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STATE OF MINNESOTA DISTRICT COURT
COUNTY OF HENNEPIN FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT
State of Minnesota, Court File No. : 27-CR-23-1886
Plaintiff, DEFENDANT’S EMERGENCY

MOTION TO STAY AND

VS. VACATE APRIL 29, 2025
RULE 20.01 COMPETENCY

Matthew David Guertin, ORDER
Defendant. Judicial Officer: Sarah Hudleston

TO: THE HONORABLE SARAH HUDLESTON, JUDGE OF DISTRICT COURT,;
MARY F. MORIARTY, HENNEPIN COUNTY ATTORNEY; AND
MAWERDI HAMID, ASSISTANT HENNEPIN COUNTY ATTORNEY

I. STATEMENT OF RELIEF REQUESTED

Defendant Matthew David Guertin, appearing pro se, respectfully moves this Court, on
an emergency basis, for entry of an order that:
1. Immediately stays enforcement of the Court’s April 29, 2025

(a) “Order for Evaluation of Competency to Proceed (Rule 20.01)” (Index 187) and

(b) “Order for Appointment of Forensic Navigator” (Index 188);

2. Vacates those April 29 orders in their entirety;

3. Quashes and recalls every subpoena, medical-records request, authorization, or other
disclosure instrument issued—or to be issued—under the April 29 orders;

4. Expedites disposition of this motion by (a) setting an oral hearing within five (5) business
days of filing or, if the Court declines to hold a hearing, (b) issuing a written ruling within the

same five-day period; and

5. In the alternative, if the Court declines to vacate the April 29 orders, certify under Minn.

R. Crim. P. 28.03 the following doubtful question of law to the Minnesota Court of Appeals:
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Whether a district court may order a Rule 20.01 competency evaluation absent any new
factual basis, and for the stated purpose of assessing the legal arguments advanced in a
defendant’s motion to dismiss.

A | Grounds for Emergency Relief

e The April 29 orders contradict Judge Koch’s unappealed April 3 2025, written finding
that Mr. Guertin is competent to proceed.

* They were entered in retaliation for Mr. Guertin’s constitutionally protected motion
practice, as the Court acknowledged on the record (1. 17:6-17).

* They expose him to imminent, invasive, and unlawful psychiatric intrusion and
disclosure of privileged medical information.

Enforcement therefore creates irreparable harm that cannot be remedied by a conventional post-

judgment appeal.

B | Preservation of Appellate Remedies

If the Court does not grant the stay and vacatur—or certify the question—within five (5)

business days, Mr. Guertin will seek immediate appellate intervention by:

* Filing a petition for an extraordinary writ under Minn. R. Civ. App. P. 120, together with
a motion for stay under Minn. R. Civ. App. P. 108; and

* Renewing his request that the district court certify the question of law pursuant to Rule
28.03.
C | Related Motion

A companion “Motion to Confirm Pro Se Status and Discharge Counsel” is filed
simultaneously and incorporated by reference. If either motion is denied, or not ruled on within

the five-day window, Defendant will proceed with the appellate measures outlined above.

II. INTRODUCTION

This case presents a fundamental and irreconcilable contradiction at the heart of Mr.
Guertin’s competency proceedings. On April 29, 2025, the Court itself extolled Mr. Guertin’s
extraordinary intellectual and technical capabilities. Judge Sarah Hudleston lauded him as “an
extremely intelligent person” with patented, “really amazing” technology, the author of

“Al[-]written, detailed legal memoranda,” possessing skills that “surpass 99.9 percent of the
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population.” (see Tr. 4:7-12) Yet this praise stands in direct conflict with the very premise used to
strip Mr. Guertin of his autonomy: a March 10, 2023 Rule 20.01 evaluation (see Index 28, p. 116)
that diagnosed him with “Unspecified Schizophrenia Spectrum and Other Psychotic Disorder”,
portraying him as delusional, grandiose, and incapable of rational thought. Dr. Jill Rogstad’s
report — the foundational document justifying Mr. Guertin’s alleged incompetency — claimed he
displays “prominent delusional beliefs” that large corporations are conspiring to steal his
patented invention and harm him (see Index 28, p. 121), and it characterized his reasoning as
“unclear, irrational” and rooted in implausible falsehoods. In other words, the official record
paints Mr. Guertin as a psychotic fantasist, even as this Court’s own words acknowledge his

intellectual acumen and legal prowess at a level that eclipses virtually the entire population.

This internal inconsistency is untenable. If Judge Hudleston’s assessment of Mr. Guertin’s
abilities is genuine (and it was stated on the record in open court), then the foundational Rule
20.01 finding of incompetence cannot simultaneously be true — it is either fatally discredited or at
least severely undermined by the Court’s prima facie observations. Conversely, if Dr. Rogstad’s
2023 conclusions were accurate, then the Court’s glowing pronouncement is inexplicable and its
new order predicated on a logical impossibility. The judiciary cannot have it both ways. Mr.
Guertin cannot be, at once, a defendant of exceptional intellect who produces sophisticated legal
work and a defendant so irrational that he cannot be permitted to speak for himself. By the
Court’s own logic, either the Rule 20.01 process has been predicated on a false narrative, or the
April 29, 2025 ruling continues a legal fiction. Either scenario renders the April 29 order infirm.
A judicial finding that a man is “extremely intelligent” and fully capable of articulating detailed
legal arguments (see Ir. 4:7-12) inherently negates any prior determination that the same man
cannot rationally understand his case or communicate coherently. The contradiction cuts to the

core of due process and fair proceedings.

This is more than mere irony; it is a profound violation of Mr. Guertin’s constitutional rights. The
logical schism between the Court’s recent statements and the earlier competency finding
implicates Mr. Guertin’s Sixth Amendment right to self-representation (see Faretta v.
California), his due process right to a fair and consistent adjudicative process, and the principle
of Brady v. Maryland that the State may not secure a conviction (or continued restraint of a
defendant) through false or misleading evidence. If the engine of the Rule 20.01 process is built

on a lie, it must be halted. The Court’s own words prove that something is deeply amiss: either
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the competency proceedings to date have been invalid, or the new order is logically and legally
insupportable. In either case, fundamental fairness demands that the April 29, 2025 order be
stayed and vacated. Mr. Guertin cannot be forced to endure further deprivations of liberty and
autonomy under a competency framework that has collapsed under the weight of its own

contradictions.

III. KEY CONTRADICTIONS AND DISTORTIONS

The record in this case is rife with factual distortions and inconsistencies that underscore
the breakdown of the Rule 20.01 competency narrative, now punctuated by the Court’s
diametrically opposed assessments of Mr. Guertin. Notable contradictions and distortions

include:

A | Fraudulent Psychiatric Evaluations vs. Reality

The Rule 20.01 evaluations presented to this Court were engineered to support a foregone
conclusion of incompetence. They were ostensibly “independent” assessments, but in truth were
orchestrated by conflicted actors and rife with inaccuracies (see Index 131, p. 1-31). These so-
called forensic reports contain demonstrable falsehoods and omit critical exculpatory facts, all to
manufacture the false impression that Mr. Guertin suffers from delusions (see Index 131, p. 2) In
reality, many of Mr. Guertin’s claims (for example, concerning intellectual property theft and
surveillance) were backed by hard evidence and credible corroboration — facts the evaluators

ignored or downplayed in order to paint him as “psychotic.”

B | Evidence Tampering and Withholding

The State’s narrative of Mr. Guertin’s alleged insanity was bolstered through the
manipulation and suppression of evidence. Key discovery materials were tampered with to
fabricate support for the competency challenge while concealing the truth. Forensic analysis has
shown that crime-scene photographs were “digitally altered to remove or obscure exculpatory
elements” (see Index 131, p. 2) — for instance, an image of an open laptop (implicating a third-
party actor in Mr. Guertin’s narrative) was erased from the record, because it substantiated Mr.
Guertin’s story instead of the State’s. Likewise, critical documents were withheld to hobble Mr.
Guertin’s defense. A pivotal Rule 20 report by Dr. Milz was concealed for over seven months,

only produced on July 16, 2024 after Mr. Guertin — the supposedly “incompetent” defendant —
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filed a federal lawsuit that forced its disclosure (see Index 131, p. 11-12). That it took federal
litigation to obtain a report central to his case is not only procedurally aberrant; it is affirmative

evidence of a calculated effort to suppress truth.

C | Falsified Court Records and Docket Irregularities

The integrity of the court’s own records has been compromised to reinforce the false
competency narrative. Official filings and orders were falsified, backdated or hidden from the
defense in an effort to obscure misconduct (see Index 131, p. 2). For example, hearing notices
were inexplicably generated for distant future dates while actual orders (finding Mr. Guertin
incompetent or committing him) were filed secretly and withheld, preventing any timely
challenge or response (see Index 131, p. 13). These administrative sleights-of-hand created
confusion and prevented Mr. Guertin from participating in his case, all serving to prop up the
facade that he was disengaged due to incapacity rather than being kept in the dark. Such docket
manipulation is a direct affront to due process, as it deprived Mr. Guertin of any meaningful

opportunity to be heard and to contest the state’s actions at the time they occurred.

D | Pathologizing Legitimate Grievances as “Delusion”

Perhaps most pernicious is how Mr. Guertin’s legitimate, fact-supported grievances were
miscast as symptoms of mental illness. At every turn, genuine evidence of wrongdoing against
him was met with the refrain that he’s “paranoid” or imagining things. The clearest example is
Mr. Guertin’s claim that his patented technology was stolen and exploited by powerful entities —
a claim substantiated by concrete evidence (including a U.S. patent issued to Netflix that directly

references and replicates Mr. Guertin’s own patented invention) (see Index 125, Exhibts M, N).

Rather than address this evidence, the State (and its agents) sought to delegitimize it by labeling
Mr. Guertin delusional. His whistleblower allegations of a “bigger level” conspiracy were not
refuted with contrary evidence, but dismissed a priori as the ravings of a disordered mind. This
tactic of turning a blind eye to corroborating proof and instead using psychiatry as a weapon to
silence and discredit Mr. Guertin is a blatant distortion of reality. It exemplifies how the
prosecution constructed a false narrative — one that Mr. Guertin was “mentally ill” for asserting

truths that were inconvenient to the State’s case.
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E | Judge’s Praise vs. Psychiatric Condemnation (Foundational Contradiction)

Finally, and most glaringly, the Court’s own recent findings flatly contradict the
psychiatric findings that have been used to justify Mr. Guertin’s ongoing deprivation of rights. In
open court on April 29, 2025, Judge Hudleston praised Mr. Guertin’s cognitive and technical
abilities in the highest terms — noting that his capabilities with technology and legal research
“probably surpass 99.9 percent of the population” (see Ir. 4:7-12). The Court expressly stated it
did “not doubt” Mr. Guertin’s intelligence “in any way whatsoever.” Yet this laudatory
assessment cannot be reconciled with Dr. Rogstad’s March 10, 2023 Rule 20.01 report, which
diagnosed Mr. Guertin with a psychotic disorder and described him as irrational and delusional —
a man detached from reality, supposedly unable to reason or understand his circumstances (see

Index 28, p. 121-122).

The Rule 20 report portrays Mr. Guertin as someone who believes in implausible conspiracies
and cannot rationally process information, while the Judge’s own observations acknowledge his
advanced understanding, coherence, and even legal acumen. This is a direct, line-by-line
contradiction: the same record contains a judicial finding that Mr. Guertin is exceptionally
competent (indeed, far above average) and a forensic finding that he is incompetent. Both cannot
be true. By crediting Mr. Guertin’s intellect and the sophistication of his self-prepared legal
arguments, the Court has effectively discredited the foundational psychiatric diagnosis
underpinning the entire Rule 20 process. This collapse in the State’s competency narrative is not
a mere procedural quibble — it strikes at the very legality of keeping Mr. Guertin under any
competency disability. The Court’s praise of Mr. Guertin’s abilities thus eviscerates the
justification for its own order. It proves that the Rule 20 competency framework used against Mr.
Guertin has been rendered incoherent and unjust. In light of the Court’s acknowledgement of Mr.
Guertin’s true capacities, continuing to treat him as legally incompetent is a logical impossibility

and a legal dead-end.

F | Judge’s Praise of “detailed legal memoranda” (Fatal Contradiction)

“You are an extremely intelligent person... You’ve patented valuable technology...
You’ve used Al to write really detailed legal memoranda ... I am not doubting your

intelligence in any way whatsoever.”

—Judge Hudleston, 29 Apr 2025 hearing (see Ir. 4:7-12)
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Those words eviscerate the rationale for a fourth Rule 20 order. The only “legal memoranda” Mr.
Guertin had filed between 17 and 29 April were (1) his 50-page Motion to Dismiss and (2) his

carefully drafted Petition to Proceed Pro Se. The Court therefore simultaneously:

1. Applauded the very brief it would later cite as proof of mental instability— calling it
“really detailed,” the product of exceptional technical skill, and beyond what

99.9% of the population could accomplish; yet

2. Declared that same brief evidence of psychosis serious enough to override Judge

Koch’s competency finding and restart the Rule 20 carousel.

If drafting a cogent, citation-rich motion is the act that triggers a competency doubt, then
competence has been re-defined into non-existence. A court cannot extol a defendant’s
intellectual mastery and legal craftsmanship in one breath and, in the next, order psychiatric
confinement because that craftsmanship is “not rational.” The contradiction is fatal: it proves
the fourth Rule 20 is not about mental health at all—it is a litigation tactic to bury a dispositive

motion the Court would rather not confront.

G | Conclusion

In sum, these contradictions reveal a proceedings so infected by falsity and inconsistency
that Mr. Guertin’s constitutional rights have been severely violated. The Faretta right to self-
representation cannot be conditioned on a competency standard that is applied in bad faith or on
contradictory grounds. Due process cannot tolerate a competency adjudication that is predicated
on manipulated evidence and internally inconsistent findings. And under Brady, the State cannot
continue to pursue charges (or seek to confine Mr. Guertin) on the basis of a false psychiatric
narrative when evidence — including the Court’s own statements — has surfaced that undercuts
that narrative at its core. Each distortion listed above, and especially the Court’s newly
illuminated about-face on Mr. Guertin’s mental capacity, independently and collectively demand
an immediate reexamination of the competency determinations in this case. The only appropriate
remedy is to stay and vacate the April 29, 2025 order and to cease relying on a Rule 20.01
process that has proven itself unworthy of this Court’s trust. Only by confronting and correcting
these contradictions can the integrity of the proceedings be restored and Mr. Guertin’s

fundamental rights respected.
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IV. PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A | Charges and Initial Competency Proceedings (2023-2024)

Mr. Guertin is charged with one count of felony reckless discharge of a firearm and three
counts of possession of unserialized firearms, stemming from an alleged incident on January 21,
2023. During 2023 and early 2024, questions about Mr. Guertin’s mental competence were
repeatedly raised. He was found incompetent to proceed on July 13, 2023 (see Index 19), and
again on January 16, 2024 (see Index 25), during which time he underwent court-ordered
treatment. On October 15, 2024, Judge Shereen Askalani ordered a third competency evaluation
(see Index 108) pursuant to Minn. R. Crim. P. 20.01. Court-appointed examiner Dr. Kathryn
Cranbrook filed a report on December 20, 2024 opining that Mr. Guertin showed signs of
psychosis and was “not cooperating” with the evaluation. This report — which Mr. Guertin later
discovered contained serious irregularities and was built on disputed evidence — concluded that
Mr. Guertin appeared not competent to proceed. Despite these findings, Mr. Guertin consistently
maintained throughout 2024 that the State’s discovery was being manipulated and that he was

being mischaracterized as delusional to cover up misconduct.

B | Defendant's Challenges to Evidence Manipulation

Even as the Rule 20.01 processes were ongoing, Mr. Guertin (who has a professional
background in technology) persistently documented anomalies in the evidence. In an April 4,
2024 Motion to Compel Discovery (see Index 29), he identified 28 digital images in the State’s
evidence (photographs of interiors related to the case) that had non-uniform aspect ratios — a red
flag suggesting they had been altered or tampered with. Subsequent pro se filings by Mr. Guertin
provided increasingly detailed forensic analysis of the discovery materials. For example, in
August 2024 he filed a Motion for Preliminary Injunction (in a parallel federal civil rights action)
including side-by-side overlays, color-curve analyses, and iconography mismatches which
demonstrated that key photo evidence had been manipulated. By September 2024, Mr. Guertin
had produced “Exhibit Y’ laying out a simple logic trap: if the allegedly manipulated images
never existed, how did they appear in earlier official discovery productions and court filings? If
they did exist, why are they now missing from the latest evidence sets? This catch-22 scenario

starkly exposed what Mr. Guertin termed a “conspiracy of commitment” — a coordinated effort to
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falsify evidence and use sham psychiatric findings to attempt to commit him to a mental

institution.

C | April 3, 2025 Competency Hearing — Defendant Found Competent

On March 5, 2025, an evidentiary hearing was held before Judge William Koch
(Probate/Mental Health Division) to finally adjudicate Mr. Guertin's competence. At that hearing,
Mr. Guertin personally testified at length and, cogently explained his professional experience and
the factual basis for his assertions of tampering, directly countering the assumption that his
claims were mere paranoid delusions. He demonstrated a detailed understanding of the charges
against him, the court process, and the roles of all participants. He even explained that he had
researched competency law and had developed specialized analytical tools to aid in his defense.
Although the Court remained skeptical of some of Mr. Guertin's broader claims - at one point
labeling his account of corporate patent theft “fantastical and paranoid” (an allegation raised
solely to rebut the State’s “delusion” narrative, not as a legal defense) - it nevertheless found that
Mr. Guertin understands the nature of the proceedings and can rationally consult with counsel.
Judge Koch’s Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order dated April 3, 2025 (see Index
127) explicitly concludes: “Ultimately, the Court finds Mr. Guertin is competent.” The Court
noted that Mr. Guertin recognized the value of legal counsel and was capable of working with his
attorneys on decisions about his case. In short, as of April 3, 2025, Mr. Guertin was fully restored
to competency and the criminal case was cleared to proceed on the merits. This order returned
jurisdiction to the criminal division (Judge Sarah Hudleston presiding) with Mr. Guertin deemed

competent.

D | Defendant's Motion to Dismiss for Prosecutorial Misconduct

On April 16, 2025, with competency no longer in question, Mr. Guertin — still represented
by counsel at that time, but acting on his own initiative — submitted defendant's Motion to
Dismiss All Charges with Prejudice (see Index 131). In a fifty-page memorandum with extensive
exhibits, Mr. Guertin chronicled what he had uncovered over two years: “What began as routine
criminal charges has metastasized into a coordinated campaign — spearheaded by the
prosecution, aided by officers of the court, and shielded by falsified psychiatric evaluations —
designed to portray Mr. Guertin as delusional and incompetent.” The motion proceeds to detail

how the Rule 20.01 competency evaluations were tainted by unauthorized, conflicted actors and
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false information; how discovery materials were manipulated and critical evidence suppressed;
and how various actors (including even prior defense counsel) contributed to these constitutional
violations. Mr. Guertin's motion was not a tirade of unfounded accusations — it was supported by
meticulous evidence, including forensic metadata analysis, timestamped photographic
comparisons, email records, and limited patent-office correspondence offered only to rebut the
State’s “delusion” narrative, not as a substantive defense to the firearm counts. His filings were
“not only legally coherent, but grounded in verifiable forensic data - metadata chains, chain-of-
custody anomalies, and extensive digital documentation.” In short, the motion presented a
compelling case that the charges against Mr. Guertin should be dismissed due to egregious
government misconduct, invoking the Court's inherent authority and constitutional due-process
principles. Importantly, the motion to dismiss also argued that the prior competency findings and
psychiatric reports were the “fruit of the poisonous tree” — results of the State’s deception and
therefore invalid under Mapp v. Ohio, 367 U.S. 643 (1961). Mr. Guertin demanded an

evidentiary hearing and full inquiry into these issues.

E | April 17, 2025 Hearing — Court Refuses to Hear Motion; Defendant Seeks to
Proceed Pro Se

The next scheduled court date was April 17, 2025, before the Hon. Sarah Hudleston (the
assigned criminal division judge). At that hearing, Mr. Guertin's public defender acknowledged
the filing of the pro se motion to dismiss and its request for an evidentiary hearing. However,
counsel did not adopt the motion, and the Court indicated it would not consider pro se filings

from a represented defendant. Judge Hudleston stated:

“Mr. Guertin, you have counsel. So they handle the filings. ... We don't generally accept
additional pro se motions when someone is represented.”

Mr. Guertin objected strenuously, arguing that it felt like he was “still being held incompetent
and having people control my decisions” despite having been found competent. The Court,
however, stood firm that it would only entertain motions brought through counsel, effectively
shelving the motion to dismiss indefinitely. In response, on April 21, 2025, Mr. Guertin filed a

Petition to Proceed as Pro Se Counsel (see Index 133), seeking to waive representation so that he

could advocate for himself and ensure his motion would be heard. That petition put the court on

10

State of Minnesota
5/7/12025 2:04 PM


https://matt1up.substack.com/api/v1/file/bbe8e749-8e0f-4791-86da-9ca671075534.pdf
Minnesota Court Records Online (MCRO)
Seal


27-CR-23-1886

Filed in District Court

notice that a Faretta hearing (to confirm his knowing waiver of counsel) needed to be conducted

at the next court date.

F | April 29, 2025 — Court Orders New Competency Evaluation and Forensic
Navigator

Instead of allowing Mr. Guertin to argue his motion or holding a hearing on his request to
represent himself, the Court on April 29, 2025, issued two orders that are the subject of this
motion. First, Judge Hudleston, sua sponte and without any party’s motion, issued an Order for
Evaluation for Competency to Proceed under Rule 20.01 (see Index 187), directing that Mr.
Guertin undergo yet another psychiatric examination and suspending the criminal proceedings
until its completion. Second, the Court signed an Order for Appointment of a Forensic Navigator
(see Index 188) — a court agent tasked under Minn. Stat. §§ 611.42, 611.55 with assisting in
competency cases — empowering that agent to gather a broad range of Mr. Guertin's personal
records. These orders were entered ex parte, at a proceeding where Mr. Guertin was present but
effectively silenced as a pro se litigant (since his counsel was still technically on the case and had
not been discharged). The stated rationale for re-opening the competency issue, as reflected in
the April 29 transcript, was Mr. Guertin's own recent filings - specifically, the content of his pro
se Motion to Dismiss and its exhibits - which the Court recast as evidence of possible mental
instability. In other words, the Court treated Mr. Guertin's vigorous legal defense - selectively
fixating on his contextual references to patent theft (offered only to rebut the “delusion” label)
while ignoring the motion’s core Brady/Giglio discovery-fraud arguments - as the sole trigger for
doubting his competency anew. No disruptive courtroom behavior, medical episode, or other
objective change was cited - only Mr. Guertin's written legal arguments against the State’s case.

(see Index 131, Motion to Dismiss at 24-46 - no patent-based dffirmative defense asserted)

The effect of the April 29 orders was immediate and prejudicial. All progress on Mr. Guertin's
motion to dismiss and on the case-in-chief is now frozen pending a months-long psychiatric re-
evaluation (a review hearing is scheduled for July 15, 2025). Mr. Guertin — who just weeks prior
stood ready to finally confront the charges at a hearing or trial — is thrust back into limbo, forced
to prove his sanity rather than being allowed to prove his innocence. Meanwhile, the Forensic
Navigator Order empowers an agent of the court to collect virtually every record of Mr. Guertin's
private life: medical, psychological, chemical dependency, social services, probation, jail,

military, employment, and educational records must all be turned over within 96 hours,
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“notwithstanding” any privacy laws (including HIPAA and the Minnesota Government Data
Practices Act) that would normally protect such information. This sweeping data grab was
authorized without any particularized showing of need, and it threatens to expose intimate details
of Mr. Guertin's life having no relevance to his competency or the charges. In short, the April 29
orders have inflicted severe and irreparable harm: they punish Mr. Guertin for asserting his
rights, chill his ability to continue mounting his defense, and intrude on personal liberty and

privacy in a manner grossly disproportionate to any legitimate purpose.

V. LEGAL STANDARDS

A | Competency to Stand Trial — Rule 20.01 Requirements

Under Minnesota law and the Due Process Clause of the U.S. Constitution, a criminal
defendant may not be subjected to trial if he is legally incompetent. Minnesota R. Crim. P. 20.01
provides the procedure to determine competency. The standard for competence (echoing the U.S.
Supreme Court's test in Dusky v. United States, 362 U.S. 402 (1960)) is whether the defendant
has sufficient present ability to consult with a reasonable degree of rational understanding with
counsel and whether the defendant has a rational and factual understanding of the proceedings.
Rule 20.01, subd. 1 directs the court to order a competency examination only if there is reason to
doubt the defendant's competency. Once a defendant is found competent by the court (after a
hearing or by stipulation), that finding stands unless new, significant facts arise suggesting a
change in the defendant's mental condition. Competency is not a tactical pawn that can be
continuously re-litigated at the whim of the court or the displeasure of the prosecutor — it is a
fundamental status finding meant to ensure fairness, not a tool to be used as a sword against the

defendant whenever convenient.

B | Constitutional Limits — Due Process and First Amendment

While courts have latitude to order evaluations when genuinely needed, they cannot
abuse Rule 20.01 to subvert a defendant's rights. The Due Process Clause forbids state actors —
including judges — from taking punitive action against a defendant for exercising constitutional
rights. (see, e.g., Blackledge v. Perry, 417 U.S. 21 (1974) (the doctrine of prosecutorial
vindictiveness, grounded in due process, prohibits “upping the ante” in response to a defendant's

exercise of procedural rights).) Retaliating against a defendant by labeling him incompetent and
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halting his case because he filed a motion challenging government misconduct is anathema to
due process. It is also a direct affront to the First Amendment right to petition the judiciary for
redress of grievances. Filing motions and lawsuits — especially motions alleging government
wrongdoing — is protected activity. Government action that would “chill” a person of ordinary
firmness from continuing to speak or petition is presumptively unconstitutional. Here, the
message sent by the April 29 competency order is clear: If you expose our misconduct, we will
declare you crazy and strip you of your agency in court. Such a message has a profound chilling
effect not only on Mr. Guertin, but on any defendant who might seek to bring uncomfortable
facts to light. The judiciary must scrupulously avoid even the appearance of this kind of

retaliatory use of process, as it undermines public confidence in the fairness of the system.

C | “Fruit of the Poisonous Tree” Doctrine in Competency Context

The U.S. Supreme Court's decision in Mapp v. Ohio, 367 U.S. 643 (1961), cemented the
principle that the government may not benefit from evidence obtained through its own illegal
acts — all such evidence and its derivatives (the “fruit of the poisonous tree””) must be excluded to
deter misconduct and uphold the integrity of the courts. While Mapp dealt with illegally seized
physical evidence, the principle is broader: if the State fabricates or manipulates evidence, any
downstream use of that tainted evidence to affect the defendant's case is constitutionally infirm.
Minnesota courts likewise recognize that fundamentally unfair tactics in procuring evidence or
evaluations violate due process (see State v. Bauer, 245 N.W.2d 848, 852 (Minn. 1976), noting a
court must inquire further when a defendant's competency evaluation process is suspect). In the
context of Rule 20.01 evaluations, this means that if prior competency determinations were
influenced by false evidence or misrepresentations by the State, those determinations cannot be
relied upon for any purpose and must be set aside. A competency finding (or an examiner’s
opinion) that is the product of the State feeding examiners manipulated discovery or false
narratives about the defendant is no more valid than a conviction based on planted evidence. The
law does not permit the State to create a fake aura of “incompetency” by fraudulent means and
then invoke that very aura to the defendant's detriment. Any such supposed “evidence” of

incompetency is fruit of the poisonous tree and must be disregarded.
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D | Right to Self-Representation and Control of Defense

The Sixth Amendment guarantees a defendant the right to self-representation (after a
knowing and voluntary waiver of counsel) and the right to control the objectives of his defense.
A court may only deny that right if a defendant is not competent to waive counsel (which
requires essentially the same competency as to stand trial) or if the defendant is so disorderly as
to disrupt proceedings. Mr. Guertin was in the process of asserting his Faretta right to represent
himself when the Court short-circuited the issue by re-raising competency. The standard for
competence to waive counsel is the same as, or even higher than, competence to stand trial (see
Godinez v. Moran, 509 U.S. 389 (1993)). Since Mr. Guertin had been undeniably found
competent just weeks earlier, the Court cannot evade his Faretta right by suddenly claiming he
might not be. Doing so flips the constitutional script: instead of protecting a defendant's rights, it
uses a competency inquiry to infringe them. Courts must be extremely cautious not to conflate
disagreement with defense strategy or discomfort with a defendant's assertions with genuine

incompetence.

In sum, the legal framework makes clear that a Rule 20.01 evaluation must be predicated on
genuine doubt arising from objective changes in condition or credible observations of inability to
function in court — not on a defendant's lawful filings or zealous defense strategy. And even when
competency is properly at issue, the Court's authority is bounded by due process and other
constitutional rights: the right to advocate and petition, and the right to privacy in personal

records, all impose limits that this Court must heed.

VI. ARGUMENT

A | The April 29 Competency Order Was Retaliatory - Issued in Response to
defendant's Misconduct Allegations, Not Any Legitimate Competency
Concern
The timing and circumstances of the April 29 competency order make its purpose

unmistakable: it was a direct response to Mr. Guertin's Motion to Dismiss (see Index 131), which

boldly accused the prosecution and others of fraud and constitutional violations. That motion —
far from being a symptom of mental instability — was a model of diligent pro se advocacy. It
presented a coherent narrative of how false evidence and improper evaluations were used to paint

Mr. Guertin as “delusional and incompetent” in what he aptly termed a “conspiracy of
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commitment.” It backed up each allegation with hard evidence, including digital forensic
analyses and even metadata proving that one Rule 20.01 report was authored by someone other
than the signed doctor (a fact Mr. Guertin uncovered by examining file properties). The motion’s
allegations, if true, expose a profound abuse of the judicial process by the State — the kind of
scandal that could indeed warrant dismissal of charges or other serious sanctions. In short, Mr.
Guertin's filings put the State (and by implication, the Court) in a deeply uncomfortable

spotlight.

Instead of meeting these contentions head on, the Court shifted focus and trained the spotlight
back on Mr. Guertin's mental state. Notably, the April 29 order does not cite any erratic
courtroom behavior by Mr. Guertin, nor any medical incident or new information from jail or
doctors — nothing except the content of his own pleadings. Effectively, the order treats Mr.
Guertin's vigorous legal defense as evidence of incompetence. This is retaliatory on its face. A
defendant cannot be penalized for mounting a zealous defense — even a pro se defense that
accuses officials of misconduct. To label such advocacy as “crazy” or indicative of mental illness
is a profound distortion of the adversarial process and an insult to the First Amendment. Courts
are accustomed to pro se litigants who sometimes make far-fetched claims; here, however, Mr.
Guertin's claims are supported by objective evidence (e.g., glaring discrepancies in photo
metadata, unexplained gaps in successive discovery productions, and documented instances of
misrepresentation by officials). There was nothing “crazy” about noticing that 28 images went
missing from one discovery version to the next — that is fact, not delusion, as the prosecution
tacitly conceded by silently dropping those images from the later evidence set. There was
nothing “incompetent” about questioning why a Rule 20.01 evaluator’s report appeared to have
been drafted by an unknown third party. And there is nothing irrational in asserting that one’s fair
trial rights are violated by evidence tampering and Brady violations — those are legal arguments,

not psychiatric symptoms.

The appearance of retaliation is heightened by the sequence of events. Only after the Court was
faced with a pro se motion it did not want to hear (and a defendant insistent on representing
himself to ensure it was heard) did the idea of resurrecting the competency issue surface. The
Court did not simply deny Mr. Guertin's Faretta request or decline to hear the dismissal motion —
which would have been within its discretion — but instead reached for the extreme tool of

declaring a doubt about his sanity. This action effectively sidelines Mr. Guertin entirely: if he is
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deemed incompetent, he loses the right to self-represent, his motion to dismiss becomes a nullity
(since an incompetent defendant cannot litigate such matters), and the case gets punted into a
lengthy limbo where memories fade and momentum is lost. In short, the State benefits
enormously from the competency order because it neutralizes the immediate threat posed by Mr.
Guertin's motion and evidence. Such a conveniently timed outcome, aligned with the
prosecution’s interests and unsupported by any demonstrated necessity, raises a strong inference
of vindictive intent. Even if the Court subjectively believed it was acting out of caution, the
objective reality is that the order functions as a sanction for Mr. Guertin's aggressive defense.
Under due process principles, when official action penalizes a defendant for exercising his rights,
it is presumptively invalid (United States v. Goodwin, 457 U.S. 368, 372 (1982)). Here, the
penalty is the derailing of Mr. Guertin's motion and the branding of him (yet again) as

incompetent.

Critically, the April 29 transcript confirms that the Court's justification for the Rule 20.01 order
rested entirely on Mr. Guertin's litigation conduct, not on any clinical change. Judge Hudelston
first acknowledged she was “bound by Judge Koch’s competency order” (Apr. 3) but added: “I
am only able to follow that competency order unless and until I see evidence of lack of
competency. And once I see that, by law I’m required to address that.” When pressed for the
supposed “new” evidence, she replied: “I reviewed your 50-plus-page motion to dismiss, and
I’ve looked at a number of the cites and exhibits - I can’t let you go forward because I have
significant concerns.” She then cited Minn. Stat. § 611.42, subd. 2, and elaborated: “The big
concerns here are you’re raising as defenses things related to your patent and a big conspiracy
with Netflix and the government and the court... That... is not rational. That would not provide a
defense to the charges.” Moments later she announced: “I am going to order another Rule 20.01

evaluation.” (Judge Hudelston’s characterization misstates the motion; see Index 131, Motion to

Dismiss at 24-46; no patent-based dffirmative defense)

Two points follow. First, the judge expressly tied her doubt to the content of the Motion to
Dismiss - specifically, Mr. Guertin's allegations of evidence-tampering and corporate misconduct
- which she mislabeled as “patent defenses.” In reality, the motion’s dispositive grounds are
Brady/Giglio violations and fraudulent discovery; the patent narrative appears solely as context

to rebut the State’s “delusion” label. (see Index 131, Motion to Dismiss at 24-46 (no patent-
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based affirmative defense asserted). Second, Mr. Guertin intentionally confirmed on the record

that this mischaracterized motion was the sole basis:
GUERTIN: “And that’s what you’re basing the incompetency on?”

COURT: “It’s based on what I saw that you filed in your motion to dismiss...
Correct.”

(Tr. 16:22 — 17:15)

Thus, the renewed competency evaluation is predicated solely on Mr. Guertin's protected legal

advocacy - an impermissible ground under Rule 20.01 and the Constitution.

To be sure, the allegations Mr. Guertin raises are extraordinary - chiefly that key photographic
discovery was doctored and suppressed, and, secondarily and only as context, that Netflix
exploited his patented work while officials looked the other way - all pointing to a cover-up
within the justice system. But extraordinary allegations can nonetheless be true; history is replete
with conspiracies that sounded outlandish at first yet proved real. More importantly, a
defendant's belief that he is being persecuted or framed by the government is not proof of
incompetence unless it is wholly delusional and devoid of factual support. Here, Mr. Guertin has
assembled significant factual support for his claims. By definition, a delusion is a fixed false
belief held despite evidence to the contrary. Mr. Guertin's belief that critical discovery was
tampered with is not held despite contrary evidence; every objective datapoint in the record
supports that belief, and the State has offered no innocent explanation for the anomalies he has
identified. Labeling the belief a “delusion” is therefore premature and unwarranted. Yet the April
29 order does exactly that, treating Mr. Guertin's continued insistence on forensic facts as a sign
of mental disorder rather than a claim to be tested in open court. In truth, it is Mr. Guertin who
has consistently marshaled verifiable evidence, while the Court's repeated refusal to scrutinize
that evidence has left the factual issues unresolved. Under these circumstances, one might fairly
ask whether the real departure from reality lies not with Mr. Guertin, but with the judicial process

that continues to discount unrefuted proof of discovery fraud.

In sum, the April 29 Rule 20.01 order was not grounded in any legitimate concern about Mr.
Guertin's ability to understand the proceedings or assist in his defense. By the Court's own
account, it was grounded in discomfort with the content of Mr. Guertin's defense. That is a

constitutionally impermissible basis for a competency inquiry. This Court should not
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countenance any use of Rule 20.01 that even appears to be motivated by a desire to gain tactical
advantage or to silence a litigant. The Minnesota Rules of Criminal Procedure do not permit
competency evaluations to be weaponized in this manner. On the contrary, Rule 20.01, subd. 2,
envisions that a competency exam is ordered only upon a threshold showing that “reason exists
to doubt” the defendant's competency. By April 29, absolutely no reasonable doubt existed —
Judge Koch’s detailed findings of competency were fresh, and Mr. Guertin had demonstrated
even more engagement and clarity through his post-competency filings. If anything, his
successful navigation of complex e-discovery analysis and legal writing underscored his
competence. Thus, the April 29 order was not prompted by any legitimate change in condition; it
was an illegitimate move to relieve the pressure that his motion had created for the court and the
prosecution. Retaliatory or vindictive judicial actions violate due process just as surely as
prosecutorial vindictiveness does. The only appropriate remedy is to vacate the tainted order and
put the parties back in the position they were in before — meaning Mr. Guertin remains
adjudicated competent (per the April 3 order) and his Motion to Dismiss is restored to the docket

as ripe for consideration.

B | Mr. Guertin Was Just Adjudicated Competent on April 3, 2025 - No New
Facts Justified Reopening the Competency Issue

The ink was barely dry on Judge Koch’s April 3, 2025 Order declaring Mr. Guertin
competent when this Court chose to contradict it on April 29. Minnesota law does not lightly
allow one judge to overturn another judge’s finding of competency without materially new
information. Here, the Court's April 29 order points to no new facts at all — because there were

none.

1. March 5, 2025 | “Contested Competency” Evidentiary Hearing

At the March 5 evidentiary hearing, the issue of Mr. Guertin's competency was
thoroughly examined. Mr. Guertin's own testimony was taken, and he was questioned and
observed directly by Judge Koch. He answered questions about his understanding of the
proceedings, demonstrated knowledge of courtroom procedure and the roles of
participants, and acknowledged the advantages of counsel even as he asserted his
concerns about evidence. Judge Koch had the benefit of Dr. Cranbrook’s December 2024

report (which recommended a finding of incompetence) and Mr. Guertin's rebuttal to it,
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including the new evidence he presented. Ultimately, Judge Koch found Mr. Guertin's
evidence and explanations more persuasive and ruled him competent. The April 3
findings note that, although the Court expressed skepticism about some of Mr. Guertin's
broader allegations - e.g., his contention that corporate actors misappropriated his
patented technology (a contention offered only to rebut the State’s “delusion” label, not as
a substantive defense) - and acknowledged a history of prior mental-health concerns,
those matters did not prevent him from understanding the proceedings or from rationally
collaborating with counsel at present. The Court determined Mr. Guertin had the present
capacity to proceed — which is the legal test for competence. That finding was not a close
call or a tentative conclusion; it was categorical: “Ultimately, the Court finds Mr. Guertin
is competent.” It resolved the ongoing Rule 20.01 process and returned the case to the
criminal trial docket. Under Minn. R. Crim. P. 20.01, subd. 7, once a defendant is found
competent, the proceedings “shall resume.” The rules do not explicitly contemplate a sua
sponte re-opening of competency absent a new motion or truly new cause. Basic
principles of finality and judicial consistency strongly suggest that a prior competency
adjudication should be respected unless truly new evidence emerges that was not

available at the time of the hearing.

2. April 3 - April 29, 2025 | Stable, Competent Conduct - No Unusual

Behavior

In Mr. Guertin's case, between April 3 and April 29, 2025, nothing occurred that
could plausibly cast doubt on his competency. He did not suffer any intervening mental
health crisis; he was not hospitalized; he was not observed decompensating; he did not
engage in bizarre or irrational conduct in court. (At the April 17 hearing, by all accounts,
he was respectful though firm in asserting his right to be heard.) The only development
was that Mr. Guertin filed court documents: specifically, his motion to dismiss (with
supporting exhibits) and a petition to proceed pro se. Ironically, both of these actions are
consistent with a high degree of competence — they show that Mr. Guertin was actively
engaging with his legal case, understood the issues sufficiently to draft pleadings, and
was making strategic decisions about his representation. None of that is indicative of
incompetence; to the contrary, historically an “incompetent” defendant is one who is

detached from reality, unable to communicate rationally, or otherwise behaves in a
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manner that undermines his own legal position. Filing a well-reasoned (even if
aggressive) motion, no matter how unpalatable its accusations may be to the State or the
Court, is not the act of a person who “lacks ability to consult with counsel rationally.” In
fact, observers noted that Mr. Guertin's April 16 motion to dismiss showed improved
focus and rationality compared to some of his much earlier pro se letters long before he
was restored to competency — the April 16 motion is organized, cites rules and case law,
and sticks to factual evidence of record. If the Court believed Mr. Guertin was competent
on April 3, it is illogical to conclude he became incompetent by April 29 simply because

he continued to press his legal position vigorously.

3. Once Again, Guertin is Competent — It is His Evidence Which is Not

It appears the Court was swayed not by any change in Mr. Guertin's cognitive
functioning, but by the substance of his allegations - namely, that the prosecution
doctored critical discovery, that certain prior defense attorneys facilitated a cover-up, and
that official records were falsified. Yes, those allegations are extraordinary. But as
discussed, extraordinary allegations are not ipso facto signs of insanity. And more
pointedly, a defendant's belief in extraordinary government misconduct is not proof of
incompetence so long as the belief is not completely untethered from reality. Here, Mr.
Guertin has provided a substantial factual basis for his assertions. The proper forum to
examine such claims is an evidentiary hearing on the motion to dismiss, not a summary
psychiatric judgment. Competency doctrine is concerned with whether Mr. Guertin can
rationally participate in his defense — which he clearly demonstrated he could. It is not
meant to serve as a referendum on whether his legal theories will ultimately prevail or
whether his view of the evidence is correct. A defendant is allowed to maintain that the
evidence against him is fabricated or that he is being framed; those claims must be
evaluated through the adversarial process (discovery, motions, trial) — not short-circuited
by declaring the defendant mentally ill for making them. If courts were to declare any
defendant incompetent simply because he accuses the police or prosecution of
manufacturing evidence, we would have seen countless wrongful convictions (where
defendants turned out to be right about official misconduct) never come to light. The
bottom line is: no rule or precedent permits a competency “do-over” absent new

significant information. Here there was none — only the Court's apparent discomfort with
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the trajectory of Mr. Guertin's defense. That is not a valid basis to invoke Rule 20.01
again. Therefore, the April 29 competency order was procedurally and substantively
improper and must be vacated. The prior adjudication of competence (see Index 127)
should remain the final word on the matter unless and until some genuine change occurs

in Mr. Guertin's mental condition (which has not happened).

4. Motion to Dismiss Directly Cited as Evidence of “Incompetence”

Furthermore, Judge Hudelston’s own remarks on April 29 underscore the absence
of any genuinely new evidence. She stated on the record that she had “reviewed Judge
Koch’s order” but believed “things have materially changed” because Koch’s finding
assumed Mr. Guertin would keep working with counsel, whereas he now wished to
discharge them. That rationale is flawed: choosing to discharge lawyers who refuse to
advance a client’s motions is not incompetence - it is a rational assertion of autonomy.
The Court further asserted that it had “now seen new evidence of incompetence,” but the
only particulars it identified were the contents of Mr. Guertin's Motion to Dismiss and his
unrelenting claim that key discovery was manipulated. The Court repeatedly miscast
those claims as “patent-related defenses,” even though the motion’s legal thrust is
Brady/Giglio discovery fraud and prosecutorial misconduct, not any patent-based
affirmative defense. None of this was new information; the same issues were fully aired
at the March 5 competency hearing (indeed, Judge Koch expressly considered Mr.
Guertin's patent-theft chronology as context and still found him competent). In short,
there is continuity - not change - in Mr. Guertin's position before and after April 3. The
Court's about-face rests on the contrived notion that vigorous pursuit of a misconduct
motion somehow nullifies the prior competency ruling. No legal authority supports that
proposition. Accordingly, the April 29 order is an abuse of discretion and an unwarranted

repudiation of a binding competency determination.

C | The State’s Misconduct Created a Catch-22: All Prior Rule 20.01 Evaluations
Are Tainted “Fruit of the Poisonous Tree,” So the Court Cannot Justify a New
Competency Exam by Relying on Those Tainted Results

The impetus for Mr. Guertin's motion to dismiss — and indeed much of the turmoil in this

case — is the State’s handling of crucial photographic evidence. The 28 missing interior images in
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the police evidence archive form the crux of this issue. Mr. Guertin identified these anomalies

over a year ago and has doggedly pursued the truth about them ever since. The State has never

offered a credible explanation for why those images had irregular metadata (strange aspect

ratios) or why they vanished from later discovery disclosures. Instead, actors in the system

(including competency examiners, and even some defense counsel) reacted to Mr. Guertin's

insistence on this issue by suggesting it was a paranoid fixation — essentially using his alertness

to evidence tampering as a basis to label him delusional. Now, with the benefit of the forensic

exhibits Mr. Guertin filed, it is apparent that his concerns were well-founded.

To clarify the significance of this evidence issue, it is helpful to summarize the evolution of the

discovery photo sets (which Mr. Guertin meticulously detailed in prior filings):

Discovery Set “A”

This refers to the set of “104” photographs documented in the first Rule 20.01
competency evaluation report by Dr. Jill Rogstad, dated March 10, 2023. In that report,
Dr. Rogstad noted she reviewed “104 images” related to the case. Mr. Guertin himself
was never given these images at the time; they were known only by the count in the

report. Thus, Set A = 104 photos (per Dr. Rogstad’s report). (see Index 28, p. 117)

Discovery Set “B”

This refers to a PDF of 80 crime-scene photos that Mr. Guertin's then-attorney (Michael
Biglow) sent to him on August 3, 2023, ostensibly as part of discovery. Mr. Guertin did
not request these at that moment (in fact, he had other counsel issues), but they were
provided. In the subsequent civil commitment proceedings (which run parallel to criminal
incompetency in Minnesota), it was documented that these 80 photos were reviewed. Mr.
Guertin quickly noticed something alarming in Set B: 28 out of the 80 images had odd
dimensions (non-uniform aspect ratios), whereas the other 52 were in a standard uniform
size. Intriguingly, those 28 odd-sized photos were exclusively the ones depicting the
inside of Mr. Guertin's apartment. This pattern suggested intentional cropping or
alteration. On April 4, 2024, Mr. Guertin filed a pro se motion to compel raising this
issue, effectively preserving Set B (80 photos, with 28 suspect images) on the record as

evidence of possible tampering. (see Index 29)
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Discovery Set “C”

After Mr. Guertin filed a federal civil-rights lawsuit in mid-2024 (see 24-cv-2646)
(alleging that fraudulent evidence was being used in his state case), his then-defense
attorney (Bruce Rivers, who was named in that civil suit for inaction) finally relented and
provided Mr. Guertin with what was purported to be the complete set of discovery photos
on a USB drive. This was in July 2024. Set C consisted of 518 images (far more than
either 80 or 104). Immediately upon receiving Set C, Mr. Guertin cross-checked those
518 images against Set B. He discovered that every one of the 80 images from Set B
appeared in Set C except for the 28 interior photos that had the anomalous aspect ratios.
In other words, the very images Mr. Guertin had flagged as potentially altered had now
disappeared entirely from the “complete” set of evidence. This confirmed his worst
suspicions: the State (or those handling evidence) had apparently removed or withheld
the problematic photos. Mr. Guertin documented this in an August 7, 2024 filing (in his
federal case), noting the exact overlap and the missing 28. He also articulated the logical
trap now present: if the 28 photos were legitimate evidence, they should have been in the
full Set C but were not — implying a cover-up; if they were not legitimate (never truly
existed or were irrelevant), why did they appear in earlier official sets and reports? Either
scenario is bad for the State. This is the Catch-22 that Mr. Guertin identified: any move

the State makes regarding these images tends to prove his claim of fraud. (see Exhibit Y)

Discovery Set “D”

Fast forward to early 2025. Mr. Guertin, now with two new public defenders (Raissa
Carpenter and Emmett Donnelly, appointed after he forced Mr. Rivers off the case),
continued to demand resolution of the fraudulent photo issue. Eventually, on February 13,
2025, an in-person meeting was arranged specifically to address “the missing 28 images.”
Present were Mr. Guertin, his two new attorneys, and a representative from the Hennepin
County Attorney’s Office (described as their “discovery handling” specialist). At this
meeting, the State produced yet another set of photographs — essentially a corrected or

supplemental discovery.
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This Set D consisted of a folder containing the same 518 images of Set C plus an
additional folder of 104 images. In that new 104-image folder were, at long last, the 28

interior photos that had gone missing. (see Index 122, Exhibits A-E)

All 104 now share a uniform 16:9 ratio; metadata cloned to “iPhone 12 / flash = No”.

At least 24 of the 28 interior shots are horizontally squished; shadows in several images
prove a flash was actually used, contradicting metadata. (see Index 122, 123, and 124)
The State’s attempt to “fix” the anomaly is self-indicting: even a first-grader can see that

shadows don’t lie. (see Index 124, Exhibit L)

D | State’s “Brilliant Fix” Back-fires and Retroactively Discredits Set A as Well
Set A was never contested—only a head-count (“104 photos”) that Rogstad said she
reviewed. By February 2025 the State thought it could seal every leak by handing over a brand-
new folder of exactly 104 images and saying, in effect, “Here’s what Dr. Rogstad must have seen
all along.” That one move forges a direct chain: Set D « Set A. If the 104 new files are
doctored (and the squished shadows prove they are), then whatever Rogstad claimed to review in

March 2023 either never existed or was equally doctored.

Thus the State’s own “final fix” detonates every link in the chain:

* Set A is now suspect, because Set D claims to be its mirror image.

* Set B is suspect, because the 28 anomalies it contained had to be erased from Set C to
make room for the doctored Set D versions.

* Set C is suspect by omission.
* Set D is suspect by commission.
The dominoes fall straight through all Rule 20 reports—Rogstad, Milz, Cranbrook—and straight

into the April 29 order: if the evidence base is rotten, every psychiatric “conclusion” grown from

it is rotten too.

E | Earlier Competency Findings Are Now Tainted “Fruit of the Poisonous Tree”

Every examiner after Dr. Rogstad’s 104-photo reference in March 2023—Dr. Adam Milz
(Jan 2024) and Dr. Kathryn Cranbrook (Dec 2024)—diagnosed Mr. Guertin as “psychotic” solely

because he maintained that key crime-scene photographs had been altered or suppressed. Set D
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(produced Feb 2025) now indisputably confirms the fraud he described: the 28 interior images

were first cropped, then removed, then re-inserted with doctored metadata.

Because those Rule 20.01 opinions rested on falsified evidence, they are classic fruit of the
poisonous tree. The State created a false picture—Iliterally and figuratively—and then cited Mr.
Guertin’s accurate objection to that picture as evidence of mental illness. Under Mapp v. Ohio,
367 U.S. 643 (1961), and its exclusionary-rule progeny, judicial action that depends on tainted
proof cannot stand. Just as an illegally seized weapon is inadmissible at trial, a psychiatric
conclusion procured through evidence-tampering cannot be invoked to keep a defendant in
perpetual competency limbo. Consequently, the Rogstad, Milz, and Cranbrook reports—having
sprouted from doctored discovery—cannot supply “good cause” for a fourth Rule 20.01

evaluation and must be disregarded in toto.

F | Further Rule 20.01 Examinations Would Be Irremediably Tainted

The April 29 order threatens to drag the case backwards based on residual taint from
those prior, now-suspect Rule 20.01 evaluations. If this new evaluation goes forward, on what
basis will the examiner proceed? Presumably, the examiner will be provided with Mr. Guertin's
court files and prior Rule 20.01 reports as background. But those reports (e.g., Dr. Rogstad’s, Dr.
Cranbrook’s) are infused with the “poisonous” conclusion that Mr. Guertin's claims have no
basis in reality. Any new examiner reading them will inherently inherit the bias that Mr. Guertin's

well-founded claims are delusions — unless that bias is explicitly cured.

The only way to cure it would be for the Court to also provide the examiner with the evidence of
official fraud that Mr. Guertin has presented, to ensure the examiner does not repeat the mistake
of dismissing Mr. Guertin's assertions as fantasy. But introducing such evidence of
police/prosecutorial misconduct to a Rule 20.01 examiner would put the State in an impossible
position — essentially forcing an admission that evidence tampering occurred (something the
State vehemently denies). The State is hardly likely to stipulate to Mr. Guertin's claims in order
to facilitate a cleaner competency exam. Thus, the competency re-evaluation process is

hopelessly entangled with the merits of Mr. Guertin's allegations.

This entanglement is precisely why the proper course is to litigate the merits (via the motion to
dismiss and an evidentiary hearing) before entertaining any further psychiatric inquiries. If Mr.

Guertin proves, as he asserts, that the State engaged in evidence manipulation and other
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misconduct, that finding would not only vindicate him but would likely dispose of the case
entirely (via dismissal or other sanctions), mooting any need for another competency evaluation.
Conversely, if the State somehow refuted Mr. Guertin's claims with actual evidence, then — and
only then — might one question whether Mr. Guertin's continued insistence in the face of that
hypothetical refutation was a sign of mental illness. Right now, all signs point to Mr. Guertin
being right, not ill. The Court should not force him through another degrading and intrusive Rule
20.01 process just to buy time or avoid a confrontation with the State’s actions. The law will not
abide a competency evaluation born of, and steeped in, the fruit of gross prosecutorial
misconduct. In short, the prior Rule 20.01 findings are inadmissible and unusable, and without

them, there is no plausible basis for a new evaluation.

G | The April 29 Competency and Navigator Orders Violate Due Process, Chill
Protected Advocacy, and Authorize an Unwarranted Intrusion into
defendant's Personal Records
Even setting aside the retaliatory motive and lack of factual basis, the form and scope of

the April 29 orders offend constitutional principles. Together, the Evaluation Order (see Index

187) and the Forensic Navigator Order (see Index 188) create a regime that places nearly every

aspect of Mr. Guertin's life under scrutiny, without adequate justification or safeguard. This

Court should recognize these orders for what they are: an overreach that must be corrected.

1. Violation of Procedural and Substantive Due Process

Procedurally, due process requires notice and an opportunity to be heard at
meaningful times when important rights are at stake. Here, Mr. Guertin was given no
meaningful opportunity to contest the renewed suspension of his rights — the decision to
re-open competency was made sua sponte by the Court, without any adversarial hearing
or prior notice that the issue was even under consideration again. Substantively, due
process is violated when a defendant is deprived of a fundamental right or liberty interest
by arbitrary government action. The April 29 competency order deprives Mr. Guertin of
his right to make decisions about his defense (including the right to represent himself and
push his chosen motions), and potentially threatens his liberty (since a finding of
incompetence can lead to involuntary commitment for treatment), all on a capricious

basis. The risk of error in this summary proceeding is extremely high — indeed, we
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contend the Court has already erred by mistaking advocacy for insanity. The interest at
stake — Mr. Guertin's right to defend himself and to avoid unwarranted psychiatric
intervention — is fundamental. And there is minimal countervailing state interest in
forcing an unnecessary competency process; the only “interest” arguably served is a
tactical delay benefiting the prosecution, which is not a legitimate interest at all. Applying
the Mathews v. Eldridge, 424 U.S. 319 (1976) factors (private interest, risk of error,
probable value of additional safeguards, and government interest) yields a decisive
conclusion that the summary imposition of a new Rule 20.01 proceeding here fails due
process. Moreover, by aligning the timing of the Rule 20.01 order directly with Mr.
Guertin's exercise of his petitioning rights (filing motions and seeking self-
representation), the Court's action takes on the character of a penalty, which is forbidden

absent the most compelling justification (and none exists here).

2. Chilling of First Amendment Advocacy

Mr. Guertin's motion to dismiss and his insistence on self-representation are
classic forms of petitioning the government and speaking on matters of public concern —
indeed, alleging government misconduct is inherently a matter of public interest and
import. The First Amendment vigorously protects such speech and petitioning.
Government retaliation against a speaker for his expression is both actionable and
unconstitutional. While one might not typically think of a competency exam as
“punishment,” in this context it absolutely functions as such. It is not hyperbole to say
that, from Mr. Guertin's perspective (and that of any reasonable person in his shoes), the

Court's message appears to be:
“If you continue to press these accusations, we will declare you mentally ill.”

This threat carries severe consequences, including stigma, loss of autonomy (through
guardianship or forced counsel), and even possible confinement in a mental facility. Few
actions by the state could be more chilling to a citizen’s willingness to speak truth to
power. The U.S. Supreme Court has long warned against the chilling effect of laws or
actions that deter people from exercising free speech and petition rights (see Dombrowski

v. Pfister, 380 U.S. 479 (1965)). Here, the chilling effect is not theoretical — Mr. Guertin
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is experiencing it in real time. To proceed with the competency re-evaluation under these

circumstances sends a loud and clear signal:
“drop your claims or we will brand you insane.”

This Court, as a guardian of constitutional rights, should recoil from any action that even
appears to send such a message. Even the appearance of a First Amendment violation
undermines the judiciary’s role as a neutral arbiter. The proper course to avoid this
chilling effect is to immediately stay and vacate the competency order, thus removing the
cloud of potential psychiatric punishment from over Mr. Guertin's head and allowing his

claims to be heard on their merits.

3. Unjustified Intrusion into Privacy (Forensic Navigator Order)

The April 29 Order Appointing a Forensic Navigator (see Index 188) represents a
drastic invasion of privacy and personal security. By its terms, this order commands that
any and all agencies or entities possessing information about Mr. Guertin — including his
medical history, psychological treatment records, chemical dependency records, social
services files, probation files, jail records, military records, Social Security records,
employment records, and educational records — must turn over those records to the
navigator upon request, within 96 hours. It further suspends virtually every privacy
protection (state or federal) that might apply to those records, explicitly overriding laws
such as HIPAA and the Minnesota Government Data Practices Act. This is a sweeping
authorization usually reserved for the most serious of cases where a defendant's long-term
mental illness history is directly at issue. Here, its use is wholly disproportionate and
unnecessary. Mr. Guertin's competency at present is not in legitimate doubt, so there is no
need for a forensic navigator at all — much less one armed with a court order to vacuum

up the most sensitive documents of Mr. Guertin's life.

The breadth of the navigator order raises independent constitutional concerns. The Fourth
Amendment protects against unreasonable searches and seizures; while one might argue
that obtaining records for a court-ordered exam is not a traditional “search,” it certainly
implicates Mr. Guertin's reasonable expectation of privacy in his medical and personal
information. This order was issued with no showing of particularized need — the form

recites boilerplate “good cause,” but no specific cause related to Mr. Guertin was
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documented. It amounts to a general warrant for information, something anathema to the
Fourth Amendment. Likewise, under substantive due process, any governmental intrusion
into personal privacy (a liberty interest) must be balanced and non-arbitrary. Here it is
arbitrary in the extreme: had the Court not sua sponte raised competency, none of these
records could have been accessed without Mr. Guertin's consent or a specific court
process demonstrating relevance. Now, simply because the Court decided (wrongly) to
invoke Rule 20.01, everything is suddenly up for grabs. If this is not an abuse of the

competency process, it is hard to imagine what would be.

4. Conclusion

In sum, the April 29 orders offend multiple constitutional values: procedural
fairness, free expression, and privacy. They are overbroad and unjustified responses to a
situation that, at most, required a far more measured approach. (For instance, if the Court
had concerns about Mr. Guertin's claims, the appropriate step would have been to hold a
hearing on the motion to dismiss to examine those claims — shining light on the facts is a
known antidote to confusion — rather than reflexively treating the claims as evidence of
insanity and reopening competency.) Because these orders violate Mr. Guertin's rights
and cast a pall over the legitimacy of the proceedings, they should not be allowed to

stand.

H | A Stay and Vacatur Are Necessary to Restore Fairness and Proper Procedure

in this Case

The defense respectfully submits that the only way to restore fairness and regularity in
this case is to undo the April 29, 2025 orders. This Court has the inherent authority to reconsider
and vacate orders that were improvidently granted or that have become unjust to enforce. It also
has clear authority to stay any order — especially one related to a collateral matter like a
competency evaluation — if doing so is necessary to prevent irreparable harm or to allow higher
court review. Here, both vacatur and a stay are warranted: vacatur because the orders were wrong
from the start (and issued in excess of the Court's proper authority), and a stay because even
temporary enforcement of them will cause irreparable injury (once Mr. Guertin's confidential
records are released and his psyche poked and prodded under false pretenses, that bell cannot be

unrung).
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1. Vacatur of the Rule 20.01 Competency Evaluation Order (Index 187)

The Court should vacate (rescind) the order requiring a new competency
evaluation. Vacating that order would formally reinstate the April 3, 2025 finding of
competency (see Index 127) as the operative status of Mr. Guertin. It would signal that
the Court recognizes that no adequate grounds ever existed after April 3 to doubt Mr.
Guertin's competency. As detailed above, the Rule 20.01 order was issued in error and in
abuse of discretion — indeed, in abuse of the Rule 20.01 process itself. By vacating it, the
Court corrects the course of the proceedings and ensures that any further litigation
focuses on the merits of the case (including the serious allegations of evidence tampering
and misconduct) rather than detouring into an unnecessary psychiatric sideshow. This
criminal case is now over two years old; the alleged offense dates back to January 2023.
Mr. Guertin has spent much of that time trapped in competency limbo due to
circumstances not of his making. The April 3 competency ruling should have ended that
chapter for good. The Court's April 29 order reopened it without cause — a mistake that

can and must be rectified.

2. Vacatur of the Order Appointing Forensic Navigator (Index 188) and

Quashing of Resulting Record Demands

Likewise, the Court should vacate the forensic navigator appointment order. If no
Rule 20.01 evaluation is proceeding, there is no statutory basis for a forensic navigator at
all (Minn. Stat. § 611.55 is predicated on an ongoing competency proceeding). Moreover,
as discussed, that order authorizes an alarming invasion of privacy that should never have
been allowed. The defense specifically requests that the Court also quash any subpoenas
or record requests issued under the authority of the navigator order or the evaluation
order. This includes any communications that may already have been made to hospitals,
clinics, government agencies, or others to gather Mr. Guertin's information. Those
requests should be withdrawn immediately. If any records have already been produced,
the Court should order that they be sealed and not viewed by anyone pending further
direction, and ultimately destroyed if the competency process is terminated. Mr. Guertin
should not have to bear the indignity of his private life being dissected on a baseless

hunch of incompetency. Quashing these derivative demands is necessary to make Mr.
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Guertin whole and to prevent the unlawful April 29 orders from continuing to have effect

in any way.

3. Stay Pending Decision and/or Appellate Review

In an abundance of caution, the defense also asks that the Court enter an
immediate stay (see Minn. R. Civ. App. P. 108) of the April 29 competency and navigator
orders while this motion is pending, and (if this motion is denied) while any prompt
appellate action is filed. The timeline is critical: the navigator order demanded records
within 96 hours of April 29 (four days), meaning agencies could be turning over
documents at any moment. Similarly, the new Rule 20.01 process presumably would
involve scheduling an evaluator interview with Mr. Guertin and possibly taking him into
custody for an evaluation if he does not comply voluntarily. These actions should be
paused at once. A short stay will prejudice no one — if the Court ultimately decides not to
vacate the orders, a brief delay in the competency evaluation is of little consequence (the
review date is in mid-July, months away). But if no stay is granted and the intrusive
processes go forward now, Mr. Guertin's rights will be irreparably harmed before a higher
court can review the situation. Thus, the Court should issue an order that no further action
be taken under the April 29 orders (no evaluations, no record-gathering) pending the
resolution of this emergency motion and, if necessary, pending expedited appellate
review. This is a reasonable interim measure to protect the status quo and ensure

meaningful relief can still be granted.

Notice of Imminent Appellate Action if Relief Is Denied

Finally, to preserve the record, Mr. Guertin notes that if relief is not granted by this Court,

he intends to seek immediate appellate intervention. This could take the form of a petition for an
extraordinary writ (mandamus or prohibition) under Minn. R. Civ. App. P. 120, together with a
stay motion under Minn. R. Civ. App. P. 108 or other expedited appeal to the Minnesota Court of
Appeals (and/or Supreme Court). The Minnesota appellate courts have authority to correct lower
court abuses of discretion and to enforce constitutional rights without waiting for final judgment,
particularly in matters where waiting would effectively deny those rights — competency orders
being a prime example, as they can stall a case indefinitely and cause irreparable harm. By

raising this now, Mr. Guertin means no disrespect; rather, he is putting the Court on notice that he

31

Filed in District Court

State of Minnesota
5/7/12025 2:04 PM


Minnesota Court Records Online (MCRO)
Seal


27-CR-23-1886

Filed in District Court

will pursue every avenue to protect his rights. Of course, a ruling by this Court in his favor —
staying and vacating the orders — would obviate the need for any appellate involvement at this

juncture.

VII. CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, Mr. Guertin respectfully requests that the Court STAY and
VACATE the April 29, 2025 Order for Rule 20.01 Competency Evaluation (see Index 187) and
the April 29, 2025 Order Appointing a Forensic Navigator (see Index 188). In so doing, the Court
should declare that the prior adjudication of competency (see Index 127, April 3, 2025) remains
in effect and that all proceedings may resume on the merits. The Court should further QUASH
any subpoenas, orders, or requests for information issued under the now-void April 29 orders,
thereby protecting Mr. Guertin's personal records from disclosure. If the Court for any reason
declines to vacate outright, Mr. Guertin in the alternative asks for a stay of enforcement of the
April 29 orders pending appellate review, and he hereby preserves his right to seek immediate
relief from the Court of Appeals or Minnesota Supreme Court to prevent irreparable harm to his

constitutional rights.

Mr. Guertin does not make this request lightly. He fully appreciates the gravity of alleging that a
court order was retaliatory and unconstitutional. But the record here — as extensively documented
above — reveals an extraordinary situation that demands an extraordinary remedy. This Court's
highest duty is to the integrity of the justice system and the protection of constitutional rights. By
granting the requested relief, the Court will reaffirm those principles, correct a profound
injustice, and allow this case to return to the path of truth and fairness rather than abuse and
obfuscation. Mr. Guertin stands ready to proceed with litigating his motion to dismiss and, if
necessary, proceeding to trial — he has never sought to avoid the normal process of adjudication,
only to ensure that the process is fair. It is the State, not Mr. Guertin, that has sought to avoid a
fair fight on the merits by hiding evidence and, when caught, shifting the focus to Mr. Guertin's
mental state. This Court should not countenance that tactic any longer. By vacating the April 29
orders, the Court will restore the proper balance and uphold the rule of law, and Mr. Guertin

respectfully asks the Court to do so without delay.
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VIII. CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

(Minn. R. Crim. P. 33.02; Minn. R. Civ. App. P. 125.04)

I, Matthew David Guertin, certify under penalty of perjury pursuant to Minn. Stat. § 358.116 that

on May 7, 2025, I served the following document(s):

* DEFENDANT’S EMERGENCY MOTION TO STAY AND VACATE APRIL 29, 2025
RULE 20.01 COMPETENCY ORDER

e April 29, 2025 Hearing Transcript (attached)

by filing and electronically serving them through the Minnesota Odyssey E-File and E-Serve
System (EFS). E-service via EFS constitutes service under Minn. R. Crim. P. 33.04, and EFS

automatically generates proof of service to all registered recipients.
Recipients served:

* Mawerdi Hamid, Assistant Hennepin County Attorney

* Raissa Carpenter, Assistant Public Defender

*  Emmett Donnelly, Assistant Public Defender

No paper copies were mailed because all counsel of record are registered EFS users.

Dated: May 7, 2025 Respectfully submitted,
_/s/ Matthew D. Guertin

Matthew David Guertin
Defendant Pro Se

4385 Trenton Ln. N 202
Plymouth, MN 55442
Telephone: 763-221-4540
MattGuertin@ N
www.MattGuertin.com
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STATE OF MINNESOTA DISTRICT COURT
COUNTY OF HENNEPIN FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT
State of Minnesota,
Plaintiff, Transcript of Proceedings
vS. Court File No. 27-CR-23-1886

Matthew David Guertin,

Defendant.

The above-entitled matter came before the
Honorable Sarah Hudleston, one of the Judges of the above-named
court, in Courtroom 1057, Hennepin County Government Center, 300
South Sixth Street, Minneapolis, Minnesota, on the 29th day of

April, 2025, at 11:18 a.m.
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APPEARANCES

Mawerdi Hamid and Timothy Humphreys,

Hennepin County Attorneys,

behalf of the Plaintiff.

Emmett Donnelly and Raissa Carpenter,

Hennepin County Public Defenders,

with the Defendant.
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PROCEETDTINGS

THE CLERK: Your Honor, this is the State of
Minnesota vs. Matthew Guertin, Court File 27-CR-23-188¢0,
and we are on the record.

THE COURT: Good morning, Mr. Guertin.

MR. GUERTIN: Good morning.

THE COURT: Good morning, counsel. Please note
appearances.

MS. HAMID: Good morning. Mawerdi Hamid for
the state with co-counsel Timothy Humphreys, Your Honor.

MR. DONNELLY: Your Honor, Emmett Donnelly and
Raissa Carpenter. At this point we have been appointed
counsel for Mr. Guertin, and he is seated between us and
present.

THE COURT: Okay. Last time we were together,
Mr. Guertin expressed an interest in representing
himself, and I gave him the petition to self-represent,
and we talked about filling it out with a supervisor from
the public defender’s office. At that time, I explained
to Mr. Guertin I couldn’t take a waiver of counsel from
someone who was not competent but that I was bound by
Judge Koch’s competency order.

The concern, however, happened that I am only
able to follow that competency order unless and until I

see evidence of lack of competency. And once I see that,
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by law I'm required to address that, Mr. Guertin. That’s
the duty that the law imposes on me. I cannot take a
waiver of counsel from someone who I do not believe is
competent in the legal sense, in the sense of being able
to rationally consult and rationally provide counsel with
information and participate in his own defense.

You are an extremely intelligent person. You
have patented really amazing technology. You’'ve patented
valuable technology. You’ve used AI to write really
detailed legal memoranda. You have technological
capabilities that probably surpass 99.9 percent of the
population. So, I am not doubting your intelligence in
any way whatsoever.

I also understand probably that nothing I say
to you is probably going to see reasonable or fair
because I know where you stand. I know what you think.
You think the system is conspiring against you. All I
can tell you is I am not. I am doing my duty under the
law to make sure that somebody who’s being charged with
criminal charges has the ability to rationally consult
and present a rational defense.

And based on what I’ve seen in the record, --
and I reviewed your 50-plus page motion to dismiss, and
I’ve looked at a number of the cites and exhibits -- I

can’t let you go forward because I have significant
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concerns. And Minnesota Statute 611.42 subd. 2 says, “A
defendant must not be allowed to waive counsel if the
defendant lacks the ability to --” and then as pertinent

A\Y

here, “-- to appreciate the consequences of proceeding
without counsel.” And six, “comprehend other matters
essential to understanding the case.”

And the big concerns here are you’re raising as
defenses things related to your patent and a big
conspiracy with Netflix and the government and the
court -- criminal court case somehow being related to
that. That we’re trying to silence you. And that is not
rational. That would not provide a defense to the
charges. You would not have any defense to criminal
liability based on the patent theories you are stating.

And so, therefore, I am going to order another
Rule 20.01 evaluation. I know you will be extremely
disappointed by this. I just can tell you that it’s my
duty. I have to do this. And I believe the state wanted

to make a record as well.

MR. GUERTIN: Am I allowed to speak at some

point?

THE COURT: In a moment. Yeah. Well, your
counsel can speak for you, and then -- but first the
state.

MS. HAMID: Thank you, Your Honor. The state

btrict Court
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is also concerned with the number of filings that were
filed since yesterday. It appears there were about 50
filings last night, about 60 filings yesterday, and
about -- over 6,000 pages of documents that were filed,
and that there is a serious concern and that a Rule 20
should be ordered, Your Honor.
THE COURT: Okay. And then I know defense
counsel -- I understand, Mr. Guertin, that you’re wishing

to discharge them. But for now, they are still your

attorneys.

And I know last hearing, Mr. Donnelly, you told

me defense counsel does not -- did not agree with Judge

Koch’s order and therefore disagreed with the competency

finding, correct?

MR. DONNELLY: That’s true, Your Honor. I
mean, we don’t control that finding and we’ll proceed
accordingly. I have nothing to add to what the Court
does. I mean, we’re not mouthpieces, and I know Mr.
Guertin objects, and I certainly am not going to be the
one to put the gag over his mouth --

THE COURT: Sure.

MR. DONNELLY: -- and keep him from talking.

THE COURT: Okay. Well, and I can hear from
you in a moment, Mr. Guertin. I just wanted to state

that I did review Judge Koch’s order, and I think that

btrict Court
Minnesota
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things have materially changed since that order because
that order relies on Mr. Guertin saying he will listen to
his public defenders, saying he will take their advice
and work with them. And then as soon as I saw Mr.
Guertin, he wanted to discharge them despite them saying
that they could not as officers of the court sign on to
his motion to dismiss and the theories therein. So, I
think things have certainly -- that the basis for that
order is no longer accurate.

Also I have now seen new evidence of
incompetence. Again, just as far as the law considers
it. You’re very smart, Mr. Guertin. I'm not taking
anything away from your intellect and your inventions.
I'm just doing what needs to be done for criminal cases.

So, I can see you’re very eager to speak, and I
will let you speak in a moment. I just want to make a
really fulsome record about that we have three separate
examiners opining a lack of competence under Rule 20.01.
You’ve got two very skilled and zealous defense
advocates, and they wanted to advise you, and you did not
want to have them on your case any longer as soon as we
got to court after the Rule 20 calendar.

The allegations in the criminal complaint note
things that suggest paranocia, post-Miranda statements of

shooting to bring the police to your home because people

btrict Court
Minnesota
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were going to kill you over a patent. You also noted
that in your own motion to dismiss at page 33.

7

Scrolling, “They’re going to kill me,” I believe.

There are now filings in the public record in
this criminal case that evidence paranoia and conspiracy
theories that are the hallmark of certain mental
illnesses that the examiners have opined and that they’re
trained in. The expressions in the motion to dismiss,
again, over 50 pages, have repeated assertions over and
over and over and over again citing coordinated
campaigns, intentional manipulation of the system to
paint you as incompetent to proceed in your criminal case
with the motive, I think, apparently being to cover up
patent theft.

There are highly illogical assertions in there.
There’s extreme language, extreme repetition, paranoia,
and conspiracy assertions. Talking about -- you talk
about your handwritten note that says that “Whoever is
behind this has one million different ways to set me up
or frame me if they want. Netflix found out about my
patent way before I found out about theirs. That’s for
sure. They’re going to kill me.” Things like that.

So, I know, Mr. Guertin, that you’re going to
think I'm part of this coordinated campaign. All I can

tell you is I promise you I am not. I'm following my

btrict Court
Minnesota
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duty. I can’t let you self-represent under these
circumstances.

Certainly, if you, you know, have patent
disputes, you can take that up with the PTO. You can
take it up with a qualified patent attorney. We don’t
have any jurisdiction over patents here. We’re all not
qualified to adjudicate patents and prior art and, you
know, anything like that. So, that needs to be a
separate proceeding. Even tort claims that just -- that

can’t be part of the criminal case.

We have nothing -- again, nothing to do with
the patents. We have nothing to do with Netflix or other
government -- federal government agencies that it sounds
like you have been in dealings with.

And Ms. Hamid, I can turn to you as an officer
of the court with a sworn duty of candor to the court,
have you had any conversations in this case with anyone
from Netflix?

MS. HAMID: No, Your Honor.

THE COURT: Any conversations with anyone from
federal government agencies?

MS. HAMID: No, Your Honor.

THE COURT: Okay. Also with regard to Mr.
Guertin’s assertions about doctored manipulated initial

discovery, do you know -- can you speak to that?

btrict Court
Minnesota
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MS. HAMID: No, Your Honor. The state is not
aware of any of that information.

THE COURT: Okay. Do you know what I’'m
referring to when he said some initial images were
mathematically incorrect and altered, and then when
compared to later discovery they were inconsistent?

MS. HAMID: Yes, Your Honor. It was part of
the competency hearing, and it was briefly discussed
during that hearing. But the state is not aware of any
manipulation of the evidence, Your Honor.

THE COURT: Okay. Okay. So, Mr. Guertin,

Filed in Di
State of
5/7/202
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thank you for being patient. I know this has got to feel

frustrating for you. Please go ahead.

MR. GUERTIN: I would just like to say that my

claims about a conspiracy obviously originate in matters

related and pertaining to my patent, but insofar as my
claims within the court, they do not -- I'm not saying
anything about Netflix. I’'m saying about things that
indicate that it has spilled over into the court.
Pertaining to the issue of fraudulent discovery, it’s a
logical and inescapable catch-22 that currently exists.
I can explain it if you’d like.

THE COURT: I did read your motion to dismiss
and I know you describe the catch-22 and that you had a

logical I guess victory. I don’t want to do that now

14

btrict Court
Minnesota
52:04 PM



Minnesota Court Records Online (MCRO)
Seal


10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

27-CR-23-1886

Filed in Di
State of
5/7/202

11

because my decision is made, and I have more than ample
basis for it. If you want to say a little something
about it, you’re welcome to.

MR. GUERTIN: Well, I would just say that it
wouldn’t matter even i1if it wasn’t in the Hennepin County
OneDrive system because once the photos existed and then
they squished them to put them into the uniform aspect
ratio, they can’t un-squish them. So, it’s a logical
trap that proves my claim about it that can’t be escaped.
So, it’s now being ignored because I'm being sidelined
again by being determined incompetent.

And insofar as my filings that I filed
yesterday, I don’t know how many thousands of pages are
the court’s own records of completely Al-generated
fraudulent cases that I uncovered which is now submitted
into the record.

So, you -- that’s hard evidence of 163 cases
that I collected exactly one year ago around April 26th
by filtering the three judges that were controlling my
case and searching for their hearing dates on the MCRO
system and then using a Python script to filter thousands
of cases down to the 163 cases that they all had a part
in spanning January lst, 2023, to April 26th of 2024.

And with that 163 cases, I then used an

automated script one morning to download 3,553 MCRO files

btrict Court
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all in order for all those cases, and I ended up with a
data set that had my name in it because those judges were
controlling my case. Those judges are Judge Julia Dayton
Klein, Referee Borer, and Referee Mercurio. And then
that was based on curiosity. Is this normal procedure
because it seemed like they were controlling my case to a
non-standard like strange degree let’s say, right?

So, the data set that I ended up with is
thousands of files, and it contains AI-generated USPS
mail filings. That’s irrefutable. And it contains the
same exact mirrored orders over and over and over, and it
also contains Raissa Carpenter assigned to 16 completely
fake cases such as Lucas Kraskey. What is there? 27-CR-
21-8067, 27-CR-21-8227, 27-CR-21-8228, 27-CR-21-8229, 27-
CR-21-8230, 27-CR-21-8511, 27-CR-21-20637, 27-CR-22-
17300, 27-CR --

THE COURT: Okay. So, Mr. Guertin, I'm going
to stop you here because I know you filed this.

MR. GUERTIN: These are —--

THE COURT: So, it is in writing in your
motion.

MR. GUERTIN: And if you’d --

THE COURT: Sir, --

MR. GUERTIN: I could hand it in. I have a map

for what I handed in that relates to the indexes and maps



Minnesota Court Records Online (MCRO)
Seal


10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

27-CR-23-1886 Filed in Di

State of
5/7/202

13

them across since there was so many of them.

THE COURT: Sure. I will take that today. I'm
focused today on your criminal charges and very
specifically if I can accept your request to self-
represent, and I simply cannot. Under the law -- the
statute I read you as well as Rule 20.01, my duty is to
order another evaluation. Again, I know you’re going to
think that I’'m somehow part of a conspiracy. I’'m sorry
that you think that.

I —- as a very intelligent person, maybe I
could pose to you the question of, let’s say for
argument’s sake you were under some mental illness or
some symptoms, maybe you could agree that it would seem
like everyone is against you. Would you agree with that?
Just for argument’s sake if you --

MR. GUERTIN: No. What happened was that T
was —-- had the -- I was going to swear. I had the crap
scared out of me, and I have all the evidence now. So,
all of my claims aren’t based on -- the definition of
“delusions” is a false version of reality despite
evidence to the contrary. That’s not what I'm -- I’'m not
suffering from delusions because I have all the evidence.

THE COURT: Okay. So, the delusional part,
I’11l set that aside. For me, my focus is that I can’t

find that you can rationally defend yourself and

btrict Court
Minnesota
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rationally participate with defense counsel as you told
Judge Koch that you would when he ordered the competency
finding. So, I do need to do another one. So, I’'m going
to order that now. That will be done on an out of
custody basis.

And with regard to, you know, your concerns
about Hennepin County documentation systems, I really
can’t speak to any of that. You know, that’s something

maybe that you can think about addressing if appropriate

with --

MR. GUERTIN: TIt's in the record.

THE COURT: Right. But I'm saying it’s not
part of -- that doesn’t have relevance to your criminal
case.

MR. GUERTIN: It has relevance to the
legitimacy of the entire court.

THE COURT: Okay. But that’s what I’'m saying
is this is not the conspiracy of the court system. We
don’t have anything to do with the people who stole your
patents or who are using your technology perhaps without
remunerating you as they’re supposed to. We don’t have
anything to do with that. And certainly, you can hire a
patent lawyer and you can go after that. But that’s not
the place here. So, we’ll order the Rule 20.01 now.

MR. DONNELLY: Judge, may I just clarify one

btrict Court
Minnesota
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thing I said earlier?

THE COURT: Yeah.

MR. DONNELLY: That is that I don’t criticize
Judge Koch’s ruling. He dealt with the snapshot that he
had in front of him, and competency isn’t static.

THE COURT: Of course. And I wasn’t -- I’'m not
criticizing it either. I’m saying there have been
material changes since that hearing based on what I read
in his order and what he had --

MR. DONNELLY: Yeah. I understand that too. I
just wanted to be clear I'm not.

THE COURT: Thank you. And I didn’t -- nope.

I didn’t take it that way whatsoever, and I'm not either.
Of course. Things are —--

MR. GUERTIN: 1Is there an official objection to
this being noted in the record?

THE COURT: Certainly your objection is noted,
sir. Absolutely. Yes.

(Dates were discussed.)

MR. GUERTIN: What are we scheduling? A return

MS. CARPENTER: So, they’re ordering you to
meet with a Rule 20 evaluator. And so, then they pick a
period of time for the Rule 20 evaluator to meet with you

and to write a new report for the Court. So, July 8th

btrict Court
Minnesota
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you’ re scheduled to appear on the Rule 20 calendar which
is with all the mental health probate judges. They run
that calendar. And by then there will be a report. On
that date you either object to the report or you agree
with the report, and then they can enter a finding based
on the report and then set a hearing. If you’re found --

MR. GUERTIN: And what’s being scheduled is a
Rule 20 or coming back in front of --

MS. CARPENTER: Yep. A Rule 20 and then you’d
go on the Rule 20 calendar on the 8th. If you’re found
competent on the 8th, then you need a court date with
Judge Hudleston to restart your case and restart
proceedings. So, they’re picking a second date after
July 8th that theoretically your case can restart if
you’ re found competent on July 8th.

(Dates were discussed.)

THE CLERK: I’11 get you some notices, Mr.
Guertin.

THE COURT: And you can note, Porshia, in the
referral that Mr. Guertin objects to being re-referred.

THE CLERK: Okay.

MR. GUERTIN: Did you have a chance to look at
the affidavit?

THE COURT: I did not have a chance to look at

anything you filed yesterday. I was on a court calendar

btrict Court
Minnesota
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p.m., and there are hundreds and hundreds of
But I looked at a lot of the things you filed --
MR. GUERTIN: Yeah, the --

THE COURT: -- with related to the motion to

MR. GUERTIN: And that’s what you’re basing the

THE COURT: Oh. I looked at the competency

MR. GUERTIN: So, it’s based on not even
at the filings yesterday?

THE COURT: 1It’s based on what I saw that you

as looking back into your file and then looking
of the things you cited in your motion to

Correct. And I did --

MS. HAMID: Your Honor, --

THE COURT: Sorry. I did look at as quickly as
this morning at the general nature of your

yesterday, but I certainly couldn’t read

MR. GUERTIN: Yeah. They’re not all to be read

THE COURT: Yeah. Right. I saw the general

btrict Court
Minnesota
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nature of them. Yes.

MS. HAMID: Your Honor, may I? Last time there
was lack of cooperation from Mr. Guertin to meet with an
evaluator. And instead he sent emails to the evaluator.
Can we just put on the record that he’s required to meet
with the evaluator in person?

THE COURT: Yes. Mr. Guertin, I know you
object to this. I will note your strenuous objection.
It’s very well documented in your filings. You do need
to meet with them in person.

MS. CARPENTER: I don’t know if they always
want to meet in person.

THE COURT: Or by Zoom.

MS. HAMID: Or by Zoom. Yeah.

THE COURT: You need to meet with them so that
they can have a conversation with you whether virtually
or in person.

THE CLERK: And Mr. Guertin, does your phone
number still end in 454072

MR. GUERTIN: Correct.

THE CLERK: Okay.

MR. DONNELLY: May I approach, Your Honor? Do
you want this document?

MS. CARPENTER: You said you would --

THE COURT: Yes. 1I’11 take that. Thank you.

btrict Court
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MR. GUERTIN: Thank you.
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(The proceedings were adjourned at 11:40 a.m.)

btrict Court
Minnesota
52:04 PM



Minnesota Court Records Online (MCRO)
Seal


10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

STATE OF MINNESOTA)
Ss:
COUNTY OF HENNEPIN)

27-CR-23-1886 Filed in Di

State of
5/7/202

20

COURT REPORTER’S CERTIFICATE

I, MAYA FUNK,

an Official Court Reporter in and

for the Fourth Judicial District of the State of

Minnesota, do hereby certify that I have transcribed

the foregoing transcript from the CourtSmart audio

recording, and that the foregoing pages constitute a

true and correct transcript of the proceedings taken in

connection with the above-entitled matter to the best

of my ability.

Dated: May 3,

2025

/s/(j34gﬂZ£2%;bé

Mavya Funk

Official Court Reporter
C859 Government Center

300 South Sixth Street

Minneapolis, MN 55487

(612) 322-6951

btrict Court
Minnesota
52:04 PM



Minnesota Court Records Online (MCRO)
Seal


	DEFENDANT’S EMERGENCY MOTION TO STAY AND VACATE APRIL 29, 2025 RULE 20.01 COMPETENCY ORDER
	I.   STATEMENT OF RELIEF REQUESTED
	1. Immediately stays enforcement of the Court’s April 29, 2025
	2. Vacates those April 29 orders in their entirety
	3. Quashes and recalls
	4. Expedites disposition
	5. In the alternative
	A | Grounds for Emergency Relief
	B | Preservation of Appellate Remedies
	C | Related Motion

	II.   INTRODUCTION
	III.   KEY CONTRADICTIONS AND DISTORTIONS
	A | Fraudulent Psychiatric Evaluations vs. Reality
	B | Evidence Tampering and Withholding
	C | Falsified Court Records and Docket Irregularities
	D | Pathologizing Legitimate Grievances as “Delusion”
	E | Judge’s Praise vs. Psychiatric Condemnation (Foundational Contradiction)
	F | Judge’s Praise of “detailed legal memoranda” (Fatal Contradiction)
	G | Conclusion

	IV.   PROCEDURAL HISTORY
	A | Charges and Initial Competency Proceedings (2023–2024)
	B | Defendant's Challenges to Evidence Manipulation
	C | April 3, 2025 Competency Hearing – Defendant Found Competent
	D | Defendant's Motion to Dismiss for Prosecutorial Misconduct
	E | April 17, 2025 Hearing – Court Refuses to Hear Motion; Defendant Seeks to Proceed Pro Se
	F | April 29, 2025 – Court Orders New Competency Evaluation and Forensic Navigator

	V.   LEGAL STANDARDS
	A | Competency to Stand Trial – Rule 20.01 Requirements
	B | Constitutional Limits – Due Process and First Amendment
	C | “Fruit of the Poisonous Tree” Doctrine in Competency Context
	D | Right to Self-Representation and Control of Defense

	VI.   ARGUMENT
	A | The April 29 Competency Order Was Retaliatory - Issued in Response to defendant's Misconduct Allegations, Not Any Legitimate Competency Concern
	B | Mr. Guertin Was Just Adjudicated Competent on April 3, 2025 - No New Facts Justified Reopening the Competency Issue
	1. March 5, 2025 | “Contested Competency” Evidentiary Hearing
	2. April 3 - April 29, 2025 | Stable, Competent Conduct - No Unusual Behavior
	3. Once Again, Guertin is Competent – It is His Evidence Which is Not
	4. Motion to Dismiss Directly Cited as Evidence of “Incompetence”

	C | The State’s Misconduct Created a Catch-22: All Prior Rule 20.01 Evaluations Are Tainted “Fruit of the Poisonous Tree,” So the Court Cannot Justify a New Competency Exam by Relying on Those Tainted Results
	Discovery Set “A”
	Discovery Set “B”
	Discovery Set “C”
	Discovery Set “D”

	D | State’s “Brilliant Fix” Back-fires and Retroactively Discredits Set A as Well
	E | Earlier Competency Findings Are Now Tainted “Fruit of the Poisonous Tree”
	F | Further Rule 20.01 Examinations Would Be Irremediably Tainted
	G | The April 29 Competency and Navigator Orders Violate Due Process, Chill Protected Advocacy, and Authorize an Unwarranted Intrusion into defendant's Personal Records
	1. Violation of Procedural and Substantive Due Process
	2. Chilling of First Amendment Advocacy
	3. Unjustified Intrusion into Privacy (Forensic Navigator Order)
	4. Conclusion

	H | A Stay and Vacatur Are Necessary to Restore Fairness and Proper Procedure  in this Case
	1. Vacatur of the Rule 20.01 Competency Evaluation Order (Index 187)
	2. Vacatur of the Order Appointing Forensic Navigator (Index 188) and Quashing of Resulting Record Demands
	3. Stay Pending Decision and/or Appellate Review

	I | Notice of Imminent Appellate Action if Relief Is Denied

	VII.   CONCLUSION
	VIII.   CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

	APRIL 29, 2025 | HEARING TRANSCRIPT
	Transcript, p. 01
	Transcript, p. 02
	Transcript, p. 03
	Transcript, p. 04
	Transcript, p. 05
	Transcript, p. 06
	Transcript, p. 07
	Transcript, p. 08
	Transcript, p. 09
	Transcript, p. 10
	Transcript, p. 11
	Transcript, p. 12
	Transcript, p. 13
	Transcript, p. 14
	Transcript, p. 15
	Transcript, p. 16
	Transcript, p. 17
	Transcript, p. 18
	Transcript, p. 19
	Transcript, p. 20


		2025-05-07T16:08:32-0500
	Minnesota
	File Stamp




