing_party_name, doc_sha256, evidence_uid FROM children WHERE case_uid = 'case:27-cr-23-

1886' AND case_event__docket_index = 133;

A2 — April 28 Filing Inventory

SELECT filename, filing_date, filing_type, pdf_page_count, size_bytes, metadata__xmp_create_date,
metadata__xmp_creator_tool, case_event__docket_index, case_event__filing_party_name FROM children
WHERE case_uid = 'case:27-cr-23-1886' AND filing_date = '2025-04-28' ORDER BY
case_event__docket_index;

A3 — April 28 Aggregate Statistics

SELECT COUNT(*) as total_files, COUNT(DISTINCT case_event__docket_index) as distinct_indexes,
SUM(pdf_page_count) as total_pages, SUM(size_bytes) as total_bytes FROM children WHERE case_uid =
'case:27-cr-23-1886"' AND filing_date = '2025-04-28';

A4 — Corpus Single-Day Filing Comparison

SELECT c.case_uid, cr.case_id, c.filing_date, COUNT(*) as docs_filed, SUM(c.pdf_page_count) as
total_pages FROM children c¢ JOIN case_registry cr ON c.case_uid = cr.case_uid GROUP BY c.case_uid,
cr.case_id, c.filing_date HAVING COUNT(*) > 5 ORDER BY COUNT(*) DESC LIMIT 10;

A5 — Cumulative April 16-28 Filing Volume

SELECT filing_date, COUNT(*) as docs, SUM(pdf_page_count) as pages FROM children WHERE case_uid =
'case:27-cr-23-1886"' AND filing_date BETWEEN '2025-04-16' AND '2025-04-28' GROUP BY filing_date ORDER
BY filing_date;

A6 — Creator Tool Distribution (April 28)

SELECT COALESCE(metadata__xmp_creator_tool, '(none)') as creator_tool, COUNT(*) as doc_count,
SUM(pdf_page_count) as total_pages FROM children WHERE case_uid = 'case:27-cr-23-1886' AND filing_date
= '2025-04-28' GROUP BY metadata__xmp_creator_tool ORDER BY doc_count DESC;

A7 — Total Documents as of April 29, 2025

SELECT COUNT(*) as total_docs, SUM(pdf_page_count) as total_pages FROM children WHERE case_uid =
'case:27-cr-23-1886"' AND filing_date <= '2025-04-29';

A8 — Signature Detail for Pro Se Petition

SELECT signer_name, sign_time_cst_cdt, field_name, sig_subfilter, coverage_pct,
edits_after_sig_flag, rev_count FROM children_signatures_full_report WHERE evidence_uid =
'evidence:27-cr-23-1886:4600c6c1fd63e82f' ORDER BY sig_index;

A9 — Embedded Objects for Pro Se Petition

SELECT object_type, COUNT(*) as obj_count FROM children_objects WHERE evidence_uid = 'evidence:27-cr-
23-1886:4600c6c1fd63e82f' GROUP BY object_type ORDER BY obj_count DESC;

A10 — Charge Verification

SELECT charge_json__charge_name, charge_json__statute, charge_json__level_of_charge,
charge_json__offense_date FROM parents_charges WHERE case_uid = 'case:27-cr-23-1886"';
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