DUPLICATE SHA-256 HASHES IN SYNTHETIC MCRO
CASE FILES

I. DUPLICATE HANDWRITTEN JUDICIAL SIGNATURE BL.OCKS

A | Multiple Judicial Signatures Duplicated

At least 27 judges (and 4 referees) have identical signature images appearing in more than
one PDF filing. These SHA-256 hash collisions indicate the same scanned signature was copy-
pasted across different court documents (in different cases and years). Each instance of a
duplicate signature image is definitive proof of reuse, since a genuine signature should be unique

per document.

B | Chief Judge Kerry Meyer

The exact same handwritten signature image of Chief Judge Kerry Meyer—the presiding
officer over the entire Fourth Judicial District—was reused in 7 separate PDF court orders
spanning 6 different criminal cases. These duplicates stretch from December 28 2021 to April 5
2024, a 27-month period in which the identical SHA-256 hash value recurs without a single
pixel’s difference. One instance surfaces in a 2021 order revoking interim conditions and re-
emerges nearly three years later in a 2024 amended order—indisputable evidence that the chief

judge’s signature was copy-and-pasted rather than personally executed for each filing.

When the court’s highest authority relies on recycled signature stamps, the integrity breach is not
isolated; it emanates from the top and radiates downward, underscoring the systemic nature of

the fraud.

C | Judge Michael Browne

One image of Judge Browne’s handwritten signature appears in 193 distinct PDF files
(spanning from Dec 27, 2022 to Apr 23, 2024). For context, even a limited subset of case filings
(e.g. incompetency orders) showed 76 duplicates of Browne’s signature block. Example: The
same Browne signature hash occurs in a 2022 case filing and again in a 2024 filing — a two-year

spread using an identical signature image.



D | Judge Julia Dayton Klein

A single image of Judge Klein’s signature was reused in 174 PDF filings from Jan 5,
2023 through Apr 12, 2024. (At least 49 of these duplicates were found just among the

incompetency orders subset.)

E | Judge Lisa K. Janzen

Judge Janzen’s signature was mass-produced using multiple image files. She had eight
distinct signature images (labeled 01-08), two of which were each reused 135 times between
Nov 13, 2020 and Dec 20, 2022. Even her less-used signature variants still appear in 7-36 filings
each. This indicates a multi-year span (2020-2022) where her signature stamps were recycled

extensively.

F | Referees’ Signatures

The same pattern extends to judicial referees. Referee Danielle Mercurio’s handwritten
signature image was reused about 60 times from 2023 to 2024 (with 38 of those confirmed in
one case subset). Referee George Borer’s signature appears in 47 files over 2023-2024. Referee
Lori Skibbie’s signature was duplicated 23 times in 2023 alone. Each referee’s signature block

thus recurred across dozens of orders in different dockets.

(Every hash collision above means the signature graphic is pixel-identical across filings — a

scenario impossible unless the exact same image was reused.)

G | Other Judges

Many other judges show repeated signature use over several years. For example, Judge
Carolina A. Lamas’ signature image appears in 24 different filings from 2017 through 2021 (a 4-
year span). Judge Hilary Caligiuri’s signature image is found in 22 filings from 2021 to 2024.
Judge Bev Benson’s signature was duplicated at least 12 times across 2021-2024. Even judges
with lower counts (e.g. 2—10 repeats) had their exact signature scans show up in multiple

documents, definitively confirming reuse.



II. DUPLICATE JUDICIAL TIMESTAMP BI OCKS

A | Duplicate Date/Time Stamps

Many court orders share an identical judge timestamp header — an image of the judge’s
name and a date-time that should be unique to the signing event. For example, the stamp
“Browne, Michael — May 2, 2023 4:14 PM” (judge name and signing time) appears in 12
different PDFs. Likewise, “Mercurio, Danielle — May 2, 2023 3:12 PM” is found in 12 PDFs.
These twelve instances each use the exact same image of that timestamp, indicating the entire

signature-time block was cloned across multiple orders.

B | Clusters of 9 - 11 Reuses

Numerous other timestamp images repeat 9, 10, or 11 times each. For instance, “Browne,
Michael — Feb 22, 2023 9:26 AM” is reused in 11 files, and “Dayton Klein, Julia — Mar 28, 2023
9:42 AM” in 11 files as well. In total, about 90 distinct timestamp blocks were identified with
repeats across cases, most occurring 3+ times. Even late-occurring dates show reuse — e.g. Judge

Browne’s signature dated Jan 26, 2024 8:17 AM appears in 9 separate orders in different dockets.

C | Multi-Year Spans

These cloned timestamp blocks span multiple years in usage. Notably, a 2022 signing
date was copied forward: the stamp “Allyn, Julie — Feb 16, 2022 2:02 PM” recurs in 6 different
filings. This means an official timestamp from early 2022 was later reused in documents through
2023-24. Such reuse of a past date/time image (instead of a new unique timestamp) is a clear red

flag — it proves those later documents were not individually signed at the stated date and time.

(Identical date/time stamps across files demonstrate that what should be a unique signature
event was in fact duplicated from a template image. Any genuine e-signature or wet signature
would produce a new timestamp, so these recurring hashes are definitive proof of copy-paste

timestamp blocks.)

I1I. ADDITIONAL DUPLICATE IMAGE OBJECTS IN FILINGS

A | Recurring QR Code

A supposed document-authentication QR code appears to have been reused en masse.

One specific QR code image (same SHA-256 hash) is embedded in 617 PDF files. Several other



QR code graphics recur over 100+ times each. These counts suggest that a single QR code
(likely meant to be unique per document or case) was instead cloned hundreds of times. If the
QR code was intended to certify or link to a document record, the identical copies in dozens of
unrelated files indicate a fabricated or template-generated element rather than a legitimately

generated unique code.

B | Official Seals/Headers

Standard court document imagery was also duplicated consistently. For example, the
Minnesota State Seal emblem image (seal graphic) appears 146 times across filings, and a Fourth
Judicial District header logo appears at least 33 times. While reuse of official insignia in a
template can be expected, the hash identity confirms the exact same image file was inserted
repeatedly. (In an ordinary scenario, one might expect a PDF to use a fresh stamp or text-based
seal; here a single scanned image of the seal was used uniformly.) This uniform reuse becomes
concerning in context with the above signature findings — it suggests entire document formats

(header, seal, signature, timestamp blocks) were copied wholesale.

C | Returned Mail Scans

Even “Returned Mail” notices — which should each contain a unique envelope or address
image — showed duplication. One USPS mail envelope scan (with addressee information) was
reused in 6 different returned-mail filings. At least seven other envelope images repeat across 2—
4 cases each. (This pattern will be analyzed separately, but it further underscores bulk reuse of

images where unique content was expected.)

IV. CONCLUSION

The SHA-256 hash matches above provide irrefutable, quantified evidence of object-level
duplication in court records. Dozens of judicial signature blocks and timestamp stamps —
elements that should never be identical between different case filings — are repeated verbatim
across files, in some instances over spans of several years. These findings are presented in tables
and counts (above) to quantify the extent of duplication. Each hash collision is essentially a
digital fingerprint of fraud, proving that critical portions of supposedly independent court
documents were in fact reproduced from the same source image. All counts and file lists were

derived directly from the provided SHA-256 dataset, ensuring that the evidence is based on exact



binary matches rather than speculation. The frequency tables and year spans demonstrate the
scope: for example, a single judge’s signature image or date stamp can be traced through dozens
of case files over time. In sum, the data conclusively identifies numerous instances of court
filings that share identical signatures, seals, or stamps, thereby quantifying a systemic pattern of
duplicated, non-unique document elements. The above list can be used as a factual foundation
for any further legal or fraud analysis tasks, as it objectively catalogs the who, what, and how

often of the document hash collisions.

A | Source
SHA-256 Dataset CSV Tables

https://link.storjshare.io/s/jwmw6bwov7xeplln53p67n3zogma/evidence/SHA-256/

https://link.storjshare.io/raw/jue66sduek57rknicm6am45yegwa/evidence/SHA-256.zip

https://link.storjshare.io/s/ju3mfSuvdrmcbhch5ga3koduwp4g/evidence



https://link.storjshare.io/s/ju3mf5uvdrmcbhch5ga3koduwp4q/evidence
https://link.storjshare.io/s/jwmw6bwov7xeplln53p67n3zogmq/evidence/SHA-256/
https://link.storjshare.io/raw/jue66sduek57rknicm6am45yegwa/evidence/SHA-256.zip
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