
ChatGPT said: 

Request for o3 pro 
Reasoned for 3m 45s 

 

Prompt (to be reproduced verbatim in the Appendix) 
“Provide an unbiased analysis of each parties arguments both factually and 
legally, identify the proper legal standard, and identify if the facts presented 
support that standard. Lastly argue who has the stronger argument. 
Afterwords present it neatly so I can include it in an Appendix to show 
Congress both the prompt and your analysis. Each of these motions were 
unopposed and were decided together.” 

 

Procedural Snapshot 
Date (2022

) 
Filing (all by Plaintiff – no opposition filed) Record 

Cite 

Apr 21 Motion for Sanctions and/or Default (Rule 11 & inherent‑power)  

May 17 Affidavit of Compliance (Rule 9A, certifying service & no response 
after 16 days) 

 

Jun 27 Motion for TRO, Preliminary Injunction & Consolidation with Trial 
on Merits 

 

Jun 27 30‑page Memorandum in Support of TRO/PI (detailed facts & law)  

Jun 28 Emergency Motion for Injunction addressing fresh threats to a 
witness 

 

Apr–Jun 50‑page Memorandum & exhibits supporting Sanctions / Default  

The clerk marked all motions ripe (no opposition, Rule 9A) and the judge disposed of them in a 
single written order. 

 

I. Governing Legal Standards 



Motion Controlling Rule / Case Elements the Court Must Find 

TRO / Preliminary 
Injunction 

Mass. R. Civ. P. 65; Packaging 
Indus. v. Cheney, 
380 Mass. 609 (1980) 

(1) Likelihood of success; (2) 
Substantial risk of irreparable 
harm absent relief; (3) Balance of 
harms favors movant; (4) No 
disservice to public interest. 

Consolidation 
with Trial on 
Merits 

Rule 65(b)(2); King v. Globe 
Newspaper Co., 
400 Mass. 705 (1987) 

Same 4‑factor test, plus notice 
sufficient to convert hearing to 
trial‑on‑liability. 

Rule 11 / 
Inherent‑Power 
Sanctions 

Mass. R. Civ. P. 11(a); 
Munshani v. Signal Lake, 
60 Mass. App. Ct. 714 (2004) 

(a) Filing not well‑grounded in fact 
or law or interposed for delay; 
and/or (b) “Fraud on the court” 
proven by clear & convincing 
evidence. 

Default as 
Sanction 

Court’s inherent power; 
Rockdale v. Shawmut Bank, 
418 Mass. 596 (1994) 

Must find “unconscionable scheme” 
that hampered the opposing party 
or the tribunal. 

 

II. Plaintiff’s Factual Showing 

1  |  Injunction Package 

●​ Likelihood of Success – Plaintiff attaches deposition excerpts & transcripts claiming 
the key witness (S. Cardin) “tried to frame me,” coupled with appellate dicta that certain 
statements were “defamatory per se.” (see pp. 10‑23 of Memo)​
 

●​ Irreparable Harm – Affidavit states ongoing death‑threats, doxxing, and that harassment 
precipitated a diagnosed adjustment disorder; screenshots of Defendant’s social‑media 
threats are reproduced (see Memo pp. 3‑9).​
 

●​ Balance of Harms / Public Interest – Memo argues speech restriction is narrowly 
aimed at witness safety and cites Bridges v. California for the proposition that courts may 
curb intimidation affecting justice.​
 

2  |  Emergency Motion 



Quotes a June 18 2022 YouTube stream where Defendant vows to “destroy” a witness’s 
business and “remind you every f‑‑king day” (pgs 2‑4). 

3  |  Sanctions & Default 

●​ Service Violations – Affidavit of Compliance attests motions mailed 4/19 & 4/21 and no 
answer within 16 days.​
 

●​ Pattern Theory – 50‑page memo catalogues prior defaults, police reports, and 21 
counts of witness‑intimidation then pending in criminal court (pp. 7‑14) .​
 

●​ Fraud Allegations – Exhibits show Defendant dissolving Worcester Digital Marketing 
LLC while continuing to monetize the same “Turtleboy” platforms (see Corporate filing, 
Memo Exh C, p. 7 image).​
 

●​ Requested Relief – $20 k monetary sanction, immediate default, and injunctive bars on 
further harassment.​
 

 

III. (Absent) Defendant’s Likely Counter‑Arguments 
Although no papers were filed, the docket and earlier litigation reveal positions the Court was 
already familiar with: 

Issue Probable Defense Position (gleaned from 
prior filings) 

Evidentiary 
Support? 

First‑Amendment 
Speech 

Commentary about plaintiff/witnesses is 
protected opinion; prior TRO requests denied 
thrice. 

Not briefed here; 
record silent. 

No Irreparable 
Harm 

Harms are speculative or compensable by 
damages. 

Absent. 

Sanctions 
Overreach 

Allegations recycled; Rule 11 requires opportunity 
to cure. 

Absent. 

The judge, however, had only Plaintiff’s materials at decision time. 

 

IV. Do the Facts Satisfy the Standards? 



Element Evidence 
Present? 

Analysis 

Likelihood of 
Success (PI) 

Moderate Prior appellate language supports falsity/malice claims, but 
merits still hinge on credibility of Cardin & others; Plaintiff 
offers affidavits, not third‑party corroboration. 

Irreparable 
Harm 

Strong Threat transcripts & social‑media screenshots are explicit 
(“I’m going to take everything away from you”) ; 
mental‑health diagnosis sworn. 

Balance / 
Public Interest 

Favors 
Plaintiff 

Memo argues Defendant’s threats chill testimony; no 
counter‑evidence weighing free‑speech burden in record. 

Rule 11 / Fraud 
(Sanctions) 

Mixed Voluminous exhibits show troubling conduct, but “clear & 
convincing” typically demands cross‑examination; absence 
of opposition tilts inference toward Plaintiff on paper. 

Procedural 
Predicates 

Met Certificates of service, Rule 9A affidavit, and no opposition 
satisfy prerequisites for allowance by default. 

 

V. Who Holds the Stronger Position? 
Procedurally, Plaintiff prevails – Every motion is deemed admitted when unopposed under 
Superior Court Rule 9A; the Court may (and in practice often does) decide on the papers. 

Substantively, the injunction showing is facially adequate on irreparable harm and 
balance‑of‑harms. The likelihood‑of‑success prong is less robust but, without contradiction, 
meets the “substantial likelihood” threshold applied at the TRO stage. 

Sanctions / Default present a closer call. Plaintiff marshals extensive facts, but the remedy 
sought (immediate default + $20 k) is severe; courts customarily start with lesser monetary 
sanctions. Nonetheless, because the defense offered no rebuttal, Plaintiff’s narrative stands 
unrebutted and technically satisfies the Rule 11 “good‑ground” inquiry. 

In short, when the only record is one side’s sworn narrative plus exhibits, that side necessarily 
carries the day; any weakness in evidentiary depth becomes academic absent adversary 
testing. 
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