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Tahle of Authorities

Cases

Williams v, Penmsylvdmia R |
REC v Jarkesy o PP .
Qualeomn Ine, v, Broadcomm OOt oo e 9

Janes v, Riot Hospitaly Group, LLE i e e B

Statutes
I ¥ ATeTTmd 3 a1

{Mher Autharitics:
Due Froweess the 1R Amendment Due Peocess Clause .. AR
St Amendment the 5™ Amendment liteliberty .o K

O AR . o . e e 8,11

LUnder SLICL & [-26-28.4 Within the Computation of Time onder SOCL § | 5-6-60a) The

Appellant must disclose the Case s Chear the $2500.00.

Jurisdictional S1atement

1. Date from Heanng was on Fel 18 2025
2. Ruling sought to e reviewed is the Oder from the " of hMay
3. Frrst Notice of Appeal June 3™ 2025

4. The Appecal from Clrcant Court from Judge Pleiile, and Robert Gusinsky
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3. Appealed to South Dakote Supremie Court, Order Granted of Extension to Aug, 25.
2025 fram Steven B Jensen, Chiel Justjce

& All the Conditicms ot presedent to the institotion of this appeal have been met.

7. Comrurted in this Jurizdiction of (e Seventh Judicial Circuit, Stute of Pennington
County.

Abstrack

l.et™s e Honest, 1his cour was not geing o give a pro g€ plaintiff whe 15 2 politician a

trial. The wppellant 15 working on his briel aath hmited aceess.

Lets look al cach side, the Appellant was aceused of fmvolous Motons, when asking the
A office 10 look mmte the thefl of vehicles and to have him eertified a ¢lass action the

appellant askiog the church for kelp does ot violale any sanction noles.

Lers ik ab when the Appellee’s are heinp accused ofF Assaeli. theft, Bied, false Police
teport, hiding when police acrived, nussing deadline to answer (he complamt i 1331
felony of titled transterred, decerving that the appellant was 3 moths behind in payving for
the lon, nol trargfer of the appellants dapasis tor he bol, cavsing Owe appellam Gy go @ the
ER. lied about bew many coployees Thoimas had, having the court reporter canceled,
stated the land Rover was not on there lat, laking money i which thoy tidn't aaen ot
anymcre, noe notice wes served by sheritt for eviction, no Due process, exceeding the
number al intermigalory questions, aot disclosing other thefts. net giving a speedy tnal,
nol granling subpoend, stating in the transeriprs “which the court wonl give™ in opsen
caurt the plaintiff didn’y Ale a motion o eempel, hiding 1he fact that the courl ceporter
wirs overchurging, the Judges recusal, the allotneys ovenchatging clients. violation of

freadom of religion, wsing g Peirre law affice and using the AG office 1o their wivantage.
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not answering tvpad depozitions, asking gquestions aboul the appeliants clothing and no

askinp real questions, making fulse statements about the vides recordings af the aszandt

and police body camera, (e dispotable facis ar depositions of being assaolted.

uestion Tor the appellant court 1o decide.

T

11.

13,

Can Sanctions be dispositive Motions. of it aims to reselve ihe case itself.

Dhd the second Judge emor when the first Judge said they ean only have onc
dispogiive,

Ctd the appellee viclale the Spoilation of Evidence when the firsl Judge Pieifle
granted to protect cvidence, but then Judge Gusinsky than denied o,

Does the wenants secunty deposit eransfomed when the lend s bought by the oty
councl mernbers, nnd for saie aml ot by Emanenl Dormoain,

Did the cownt error when granting more than one metion to distizs. and should
those Transcripis be aveilable for the appeal @nd Wt of Certioran,

[oes the Tenant’s existing lease spreement rernon valid and Bindimg oon the naw
cowerier, arml does the quil engoyiment apply.

13id the court fail for the Right to an Expedited Action, under SDCL

[hoes the cityd Landlord have to tollow Eviction Policy,

D Pror S Tiviprants ged to have Your Dire”™,

[ the 1enwnt have Riphis ander the SOCL

15 the Appellant allowed to prachice his rehoon when sating inhis bnels,

. Should the onurl discAminate against the plontitf! Appellant

Did the attomey give falsc testimaony that the e Yard anly had tvo empleyess

WALKER V. Thomas &



|4, DHd the couel [at] to knowledse of (he Number of emplovees in the tow yvaed as
seen in the viden foolage, Referonce pape 1308

15. The Appellant has Sirong Views ot protecting his rights

1. Do the Supreme Cown have jurisdiction when makmyg decisions on the case Dhat
the Appellant will be appealing, Judge Hecusal and asked a federal Question

17. 14 the appellant entitled w subpoenas, what happens when the coun cant issue
themn, apain having the clerks unkoowing what they jab entails,

18, Federsl Questions

a. Is the Appellant entitled to transcripts for es Appeal and for his Wit of
Cerrioran?

k. Should the vppeliant huve the right (o have a Tudpe rule af all Maotioo
Filed with the counl or can they be ipnored?

¢, Is the Appeliant entiled 1o an expedited civil action?

d. Can the Supreme of Court of South Dakota wpheld therr ongnel decision
on the recusal by having the same 50 Sopreme Couel Tudges review thedir
own Decisiom?

e, Can the Appellant rype s depositions?

. Is the Supremacy Clause valid in South Dukaota,

g Iy asking for help from a chorch, 2 sanctionable issve and Iz the Appellam
allowed w practice s religion when stating, in his boefs?

h. Should an assaull at depasitions be decided by a Jury or Judge when both

parties have affidavits and witness for disputable facrs”?
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9. Background

The Appellant Claylon Walker hereby will be known as Appellane, Walker, and the

plaimlLift.

South Dakeda remlers have Kights regueding their secuniy doposits, poivacy guiel
érnytnent and eviction processes. Landlonds Must retum secunty deposits within two
weeks of the [ease termination, or provide 3 written stalement explaining any deductioms,
n letter from the Bendt's or extra storage was ever sent of served. Tenants have the rnpht
tes quil enjovarient ol the property, meaning the landlord or in this case the City
unrezastnably interdece with their wse of the premises, Eviction procedures nee specific,
atd landlords must tollow the propet lepal channels s includiog providing appropd ole
Motice. A Notice 1o Yacate was ot scrved, o even a chance for a court hearing. [f tha
gty wanls the tenand to leve, they would be requiressd to provide proper hetiet to Yacae
aceordmf W Slale and the Local Eoles, post like any landlond.  The onal Cowrer shosel iz
discretion, abuse of the United States Constitution and State Constitution, and otter
actions by the Judez, in detailed in the bnet for the Supreme Court, Did the Defendants
Jeffery and Jinly Bendy take the PlamtiTs Muony in Bad Faidh afler the cily ook the
property the land rover was packed at. Please review the evidence of the case rather than
on procedural or technical prownds. Disputable facts berween the pathies should be
decided v the jury, the alléged Facts, when both panies bave affidavits. Walker has
pictures and video of assault, police biuly cameras more than bae employée show the

plaintifF also has afidavits of what happen at the depositions and e attomey assaull,
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2.

1.

20,

Legal lssues

Tudge PEeiile or Tudpe Gusinsky, does the anlers of Lhe At Tudge stand

[nd the cour ecvor by nol pranting a inal withim oné year, the plunGd fled a
metion for 2 kearing and the plainii ff waited 3 months to get a heating on his
discovery issues. See Motion to Advanee, and for 2 Court Heannp for filed on

Aug. t‘l jﬂgql

- Dl the court ermor By ignonng he request for hesnngs and Motion 1o Advance.
- Dnd the atlamey utwlerstand the bones of the Expedited peocedure,

. Maorien o protect Subsiantial Riphts

. Whether the defendants should have asked for a Motion for summary Judisement,

but the defendants asked for a sccond Motion to dismiss. not allowed sccording 12
Lhe mules set oul when Lhe Judpe told David Hansen e con only seek W51 and
MTD

See transcripts 15 and see the 3" and 4" amendment

27, The Appellant is pwarantee 2 Jury Trial upder the T* Amendment please see SEC.

v Jarkesy.

- Due Process, the Right to 2 Jury Tnal wader the 7™ Amendment

e TY 19923 why the autaber of federal Judpes only inorcased by 4 % and

plepthings have meeeased 20 % per Judge

. 1id the court error when mrantimg mure than poe mobion o dismass under e rules

of eapedited Civil Action, Transcripts from the heanng on 12-7-23, Can Sanctions
be disposttive Motions, 1T 11 aams Lo ceselve the cage iselt,
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il

3%

K

JH.

39

A0

. Can the court refer te the stale bar, ves in Qualcomm Ine. v, Broadeom Corp. in
this case of attommey misconduct, they withhld tens of thousands of pages of
televan electne discovery, both the appellee’s have ndden discovery aboun other
sllen vehicles

Mo capy ol his mation amd recomil, the Appellant askeal for & copy ol his file,

. The Appellant atempted Discovery, and even in gocd farth to exchangs discovery

see Jones v. Faol Hospoality Group. LLC. Where intentionally deleted evidence,

. Inlemogailetics, the Appellam did nor get a reply on the inlemogators he sent

i the Cour error in giving the defenylones mora than [0 Questions, in

depositpneg,

Statement of the case and Facts

. The Judge stated that the paries could oply Ble one Motion to Dismiss.

Drispusuive Moons are Fonnal request submitted seeking a ruhng that lermmates
the lawsuit or distmisses particular elaims or Defendants. if the first Judge already
denied the motion k dismiss, apd under snexpedied civil adtion they do oot get
o hive 3 seconil wne.

Mulure of the caseddisposition by the Cowrt was an emor

Relevant to the reversal Right to a Jury mal,

. The Appellant was alleging Viclation of Due Process

WALKER Y. Thomas 9



41.

42,

43,
4d.

4%

A3,

q7.

a8,

4.

a0,

il

52.

3.

34,

35,

Argument

hdirlion W dismiss was already filed and those David states he las filed o motipn
oy disoiss on pape 1309 17

The joined both claims page 13% and than Rober] separated them,

An additional Motion to Disoniss can not be grated,

The Court stated on page 1353 17,18 At a hearings Motions.

Ll the: count ermor by oot protections of Evidence.

botion 1 pratecl Substaptoel Bighls page 202 9

The plaintiff told the Tudge he had a copy 1 protect Suhstantial Righis pape 202
122

2114 which s the law of the land.

The Tudge danied the mwonon o Dsmiss pagpe 21499

Shauld have the Detendants ask Tor MS), not Motion to D srmiss

Flease sce the plamhifis BMotion for Koconsideration on MTD 2299 | XDCL 4 43-
32-135DCL ¢ 43-32-6

The nuttiber of intefra pakon s was et by the expadited civil action, this wes borden
some ol the plaintff, please see the page 5159 1

Sation to quesh page 323

The coutt Drdor Muac Fro Tunc on the moetion tor Expedited Civil Action, pape
F259

Would only hear the claims &t the same time, nol & joimer cmored page 328 .

WALKER Y. Thomas 10



Sfr.

&0,

ft1,

1.2,

03,

fd.

f%.

S0CT & 19-19-103 Rulings on evidenct (2)Preserving a clam of cmon A pany
may clatm emor in a mhng 1o admait ot exclude cvidence only if the emor aftects a
siehstantial raghl of the party gndd; (10 1T the ruling admits evidence, a party. on the

eecond: (A} Tunely ohjgcts or moeves o simke; sk

CBDCL & 20-13- 17 and SOCL § 20-13-146)

. Williams v. Pennsylvania cvaluating potential errors made on recusal by the SD

Supremc Court.

50, The Court needs o predect the Appellant Sobstantial Rights and necds to gey those

A& meadaent.

raehs under the 9
Page 126 Y 15 limitations on Dhsomssing, onc year of fling date ) $.6. % 21 bar
bones
Fix tramscripls page 212 was recording, & 225 13
21392 didn’i ansveer the complaint.

This case warrants a Reversal, Modification is needed.
Page 128 % 2 the Count states there is one disnussal allowed under 1hat proceeding.
when the partics asked the couct for 8 second molion 0 dismiss this was nol alowed
of the Roles of e Mroceedings. Page (24 the court overniled Dravid Hansen

Page 1309 17 David admnits o filing a Motion 1w Dismiss, so anuther would  nos

bt pranted.  To have the pppellopt e a Wnt ol Certoran wonld be Burdehsome

Conclusion

The courls are basad o CObjeciivilty and faimess, were the approach for a fair and

unbiased azsessment. chaunng thal the case s based on the substance of the matter at

haml. The Erasin of Fublic oust with the Court backlows bead wo higher cost. lets get real

WALKER Y. Thamas 11



the Pluintifi" was never poing 10 et e have o frail. This is weakening public confidence in
the Tudicial process and it undermmines the pereeption of lumess and access 10 Justice. The
ot should review the evidence ol the cuse rithet than on procedural or techmcal
grounds, Gue plaintiff i losing a 12 (000 land Rover becawse the court will not allow a
jury to decide disputahle tacts the plaintiff hade aifidevits thal conteadict T the ciry wants
the tenant o leave, they would be required to provide propen Notice to Yacale accopding
to Statc and the Local Bules, just like any landlacd. The Appellant attempted Discavety,
anil even o good Quith to exchange discovery, and was wld that Thomas Auto had only
twer cmpliices bol the police body camera shoved diferently and the coud emed o view
thus. Flease look at whe video, if the guy betwnd the counter sure looks like an anployee
soe paec 1308, wood god the plaintift has 2 witness and a recording of the assault where
the plainn il suffered an npory from the assaolt sce page 29 Gf the recard and the
complaint. The coon wadld non ler walker subpoena any witness, the Backlop was si
behind the documents yust sal at 1he clerks office. the workload is overwhelming ton the
new clerks, the plaintift had an overshelming smount of evidence the court said they bost
&t @ heaang thul the plainb T isn™ L allivwed ot have, sound like g broken recood of the
pluinti B ook petiing the transeripts for his appeals Would not len him have a jury teisl, and

denied discovery (o find ont witness names so they could be subpocna

Wl KER . Thomas 12



Relief and Demands

Wheretore, the Appellant respectfull v requesis that this Cowrt:

B

B.

Cinanl @ Reversal for the enur and send the case hack for 2 Gic iral

Granl a “Liberally Consirued,” and  Grant “Bascd on its Ments™

Award the Appeilant for David Hansen Irng al the heanng. submnting altered
documents, and ignonne discovery, Awand the Appellant 372.000.00 o
Compensutory Damapes aod §5 300 000K in Punitive Damzapes,

Awvard the Appellant 7500000 for Cash Andersan using the AG office for the
appellants records bemg placed into the record,

Contact the Disciplinary Board and refer for the setion m this bnelionse,

Order Doge o Investigate alleged aligmey fraud of the “Right o Speedy Tral™

Demarnds a fait hearifys 5o he may to be able to get discovery and call withess lo
comie testify,

Crrant Basic concepl ol Amnerican Jusiice,

Award the Appellant any other relief the Court thinks is Just.

b

Tlaylen G. Walker

515 East Sau Patrick Sireet #3560
Rapid City SO 57703

5054314084 H

Mieted] s 234 Dray of A, 2025

Proselitipat o 7@ hotmall gen or claviengwalkearcom

Request respond by U 5 kil

WALKER V. Thomas 13



South Bakota Supreme Court

Certificate of Service and Affidavit

| Clayton G. Walker the Plantiff states that all 15 ime to e best of oy knowledyge.

That | the Plainti it sem a copy of the fatlowing:

| certify that the origmal plos 7 copies were mailed 1o the clerks of the Supreme Court of
South Dakota al S8 E Capitol Ave Piesre S0 57501

Cerlified ball # 9586 714 5270 1543 5365 Bi

| certity that a capy was served tn Attomeys for the Defondanis with Robert ). Galbraith
al 326 Founders Park Dnve Rapid City S0 57708-8030 by U 5 Mail

] centify that a copy was served 1o Davad B, Hansen ac 1830 W, Fullon 51, Suite 102
Rapid City SD 57702, Sent by LIS bail

| comify thal a copy was Sent o Cash Amderson s BO Box 160 Piemme ST ET50 e LIS
Mail

& carpy Thereod om the Uindled Staes mail, postaps paad for Fresn Class blail e the
fiall ey i gy, premwisess abonve.

Complianee § 15-26A-00, Word Count is 3.017, Times New Roaoan, 12-puind].5
Margine,

Dated thas 24™  Diav of Aupg 2035
oz

Clavon 45, Wilker

1515 East Saint Patrick Street #3546
Rapid Cily S0 $7703

00533 [«33546 H

Proschitipedpon 24 W ho lotalwom i claytonges alker. com

Heguest respond by 105 bail
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PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

Thiz brief will refer to Plaintiff! Appeliant, Clayton Walker, as “Appellant” or
“Walker." Defendants/Appellees, Mayor Jason Salamun, Michelle Schuekle Individually
and in her Official Capacity, and the City of Rapid City, will refer themselves as “City
Defendants.” Defendants/Appellees Thomas Auto, Inc., Frank Thomas Trast. and Terri
Guccione will be referred to as *Thomas Auto Defendants.”

References 10 the Settled Record will be indicated by “SR " Appellant did
not submit an Appendix. City Defendants/Appellees’ Appendix will be referred to as
“AM "

JURISDICTIONAL STATEMENT

This 15 an appeal from an Order in favor of the City Defendants and Thomas Auto
Defendants entered on May 7, 2023, by the Honorable Robert Gusinsky, The Order
granted all Defendants” Motion for Rule 11 Sanctions. Given Walker’s refusal to comply
with Court orders regarding diseovery and his behavior throughout the case, including
behavior atl a deposition, the Trial Cowrt also dismizsed Walker's claim{s) as part of the
Order. Notice of Entry for City Defendants was filed on May 8, 2025, Notice of Appeal
was filed on June 3, 2025, The referenced Judgiment is appealable, and the present appeal
15 timely.

STATEMENT OF LEGAL ISSUES

L. Whether the cireuit court abused its discretion in awarding Rule 11
Sanctions and dismissing Walker’s claim{s)?

Authorities:

o SDCL & 1546-11
»  Ferebee v. Hobart, 2000 5D 102, 776 N.W .24 58



City Defendants have simplified the sevenieen (17) state questions and #ight {B)
federal questions presented by Appellant in his brief and condensed it to the one (1}
question presented in this brief, which appears to be the only issue ripe and proper for
appeal,

STATEMENT OF THE CASE AND FACTS

This case revolves around many claims by Appeliant but was apily summarized in
the Trial Court’s Order Granting Defendants’ Motion for Rule 11 Sanciions, which
liberally construed Appellant’s allegations. SR 1303-1316. The facts relevant to this
appeal arise from Appellant’s conduct throughout the case, and ultimately his conduct
costing him his ¢laim(s),

A very liberal reading of Appellant's allegations are as follows: Appellant alleged
that he and Dr. Jeffery Bendt entered 2n apparent lease agreement of a parking spot
owned by Dr. Bendt's company 605 Storage. Dr. Bendt eventually sold che parking lot to
the City of Rapid City. A 2002 Range Rover in the parking lot, allegedly owned by either
Appellant or his friend/roommate Jacob Black (hereinafter referred to as “Black), was
eventually tound in Thomas Auto lse.’s tow vard. Appellant and Black went to Thomas
Auto o confront the business about the Range Rover in their yard and apparently o trv
and reclaim the vehicle. Appellant alleges that an assault occurred where he was the
vietim, perpetrated by a Thomas Auto Inc. worker, when Appellant confronted the
Thomas Auto Inc. workers about the retumn of the vehicle.

Om October 13, 2023, Appellant filed a Complaint along with numereus other
documents attempting to sue a number of individuals and entities for the apparent return

of the Range Rover. The filings by Appeliant are rambling, largely incoberent, and hard



to decipher, Appellant’s Complaint requested return of the Range Rover, punitive and
compensatory damages, and interest and other damages. Appellant moved to have his
case be an expedited civil action pursuant to SDCL § 15-5-72 ef seq. Appeliant made
numerous filings throughout this case demonstrating a complete lack of understanding of
the law and judicial process, City Defendants filed muliiple Motions to Compel against
Appellamt due to refusal to participate in the discovery process City Defendants’ Motions
1o Compel were granted. (SR 253, 326, 528, 593). Despile the Orders to Compel,
Appellant continued 1o ledge the same refusals and objections wo City Defendants’
discovery requests, and made filings putting forth the same. Appellant had a heavily
misguided reliance upon the ten question limit for discovery requests as posited in SDCL
§ 15-6-73.

The Circnit Court 13sued multiple Orders to Compel against Appellant throwghout
the pendency of this case. SR 326, 393. Eveniually, depositions were noticed 1o take
place in Rapid City on January 21, 2025. Prior to the depositions starting, counsel for
City Defendants and Thomas Auto Defendants called chambers for various rulings
relating o Appellant's failure o secure a court reporter for the depositions he wished to
conduct, and to allow for the undersigned’s attiendance at the depositions after Appellant
attempted o loek out the undersigned. The Coutt ordered Walker's deposition to take
place and that Appellant could conduct his deposition(s) if he obtained a cowt reporter
and ime allowed. Appellant then refused to answer mere than ten {1707 questions from
either Thomas Auto Defendants’ counsel and City Defendants” counsel without legal

basts to do so,
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At a February 18, 2025 motions hearing, the Circuit Court denied a multitnude of
Appellant’s metions, noting them to be frivolous and withowt sufficient detail. The
Cirenit Court heard argument on Thomas Auto Defendants” Motion for Rule 11
Sanctions; at the hearing, City Defendanis joined in Thomas Auto Defendants’ Rule 1]
Motion. The Circuit Count was informed of Appellant’s actions at the scheduled
depositions. The Court questioned Appellant regarding his behavier, and due to
Appellant’s evasiveness during the questioning, was sworn in by the Court. Eventually,
Walker admitied to refusing to answer more than ten { 1) questions at the deposition and
asserted he is being targeted due to his political and religiows beliefs. The Circuit Court
granted all Defendants” Motion Tor Rule 11 Sanctions due to Appellant’s “voluminous
frivolous filings, his repeated refusal to comply with the Court's discovery orders, and his
behavior at the deposition, the Court ruled that the dismissal of Walker's case was
appropriate. The Court also imposed sanctions, ordering Walker to pay the attormeys® fees
for the Defendants.™ SR 1311. (S¢e¢ afso SR 1313-16). The Circuit Courl comrectly
awarded attorneys' fees 1o Thomas Aute Defendants and City Defendants, and
additionally correctly dismissed Walker's claims. The Circuit Court did not abuse its
discretion in awarding such sanctions, nor in dismissing Walker's claims due to his
ongeing conduet. This brief will explain that the Circuit Court correctly did so.

STANDARD OF REVIEW

“Appeals involving sanctions under Role 11 (SDCL § 15-6-11) are reviewed
under the abuse of discretion standard of review, An abuse of discretion is a discretion
exercised to an end or purpose not justified by, and clearly against. reason and evidence ™

Pioneer Bank & Tr, V. Reynick, 2009 8D 3, 13, 760 N.W.2d 139, 143 (citing Hahne v.



Aurr, 2005 503 108§ 22, 705 N.W.2d 867, 874}, Additionally, the Supreme Court
“review]s| a dismissal on the basis of failure to comply with discovery orders under an
abuse of discretion standard.” Srorm v, Durr, 2003 SD 6, § B, 657 MW .2d 34, 36 (further
cilations omitted).

ARGUMENT AND AUTHORITIES
I. THE CIRCUIT COURT DID NOT ABUSE ITS DISCRETION IN

AWARDING RULE 11 SANCTTONS AND DISMISSING WALKER'S

CLAIM(S).

In its oral ruling at the February 18, 2025 motions hearmg, the Circwt Court
sanctioned Walker by awarding altorneys” fees to City Defendants and Thomas Auto
Defendants, and additionally dismissed Walker's claim(s). The oral miling was bolstered
by the Circuit Court’s May 7, 2023 Order Granting Defendants’ Motion for Rule 11
Sanctions. The Circuit Court did not abuse its discretion in sanctioning Walker, awarding
attorneys’ fees to City Defendants and Thomas Auto Defendants, or by dismissing
Walker's case, By detailing the factual and procedural history of the case and Appellant’s
behavior, the Circuit Court's May 7, 2025 Order Granting Defendants” Motion for Rule
11 Sanciions (8K 1303-1316) illustrates the Court did not abuse s discretion by levving
sanctions, attorneys” fees, and dismissal of Appellant’s case.

“[Tlhe term “zbuse of discretion ... is a fundamental emror of judgment, a choice
outside the range of permissible choices, a decision, which, on full consideration, is
arhitrary or unreasonable.” Arresan v Armeson, 2003 8D 125, 9 14, 670 N, W.24d 904,
910. Abuse of discretion is the most deferential of appellate review standards as a
recogrition to trial courts, as they are in a better positions to make difficult decisions as

they are in the conrtroom and can assess the parties and witnesses. Jd Here, the Circuit



Court was in a position to review all of Walker's filings, review patty submissions
regarding Walker's refusal to follow court orders and conduct himself in a way to
productively move the case forward, the trial court was able o question Walker, after
putting him under oath (See SR 1226), in court, and vitimately determined dismissal and
sanctions were appropriate because Walker made (1) “voluminous frivolous filings™; (2)
repeatedly refused 1o comply with the Court’s discovery orders, and (3) conducted
himself in such a way at depesitions and through communications, that, although harsh,
sanctions and dismissal were appropriate. SR 1311, 1315,

SDCL § 15-6-11(h) provides:

By presenting to the court (whether by signing, filing, submitting, or later
advocating) a pleading, written motion, or other paper, an attorney or
unrepresented parly 15 certifving that to the best of the person's
knowledge, information, and belief, formed after an inguiry reasonable
under the circemstances:

{1} Izisnot being presented for any improper purpose, sach as to harass
or to cause unnecessary delay or needless increase in the cost of litigation;
{2} The claims, defenses, and other legal contentions therein are
warranted by existing law or by a nonfrivolous argument for the extension,
modilication, or reversal of existing law or the establishment of new law:
{3} The allegations and other factual contentions have evidentiary
suppor or, if specifically so identified, are likely to have evidentiary
support after a reasonable opportunity for further investigation or
discovery;, and

{4} The denials of factual contentions are warranted on the evidence or,
if specifically so identified, are reasonably based on a lack of information
or belief,

SDCL § 13-6-11{b) applies to attorneys and unrepresented parties equally,

SDCL § 15-0-11{c) authorizes a court to “Impose an appropnate sanclion upon
the attorneys, law firm, or parties that have violated SDCL § 15-6-11(b) or are
responsible for the violation. A party may move for sanctions, or the Court “[o]n its own

initiative .., mav enter an order describing the specific conduct that appears to viglale



SDCL § 15-6-11(0) and directing an attorney, law firm, or party to show cause why it has
not violated SDCL § 15-6-11{k} with respect thereto.™ SDCL § 15-6-11{c} 1 }{A)-(B}.
Sanctions must be “limited to what 13 sufficient to deter repetition of such conduct or
comparable conduct by others similarly situated.”™ SDCL § 15-8-1 1{e)(2).
A, Attorneys’ Fees and Rule 11 Sanctions

Attomeys’ fees and other expenses incuwrred as a result of Walker's action(s) are
specifically contemplated by SDCL § 15-6-11{c}2). Attornevs’ fees in the anvount of
34.386.00 were awarded 1o City Defendants for costs associated with the Rule 11 motion.
SE 1316. The Circuit Couwrt arrived at such an award after requiring City Defendants
counse] o submi a Motion, Affidawit and detailed billing statement, and bngfing to
support their request for attorneys’ fees.! SR 1104-61. The Circuit Court awarded a
fraction of the City Defendants’ request. fa § 6 at 60-61.

Awarding attorneys™ lees against Walker was not an abuse of discretion and the
Circuit Court sufficiently explained its reasoning in its May 7, 2025 Order Granting
Defendants’ Motion for Rule 11 Sanctions. The Court found that Walker had violated
Rule 11 by filing frivolovs motions, engaging in harassing communications with the
Defendants, and via his behavior at the January 21, 2025 depositions. The Circuit Court
likened Appellant’s behavior to that exhibited in Ferebee v Hobarr, 2000 5D 102, 776

N.W.2d 38. Fercbee “barraged the court and opposing counsel with nwmerous pro se

'SR 1106 includes the following: “In the seventeen-plus months that followed the
filing of the action, Plaintiff has caused to be filed minetv-four (94) motions and
miscellaneous filings, secrctly recorded counsel on a meet and confer phone call,
refused to participate in properly noficed depositions and other methods of wrilten
discovery. failed to secure 2 court reporter for depositions he noticed, harassed
parties and counsel, and lodged ad hominem attacks and threats against opposing
counsel, among other things.”



maotions and requests, sometimes issuing multiple pleadings and letters on the same day.”
Jd Ferebee would not accept a ruling and weould file numerous motions attempting to
relitigate previously decided issves. Jd The Supreme Court held that Ferebee's behavior
“exhibit[ed] a strategy designed to utilize the court sysiem and rules of procedure as tools
to further harass and intimidate [the defendant] as much as to obtain valid redress fora
wrong, Jd. 9 27 {eiting Cesterfing v Oesterling, 354 NOW 2d 735, 736-37 (5D 1984}).
Walker has attempied to utilize these rules and procedures in the same fashion

Walker did the same. Notably, as found by the Court, Walker repeatedly violated
the Court’s discovery orders when he continued to retuse to answer City Defendants’
Requests for Admissions after lodging the same objections, unsuccessfully, to City
Defendants’ Interrogatories. {See SR 239 Y 4). Prior to answering those interrogatories,
Walker asked for an extension of time from the court and stated, antithetical to the
Coun's ruling mere weeks prior, that City Defendants asked more than ten (10)
guestions, SR 371. City Defendants brought a Second Mation 10 Compel or [n the
Alternative Dismiss (SE 52%). Walker continued 1o refuse to angwer City Defendants’
Requests for Admission by reiterating the same objection the Circuit Court had
previously overruled, {See gesnerally SR 239, 315, 323-337),

Al the January 21, 2025 depositions, Appellant attermpted to lock City
Defendants’ counsel out of the room where depositions were 1o be taken and Defense
counse had to phone the Circuit Court’s chambers prior to the depositions due to hes
conduct 2nd unwillingness to participate—this conduct was deemed “harassing and

inappropriate™ by the Circuit Cowrt. SR 1315. It was also clear to the Circuit Court judge



that Walkeer failed to procure a court reporter tor depositions he wished to conduct,
wasting the time of the parties and counsel. [d

Walker made numerous filings asking for relief previously denied and made
frivolous metions, including a Brady Motion {in a civil case), a Motion for Theft by
Dreception, Motion for Judicial Review, Natice to Certify a Class Action and Motion for
Access to Justice and Report. Additicnally, Walker emailed Defendants” counsel
regarding a door to door campaign reparding the “Diefendants” theft™—aof course, City
Defendants are the Mayor, a city official, or Rapid City itself. Walker made numerous
frivolous filings, ignored the Circuit Court®s arders repeatedly, and harassed the opposing
parties and counsel.

The record is replete with Walker's frivolous filingg, rejections and subversions ol
court orders, and illustrations of his disrespect and ignorance of the law and judicial
process. Awarding sanctions 1o City Defendants was wholly justified and supported by
reason and fact; in fact, Walker's filings and conduct are the antithesis of what SDCL §
15-6-11{b} requires. The Circuit Court listed its reasoning for awarding sanclions, and
why such a specific amount was awarded, i 1ts Order Granting Rule 11 Sanctions; the
reasoning contained in the Court’s written order plainly shows the Circuit Court did not
abuse its discretion when entering sanctions against Appellant. The Circuit Court was
fully empowered to award sanctions on its own accord or via motion from any party, and
such award was an easy choice based upon the record before it
B. Dismissal of Walker's Case

SDICL § 15-6-11(a) through 15-6-11{c) don’t apply to disclosures and discovery

Tequests, responses, objections, and motions that are subject to the provisions of SDCL §



15-6-26 through 15-6-37, SDCL § 15-6-11(d). Instead, SDCL § 13-6-37(b) provides
penattics to a party fatling to comply with a court’s discovery order:

(1} Sanctions by court in circuit where deposition 15 laken. If a
deponent fails to be sworn or to answer a question after being directed 1o
do so by the court in the eircuit in which the deposition is being taken, the
tailure may be considered 2 contempt of that court.

(23 Sanclions by court in which action is pending. I a party or an
olTicer, director, or managing agent of a party or a person designated
under subdivision 13-6-30(b}6) or § 13-6-31{2) to testify on behalf of a
party fails to obey an order to provide or permit discovery, including an
order made under § 15-0-37(a) or 15-6-35, the court in which the action 18
perrding may make such orders in regard to the failure as are just, and
among others the following:

(A) An order that the matters regarding which the order was
made ar any other desigrated facts shall be taken to be established for the
purposes of the action in sccordance with the claim of the party obtaining
the order;

(B) An order refusing to allow the disobedient party to support or
oppose designated cleims or defenses, or prohibiting that party from
introducing designated matters in evidence,

{C)  An order siriking out pleadings or parts thereof, or staying
further procesdings until the order is obeyed, or dismissing the action or
proceeding or any part thereof, or rendering a judgment by default against
the disobedient party;

(T Tnleu of any of the foregoing orders or in addition thereto,
an order treating as a contempt of court the failure to ebey any erders
except an order to submit to a physical or mental examination;

{E} Where a party has failed to comply with an order under § 13-
6-35{a) reqguiring that party to produce anothet for examination, such
orders as are listed in paragraphs {A), (B), and (C) of this subdivision,
unless the party failing 1o comply shows that that party is unable to
produce such person for examination.

In lieu of any of the foregoing orders or in addition thereto, the
court shall reguire the party failing te obey the order ar the attorney
advising that parly or both to pay the reasonable expenses, including
altomey's fees, caused by the failure, unless the court finds that the failure
was substantially jusiificd or that other circumstances make an award of
CAPENSES unjust.

SDCL § 15-6-37(b)

Appellant made himself the target which SDCL § 15-6-37(h) aims to pumish,

Appellant repeatedly lodged the same objections after the Cireuit Court overraled those

10



objections. Appellant continued 10 f2il 1o respond to Clty Defendants’ Requests for
Admiszsions and bolstered his refusal with the same overruled arpuments and objections.
Appelfant repeatedly attempted to have the court provide transeripts and records despite
being teld no. After nineteen {19) menths and hundreds of frivolous filings and refusals
te cooperate with the judicial process, the Circuit Court finally employed ST § 15-6-
37(bX2¥C) and dismissed his case; the Circuit Court, again, had the ability to do this on
its own accord. See SR 1311, 1315, As Appellant repeatedly violated orders of the
Cirenit Court and engaged in contempiuous behavior, dismissal of his case was justified
and was not an abuse of discretion.
CONCLUSION

Appellant’s contineous behavior throughout the case, from frivelous filings to
conduct throughout the discovery process, led the Circuit Court to award attomeys’ fees
and dismiss Appellant’s case. The record 15 clear in regard to Appellant’s frivolous
behavier, It is exceptionally clear in Appeliant’s reluctance to sincerely participate in the
discovery process and obey court orders-whether that be responding to written discovery
(before or after being ordered to), procuring a court reporter 1o recard depositions he
wished to take, or participate by answering more than ten (107 of Defendants’ questions
in depositions with no legal basis for doing otherwise. The Cireuit Court should be

affirmed.
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STATE OF 50UTH DAKOTA IN CIRCULIT COURT

L]

COUNTY OF PENNINGTON SEYENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUTT

CLAYTON WALKER, FILE NO. CIV 23-1320

Phindf, ORDER GRANTING DEFENDANTS'
& MOTION FOR RULE 11 SANCTIONS
THOMAS AUTO, INC., FRANK
THOMAS TRUST, TERR]
GUCCIONE, MAYOR JASON
SALAMUM, MICHELLE SCHUELKE
INDIVIDUALLY AND IN HER
OFFICIAL CAPACITY, and CITY OF
RAPID CITY,

e Mo M B T T R e T R e o TP e e "-ﬁ'\-\_-'

Defendanrs.

This matter 35 befoee the Cournt on Thomas' Defendsnts Moton for Rule 11 Sanctons
("Motion™). At the hearing an Febnoury 18, 2025, the City Delendants ormlly joined the Motion,

Having reviewed the modons, nooces, and other submissions by parties, having heard
argurnents by parties, and being otherwise familiar with the record, Defendants’ Motions for Rule 11
Sanctions  GRANTED in part and DENIED in parr.

BACKGROUND

This action was commenced by Clayron Walker on October 13, 2023, The Complaint is
rambling and difficulr to understand.  Bue 2 hberal construction of the sllegations in the Complaine
Follonrs:
. Plainnff enterexd into an agreement with Defendane D, Jeffery Bendr for the lease of 2
patking spot on 4 lot owned by 605 Storage, Dz, Jeffercy Bensdt and Jodi Bendt are members of 605
Storage. Defendants Dr Jeffery Bendr, Jodi Bendt, and 605 Storage will be referred to as the Bendt
Defendants. As evidence of the sgreement, Walker atraches Exhibit “A" which i nothing moze

than seknowledgement that Jodi Bendr 15 suthonzed to sign 2 document on behalf of 605 Scorage
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and in fact appears to be page 2 of Bxhibit “C" whach is the warmanty deed transferring the parking
lot to the Ciey of Rapad City. In paragreph 6, Walker alleges that he and 2 “passible Co-Phintff™
paid tor the patking sport lease.

. Bendt Defendants sold the parking ot to the Ciry of Rapid City. Defendans Mayor Jason
Salamun and Michelie Schuelke will collectively be referred to as City Defendants.

. Bendt Defendants never mfozmed the Ciry Defendants of the alleged lease.

. On Sepresaber 23, 2023, 2 2002 Range Rover Discovery was stolen from the parking lot now
oumned by Rapid Ciry.

. Walker alleges that the vehicle is owned by Jacob Black and Clayron Walker. Paragraphs ©
of the Complaint states: “Owners beinp of Jacob Black and Clayten Walket. Please see Bill of sale.
Waiting on finalizing the contract/Enal $500 lease payment. Attached hereto as Exhibit 0.
Paragraph 10 stares: "“Clayton walker is part owner of 4 Blue Land Rover Range Rover Vin number
Sald 154024736383 atuched hereto as Exhubit T.™

" Exhubit I 15 nothing more than an undated statement that Walker sold the 2002 Ranpe
Rover to Jacob Black and signed by facob Black. Exhibae “E" is a registranon dooument with an
mssue date of October 12, 2023, with no mennon of |acob Black.

. The Complaint then jumps to an allepation that Defendant Themas Auto had a Range Rover
on 1s dot with the same license plate as Walkes's Range Rover. Walker does not allege how the
Hange Bover came 1o be on Thomas Auto’s lot,

. Walker claims that 2 Thomas Aute employee called Walker a “diry whore” and later
ansaulted hun

’ Walker claims that the “plaintiffs” formally demanded the tetum of their vehicle from
Thomas Auro.  As evidence, ke antaches Exhibie "G Exhibit "G" is an undated and unsigned lemer

1 which Jake Black, mot Walket, demands the return of the vehicle plus 36,216.90 in Litigation costs,
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. As relief, Walker requests the return of his property, punitive damapes in the amouat of
323,000, compensatory damapes of $1081.52, as well as interest and other accrued damages.

Walker requested and was granred permussion to proceed under the rules governing an
expedited covil acpon. On October 13, 2023, Walker nlso filed 2 separate document styled “Entitled
te Reliel”

On Cretober 16, 2023, Walker filed 2 monon to amend his complaint and add Governor
Noem and Attoney General Mazey Juckley as additonal defendants. The mobon 13 handwatten and
barely legable. There is ao indicadon a8 to Governor Noem's and Atomey General Jackley's alleged
culpatbilsry.

On November 2, 2023, Walker filed 3 document ttded “Motion of waiver of additional
services and summons,” wharein he complatned thar he was not allowed o file « video, He also
complains thzt not all defendants zee Listed and requesred 2 waiver of additonal service and
SLHTNONS.

The Bende Defendants filed a Motion to Dismiss which was Cieanted by Judpe Pleifle on
Apnl 19, 2024, Thomas Aute Defendants also filed o Motion to Dismiss, which was Dented by
Judge Pieifle on the record on March 14, 2524, bur there does not appear (o be an Order on file 1o
confirm that.

DISCOVERY

On May 7, 2024, City Defendants flled 2 Moton to Compel alleging that Walker failed to
respond ta First Set of Interrogatories and Requests for Production inimally served on Febroary 23,
2024, Appazenily, Walker refused receipt of the certified letter and Motion to Compel filed on May
7, 2024,

On May 8, 2024, Thormas Defendants served intertogatonies and requests for production.

! Hearing Transcript, Motion to Diamise, March {4, 2024, filed on April & 2024, at 16
Page 3 of 14
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On May 22, 2024, Walker moved ro quash alleging that with subparts, Thomas Defendants
have exceeded the 10 interrogatones and requests for producton sllowed by the mles. Also on May
22, 2024, Walker chjecred to the City Defendants’ discovery requests on the same grounds and
requested thae the Ciy's Motion to Compel be dented, Tt s noteworthy that most of Walkes's filinps
roquest thar the court construe his motions bberally,

Following a hearing held on May 30, 2024, Judge Pleifle granted the City Defendants’
hionon to Compel, set a June 14, 2024, deadline for Walker to respond, and held the Ciuy
Defendants’ request for costs and fees in abevance. fe Orders filed on June 4, 2024, Judpe Pleifle
also eonverted Walker's Motion to Quash the Thamas Defendants discovery requests o a Motion
for a Protectve Order and Diended the same. Judpe Pfeifle also found that while the interrogatones
and requests for production served on Walker had subparts, such subparts were not “discrete
subparts within the meaning of the stanute, rather they merely seck to clafy the respecuve dizcovery
requests,” Sor Order on Mogon to Compel, |une 4, 2024,

Despite the Couet’s clear and snambiguous finding rhat the 10-queston limit was am
excecded, Walker filed a Motion for Extension of Time and Objection on June 13, 2024,
Specifically, Walker stated that the City Diefendants asked mote than 10 questions, Without any
specificty, Walker alleged that Ciry Defendants did not follow the court’s order and that he should
be allowed to ask questions as well. According to Walker he needed more time so that he coubd
obiain responses from the defendants. Finally, and eonsistent with many pleadings fled by Walkee,
he ence again highlights his mdigent stams.

On the same deee, Watker also objeees to the count’s previous order denying his motion to
quash, essennally arguing that Judge Plafle faded to review discovery requests, that be was wicked

into pranting the Thomas Defendans’ motion, and thar Jodge Pleifie’s actons violate his oghrs
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under the Sth Amendment to the United Stares Conatitution as well as his due process rights. See
Objecton w0 Order Denying Plantff Clayton Walkers [sic] to Quash, June 13, 2024,

On August 6, 2024, Walker filed a Motion to Compe] Production of Documents and Affidvit,
whetein he argues that Defendanes” attorneys have not pasticipated in discovery. Sé Motion to Compel
Production of Documents and Affidavie, filed on August 6, 2024

On Seprember 4, 2024, Walker requested that subpocnas be ssued for the prodwcion of
documents and “all vehicles” wowed by Thomas Auto o the Defendanrs. See PlantifPs Subpoena for
Docoments, Seprember 4, 2024, Both the Thomas Auro Defendants and the City Defendants filed
Motons to QJuash the subpoenas. On October 10, 2024, this Court issued an Order Grantng the
Defendants’ Motion to Quash in part, holding that becsuse the rules for expedited cival actions apply
m this case, the use of subpoenas on patty opponents are not permitted in discovery, However, the
Court dechned to award attorneys’ fees or sancdons.

O September 20, 2024, Walkes filed Objections for Request for Admission of City, wherein
he argues cthat the Defendants “are breaking the law of SDDCL § 15-6-36 and SDCL § 15-673 {0
[sic].” Ser Plannffs Objecton for Request for Admission for Ciry, Ect. [sic] ALl Walker farther arpucs
that the Defendants’ Kequest for Discovery exceeded the 10-question limir, an issue that had been
previously rubed on by Judge Peifle I Walker requested ponitive damages in the amount of
§75,000.00 for “emotional distress and ther condnued abuse of theae Rules and laas™ and for an
award of BE0GI00.00 “to be paid by the Law Office for Wanton disregard on the complames made
by [Walker].” Td

The City Defendants filed a Second Monon m Compel or, in the Altemative, Dismiss on
Clerober 7, 2024, for Walker's fathure mo respond o the Requests for Admissions. In Walker's Reply,
he alleges, among other things, that the City Defendants aromey, Cash Anderson, “sees this is an

apportunty for political gain,” and reasserts his arguments regasding the 1 0-queston limat. S Reply
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to Defendants Mayor Joson Salamun, Michelle Schuelke, and City of Rapid Ciy's 3econd Motion to
compel or m the Alternative Dismiss, tequest for stay, filed on Ocrober 15, 2024, Walker requests,
amnong other things, that the Courr “[cloneact the Stace Bar about the antorney’s misconduce.” Jd

Chn Ocecher 15, 2024, Walker filed a Motion for Stay, [t is unclear what the grounds aie for
the Monon, bur the Coust undersrands thar Walker disagrees with Atrorney Cash Anderson’s assertion
that Walker was not pasicipatng in discovery. S# Motien for Smy, Bled October 15, 2024,

On November 7, 2024, the Court issued an Order Denying Walker's Motion 1o Compel,
Granting the Thomas Auco Defendants” Moton to Compel, and Soiking Walkers Modion 1o Compel
bor an unproper caption with a warning that if further filings have improper captions, he may be
subject to contempt. S& Order on Monons 1o Compel Dared Auguse 6, 2024, and Seprember 5, 2024,
The Courr aleg ardered Walker to respond to Thomas Aute Defendants’ requests by November 13,
2024, and that the partics must use telephone communication to resolve future discovery disputes,

On December 2, 2024, the Cowt isued an Order Partially Granting the Ciry Defendants’
Monon to Compel and further Ordesed rhar the Ciry Defendants’ Requests for Admissions were
deemed admurzed, that the tequirement o0 meet and confer regarding discovery disputes was
suspended, that Walker's “Motion to Stay” was denied, that Walker's Motion for Order of Transctpts
was denied n pase and granted in part, and that Walker's “Motion to Protect Substantial Rights" was
dented, See Order 1sswed on December 2, 2024,

On December 13, 2024, Waller sent an Informal Request for Judpe Disgualification 1o the
Couet, which provided that be had “fd]oubts abour the judge [sic] ability to be mpazial, due process
of sratements made in coutt, canons, religon.” Fre Informal Request for Judge Disquabificaton, filed
o December 20, 2024, The Courr dested this request. On December 16, 2024, Walker filed a Motion
for Tronscopts cost and Endorsement, wherein he requested that “each courr reporeer fill our the

Endorsement under the Penalty of Law, ths 13 used 1o know the cost and the type of the Sienograph
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Machine Used.™ Yer Plainnffs Moton for Transcripis cost and Endarsement, filed on December 16,
2024, The Court dented this Motion, nonng that there was oo lepal authonry for the request, [d

On December 30, 2024, Walker filed an Alfidavit for Change of Judee and 3 Monon for a
Change for fudge. On Jansary 12, 2025, Walker submitted 2 Motion for s Court Heating on the matter.
Cin January 21, 2025, Circuit Court Judge Batt Brown Denied Walker's Motion for Change of [udge

Cho Januwary 3, 2025, Walker submirted a flash deive with 3 document rded, *“What's on the
Flash Dnve.” Also, on Janvary 3, Walker filed a Monon for Brady Rule and Possible Vielaton and a
Motion for Theft by Deception. Walker also filed a 129-page Moton to Compel, wheren he argues
that the Defendants” attommeys are *hiding information.” See Motion to Compel, filed January 3, 2025,

O Jaruary 10, 2025, the Thomas Auto Defendants filed a Motion for Rule 11 Sanctions and
Response o Recent Filings, whetein they asserved that Walker peve them a "Nouce to Certify o Class
Action.” Ser Defendant Thomas Aute’s Motion for Rule 11 Sanctions and Response to Recent Filings.
Walker informed the pacties via email that he planned o “starz 3 Door to Door campaign with fyers
to ger the Money needed for Deposidon to put and [sic] end to the Defendants alleged theft,” and
that he'd be askang “his church, and community for assistance to put an end o the Defendants chefis,
Assault, battery and deception’s of stealing from Indigent Citizens.” Ser Thomas Auto Defendants®
Exhihit 1 to their Motion for Rule 11 Sancnons and Response to Recent Filings.

On January 16, 2025, Walker filed a Monon for Judicial Review, a Motion for Inspection of
Property, 8 Motdon to Quash Subpoenas, and a Modon for Theft by Deception. Walker also filed a
Motion kor Sutficient Probable Cavse on January 30, 2025, Walker filed a Mouon for Access to Justice,
and Reports on Februsey 12, 2025,

Depositions by both paetes were scheduled w0 take place on January 21, 2025, On that date,
the patties conticted the Cowrt to explain various msees with the depositions. Counsel for Defendants,

Attorneys David Hansen and Cash Anderson, informed the Court both on the phone on January 21,
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2025," and at the motions hearing on February 18, 2025, that Walker failed to obtsin s coutt reporte:
priog w the deposipons. Walker informed the Coust that he was in the process of gening 2 cour
reportes, Jd Armomey Hansen also informed the Coure that Walker attempted o block Astorney
Anderson from gaang entry to the room where the deposinons were to take place. {2 Walker
informed the Court that he Bled a Mooon to Cuash the Thomas Auto Defendants” subpoens for
improper service. fd Attorney Hansen explaned thar they provided Walker with a Mobice of
Depositon. Id

The Court Denied Walker's Maotion and ordered that the parties conduct Walker's deposition,
zad that Walker could conduct the Defendants’ depesition if he obtained 2 court reporer and there
was sufficient ime to do so. Id. The Courr also informed Walker chat Atrorney Anderson was allowed
ta be in the rnom during the deposiion. J4 Walker then asked whether the Court wenld provide him
with aecess 1o & court geporter, and again, the Count informed him that it was his responsibility to
obtain a eourt reportes,

A monons hearing was held on February 18, 2025, where the Court denicd Walker's Brady
Mooon, Walker's Motion for Court 1o Serde Discovery Disputes, Walkes"s Monon for Theft by
Decepton, and Walker's Meuon to Compel for Requests for Admissions.” The Court found Walker's
Brady Motion, the Theft by Deception Moton, the Moton for Judicial Review, and the Moton for
Access to Justice and Report to be frivolous. The Coiert also found thar Walker's Motion w Settle
Digcovery Disputes lacked sufficient deradl for the Court o rule on, Walker requested that the Court
revicw 4 video recording he received in discovery to help explain the dispute,” and arpued thar the

Thomas Auto Defendant did not provide all their empioyvess’ names. Actomey Hansen confirmed

* Ser Mooons Heanng Transcopr, Januacy 21, 2025, fked on Febouagy 14, 2025

5 Ser Mlotions Heaong Tomsceq, February 18, 2023, fled on March 21, 2025,

* The Cours hae reviewed the video that Waller eobematied and does nof find thar i lends ¢ny credibdine s his sipoment
vegarding e discoveey dispute. Walleer abso refeeenced 2 bapder that he dyopped off st the coucthause, but the Court is
unawars of any such binder's exisience. The Cournt reviewed all filled mategials prior 1o the hearing.
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that they had complied with Walker's discovery requests and all names had been provided. The Cournt
alsor heaed azpuments on Thomas Auto Defendants’ Motion for Rule 11 Sanetons. Anomey Hansen
argued that the motion was brought in response to Walker's Notce to Certify 3 Class Action, noung
that Walker 15 not an atiorney and cannot sepresent a class of peaple.

Artorney Hansen further mformed the Cournt of Walker's behavior ar the deposition.
According 1w Artorney Hansen, Walker did not have a coutt zeporter, and Walker artempred 1o block
the Anoeys’ entry to the mom. Walker also refused to answer more than ten questions from eithet
actorney, citng the roles poverning expedited civil actions as the basis for his refusal. Atrorney
Anderson confiomed that Mr. Hansen's recount of Walker's behavior at the depositon was accueate.,
The Cour found that no credible evidence was presented 1o suggest that Walker bad secured 2 court
tepotter lined up prior to noticing or attending the deposition, and as & resule, he wasted the parties’
and attomeys’ ome.

When asked by the Courr about his behavior st the deposition and whether he refused to
answes more than ten questions, Walker was evasive. Walker evenrually agreed that he did not answes
mote than ten questions, Walker also reiterated that he bebieves he 15 hemg rasgered based on his
political or religious beliefs, The Court informed Walker that it has no knowledge of his political o1
religions bebefs, and it makes no difference what they are.

Based on Walker's voluominows frivolous filings, his repeated refusal to comply with the
Court’s discovery orders, snd his behaviot at the deposition, the Court ruled that the dismissal of
Walker's case was appropmate. The Coust also imposed ssactions, ordering Walker 1o pay the
attomers’ fees for the Defendants,

Again, in March 2025, Walker filed a docyment rtded “Plaintiffs request Clerks Response”
wherein he requested to be provided with “the Cousr Reporters Endorsement from [rus] last count

Hearing.” Ser Plaintiffs request Clerks Response, filed on March 19, 2025
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DISCUSSION

“South Dakota vulizes the American rule that esch pacty bears the burden of the party's own
attomey fees.™ Cin of Lafe Churrd o Wefion, 2018 5.0 42, 9 34, M3 N.W.2d 105, 114 (guoting Ir rr
8.0 Mirresoff Antrérseer Lateg, 2005 5.10. 113, § 259, 707 N _2d 85, 98, "However, oo exceptions to
this peneral rule exist, first when a contraciual agreement beraeen the parties contles the prevailing
parry 10 atomey fees, and second when an award of attomey foes is suthorized by starute.” In re
LD, Mirresaft Aniitragt Litfe, 2005 3.1, 113, 9) 29, 707 N.W.2d at 98 {cong Criewaw & Defersan
Chfmpractc, Ine., 2004 SD 103, ] 26, 687 N.W.2d 507, 513). SDCL 15-46-11(c) authorizes a court to
“mposec an appropriate sanction upon the attorneys, law fims, or parties that have vielated § 15-6-
L 1{b) or are pesponsible for the violaton.” SDCL 15-6-11{c). Under this section, & party may make a
moten for sanctions, or the Court, “[o]a its own inidative ... may enter an order describing the
speeific conduct that sppears to violate § 15-6-11(k) and directing an artotney, law firm, o party o
show cause why it has not violated § 15-6-11(b) with respect therero.” SDCL 15-6-11(1)(A)-(B).

A sancrion imposed for vislation of this mule shall be limited ro what is sufficient

deter tepetition of such conduct or comparable conduct by athers similady sitaated

Subject to the limitations in subparagraphs {A) and (B), the sanction may consist of,

ot nclude, dicectives of a nonmonetary narure, an order to pay a penalty into court,

ot, if tmposed on moton and warmanted for effective deterrence, an order directing

payment to the movant of some or sl of the reasonsble attorneys” fees and odeer

expenses incurred as a disect result of the violanon.
SDCE 15-6-11(c)(2). However, “[sjections 15-6-11(a) through 15-6-11{c) do not apply to disclosures
and discovery requests, responses, objections, and motions that are subject ta the provisions of §§
15.6-26 through 15-6-37." SDCL 15-6-11().

SDCL 15-6-11{b) provides that:

By presenting to the eourt (whether by signing, filing, submitting, or lurer advocarmg)

a pleading, written motion, of other papet, a0 auomey ot unzepresented pasty i

certifying that to the best of the person’s knowledge, information, and belief, formed

alter an incuiry reasonable undet the circumsances:

{11 ltis ot being presented foe any impeopet putpose, such a5 1o bamss o
to cause unnecessary delay or needless increase in the cost of huganon;
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(2% The claims, defenses, and other legal contentiona thetein are warranted
by existing law or by a nonfovolous argument for the extension, modifscanon,
or reversal of exsang law or the establishment of new law;

{3 The allegancns and other factual conrenons heve evidentary support
or, if speeifically so sdentified, are likely to have evidentary support after 2
renaonable opportunity for further investigation or discoveny; and

(4] The dentals of factual contentions are warmnted on the evidence o, if
specifically so sdentified, are reasonably based on a lack of informaton or
behel.

Chapter 15-0-37 outlines the conisequences for refusing ro make discovery. SDCL 15-6-37(0)
provides the following consequences for failing to comply with an order:

{1} Sancoons by court in circun where deposition is taken. If a deponent fails 1o be
sward of to answer a question after being directed to do so by the court in the creuit
n which the depositon = being taken, the failure may be considesed a contempr of
that court,
(2} Sancuons by court in which sedon 15 pending. If a party or an officer, director, or
managing agent of a patty or a person desipnated onder subdivizion 15-0-30B)0G) o
§ 15-6-31{a} to testify on behalf of a party fads to obey an ordet to provide or permit
discovery, including an oeder made pader § 15-6-37{2) o 15-6-35, the court in which
the actinn & pending may make gueh oeders in regard 1o the failure as sre just, and
among athers the following;
{A) An vrder thae the matters regarding which the order was made o1 sny other
designated facts shall be taken o be established for the parposes of the acdon
i accordance with the claiim of the party claining the order,
(B} An order refusing to allow the disobedient parry to support oz oppose
designated claims or defenses, or prohibiing thar paety from introdecing
designated matters in evidence;
[C} An order sinking our pleadings of parts thereof, or staying further
proceedings unt] the order i obeyed, or dismassing the acoon or procesding
or any past thereof, of rendenng a judgment by default against the disobedient
party;
(D) In Lieu of any of the foregoing orders or in sddition thereto, an oader
teeating a3 # contempt of court the falure to obey any orders except an oxder
1o subimir to a3 physical or mentsl examination;
{E) Where o party has failed to comply with an order under § 15-6-35(2)
requuitng that party to ptoduce another for examinanon, such orders as are
Listed in paragraphs (A}, (B}, and (C) of this subdivision, unless the party failing
to comply shows that that party 15 wnable to produce such person for
EXAMINa o,
In bew of any of the foregong ordets or in addiden thereto, the court shall require the
party failing to obey the order or the attorney advising thar party or both to pay the
redsonalle eApenses, I'nl:hldiu:lg num-m:f‘s fees, cavsed by the falure, wnless the court
Fieds that the failere was substantally justfied or that other circumstances make an
award of expenses unjust
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SDCL 15-6-37(h),

Here, the Thomas Auto Defendants filed 2 Mooon for Rube 11 Sanctions on January 11,
2025, relaong to Walker's sttempr to certify a class acton. The Rule 11 Motion was jeined by the
Cary Defendants. The Court heard arguments on the Rule 11 Motion at the Motions Hearing on
February 18, 2025. At the heanng, the Court found that Walleer had wiolated Rule 11 by fling
frvolous motions as well as through his behavior during the deposidons on January 21, 2025, and
s harassing communicatons with the Defendants,

Aromey Hansen likened Walker's behavior theoughout the proceedings ro the actions of the
platneifl in Ferdee o Hobgry, 20009 50 102, 776 N 2d 58. In Fersber, the plaineff "barmged the
court and opposing counsel with numetous pro $¢ motons and requests, sometmes ssuing multiple
pleadings and letters en the same day.” Jd Y 6 st 60-61. The Court noted that the plaintiff weuld oot
accepta mabing, and once the tnal court addressed one moton, he would subsequently file another
motien o leiter thar relitgated the paor argument. Jd

Regarding the fnvolousness and maliciousness of the plainnilfs acuons, the tial cowrt found:

The continual lidgaron stems from Mr, Ferebee's intransigent view that he w right and

Mz Hobart, Judge Davis, Judge Fuller, the South Drakota Supreme Court, and Judge

Bogoe (and this Couer) are all wirong in their positions and rubings, The very nature of

Me, Ferebee's continual libgation i fovoloes and malicious since Mr. Ferebee

connnues 1o raise the same issoes over and oves, even though the issues have been

previcualy decided in Me. Hobart's favor.
14" 26 ar &5. The South Dakors Supreme Courr held thar *w]hile some of these pracoces could
pethaps be anrbured to Ferebec's pro e stanss and lack of famibasiry with proper procedures,
Ferehee can claim no advantage from his status,” and that this behavior "exhibitfed] & strategy
desigmed to utilize the court system and rules of procedute as tools to farther harass and inomidate
[the defeadant] as much as 1o obtain valid redress for a wrong.™ 14 1| 27 {citing Ourenliag o Oesteriing,

354 N.W.2d 735, 736-37 (5.0 19R4)).
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Here, Walker's behavior somewhat mirrors the facts of Ferbee Walker repeatedly violaied
the Coutt's discovety ardess by not sesponding to oppusing counsel’s tequests for admissions, He
also made several repenitive arpuorents on i5sues that the Court had previously ruled on, such as his
repeated requests for the court seporter’s “endorsement.” Walker filed several fravalous maonons,
wcluding his Brwdy Moton, the Theft by Decepoon Motion, the Motion for Judicial Review, and the
Moton for Access to Justice and Report,

Walker also exhubited harassing behavior throughout this case. Walker's Mosion o Amend
his Complant to add Governor Noetn and Attoeney General Jackley, without mentioning their
culpabilicy, was harassing and had no legitimare purpose. The Court akeo found that Walker's email
to Defendants’ counsel, wheresn he mformed them that he was going to intiate s door-to-door
eampangn, was harassmg, Walker's behavior at the deposition Rarther indicates an intent to harass or
mntimidate the Defendants and their counsel. Walker's attempt to block Defendans’ counsel from
entering the room where the depositions were scheduled is dearly hatassing and mappropriate. [t is
also clear that Walker did not secure a court reporter prios to noticing or attending the deposstion,
and therefore wasted the time of the parties and their counsel.

Therefore, given Walker's multple frivolous filings, the Court finds it appropniate to grant
the Defendants’ Mogon for Rule 11 Sancuons. The Court further finds that, piven Walker's refusal
to comply with this Court’s orders tegarding discovery and his behavior during the deposition, the
dissrussal of Walker's claim, while severe, 15 appropaiate,

The iszue currently before the Courr is determining the amount to award the Defendants
under either SDCL 15-6-11 or SDCL 15-6-37(b). The South Dakota Supreme Court has peeviously
recogmized that “the purpose of sanctions under SDCL 15-6-11 is 1o derter abuse by parses and
counsel.” Tmizer v, Drey, 2006 5.D. 3,7 18, 875 N.W.2d 697, 703 {citing laderon 1. Prod. Crealit Avr'n,

482 N.W.2d 642, 645 (5.0, 1992)). Ini Tro-Sewe Refimng awd fne, Ca, o Apadsose Co., the South Dakota
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Suprerne Coure affirmed the trial connt’s tuling of imposing a pemalty sanction under SDCL 15-6-11,
431 MW 2d 311, 316 3.0, 1988) (cidng Cheek n Doe, 828 F.2d 395 (Tth Car. 19871 In Cheek, the
court hebd that Feders! Rule 11 permrts “penalty” sanciions where thete s obvicus bad faith and
intent to harass. Cheek, 828 F.2d at 397 {Tth Cir. 1987).

In the present case, Avomeys Hansen and Anderson have provided Affidavits of their
agtarneys' fees for their respective chents. The Court declines to grane the ennre amount requested
by the arroarneys in this matter. While Walker's behavior and fillings theoughouwr the duraton of this
case bave largely been inappropriare, the amount in sancoons will be limited o those stomeys” fees
exrned while responding to Walker's Mottons that this Court found frivolons, costs associated with
the depositions, snd costs associated with the Rule 11 motion. Based cn Atiorney Hansen's
Affidavie, & toral of $5,014.72 will be svarded. Based on Atrommey Andersen's Affidavir, a 10wl of

§4 352,00 will be awnrded.

DRDER
Considenng the foregoing, it ts hereby ORDERED thac
I. Defendants Thomas Auro, Inc, Frank Thomas Trust, and Terri Gueeione's Maonon for Rule
11 Sancocns i GRANTED ia part sand DENIED in part.,
2. Plinuff Walker must pay $3,014.72 to the Thomas Auto Defendants.
3, Plameaff Walker must pay $4,386.00 o the City Defendanes.

Drated this _:?:.. day of May 2025,

BY THE COL
ATTEST:
thdeg, L AMBER WATKINS The Hondtble Bobeit Gusinsky o
- T
™ CRCUIT COURT
Page 14 of 14 MAY - T 7005

g M,



10

1L

i3

14

L5

18

17

18

19

20

iy

23

24

25

STATE OF SOUTH DAROTA ) IN CIRCUIT COURT

)
COUNTY OF FENNINGTCN ) SEVENTH JUDICTAL CIRCUIT

CLAYTCH WALKER,
Flaintiff,
VS.

THOMAS AUTO, IMC, FRANK
THOMAS TRUST, TERRI
GICCICHE, MAYCE JASCH
SALAMIN, MICHELLE SCHUELEE,
Individually and in her
Cfficial Capacity, and CITY
OF RAFID CITY,

Motions Hearing

a1CIV23-1323

Defendants.
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BEFORE:  THE HCGNORABIE ROBERT GUSIMSKY
Circuit Court Judge
Rapid City, South Dakota
February 18, 2023, at 10:58 a.m.
APPEARANCES:
For the Plaintiff; MR, CLAYTCOHM WALFER, FRO SE

For the Defendants ME. DAVID R. HANSEN

Thomas 2nto, Inc. Compass Fose Law Fimm
Frank Thomas Trust 1830 W. Fulton Street, Suoite 102
& Terri Guocicne: Rapid City, SD 57702
For the Defendants ME. CASH E. AMNDEESON = VIA ZOO

City of Rapid City, May, Adam, Gerdes & Thompscn, LLP
Salaman & Schuelke: .0, Bax 160
Pierre, 8D 57501-01&0
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(WHEREUPON, the following procesdings were duly
had:)
THE COURT: Mr. Anderson, can you hear us okay?
ME. ANDEBEON: I can hear you. Can you hear me?
THE CCOURT: I can hear you perfectly. We're just getbing
set up here so0 give us a moment.

Is everybody ready to proceed?

MR, HAMSEM: Yeas, Your Honor, we're ready.

MF. WALEER: Yes, Your Honor.

THE COURT: Okay. 5o because we have Mr. Bnderson
appearing via Zoom, I'm going to ask everybody to make sure
that you talk clearly inta the microphone so that he can
hesr everything.

Mr. Anderscon — and this goes for evervbody —
recording of these proceedings are done by the court
reporter anly. Any other recording devices are strictly
prohibited.

&nd so with that, the first thing I want to say is
just generally something regarding this file. This file
has becoms such a mess it's almost impossible for me to go
through it and tell what is going on, which motbions are
filed, which motions need to be addressed, what i1s still
cutstanding. 1 mean, we'wve got statements being filed,
motions being filed without hearings. That has to stop.

That's got to stop. And 1t's mainly vou, Mr. Walker. I

CYNTHIA M WEICHMANN, RFR AAD6
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mean, I uvnderstand you're pro se but you're bound by the
same rules and you are held to the sarme standards as
licensed attorneys. And so I've done my best to go through
what we need to address here today and if I missed
anything, I'm going to rely on you to tell me.

MR. WALEFR: Thank you, Your Honor.

THE COUET: 5o the first thing is the Arady motion. Is
that correct?

MR. WALEER: Yes, Your Honor.

THE COURT: All right. That motion is denied. Brady is
not applicable to civil cases., You've cited absolutely no
relevant law that will allow this to be done and, guite
frankly, the Brady motion was a friveolous motion, so it is
denied.

The secornd motion is plaintiff's motion for Court to
settle discovery disputes. I don't understand what that
is. Generally when there is & discovery dispute, there is
a prooedure for that. You're supposed to be able to
resolve it or try to resolve it amongst yourselwves. The
Court has suspended that requirement because the parties deo
not get along.

But in crder for the Court to settle discovery
disputes, you must state what discovery is outstanding, you
must tell me when and how yvou asked for it, and you must

tell me why you're entitled to it and why you didn't get

CYNTHIA M WETCHMANN, RFE AADLT
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MR. WALKER: Your Honor —

THE COURT: There's nothing of that in that motion, is
there?

ME. WALKER: There is, Your Honor.

THE COURT: Okay.

MR, WALKER: In that motion I talk about a witness that
worked for Thomas Auto and when I got the video from Cash
Anderson, the police never talked to this gentleman and he
disappeared once these cops showed up and I want to find
out who those witnesses that saw Mark leave ——

THE, COURT: Did you ask in a discovery request who that
Withess 187

MR. WALKER: Your Honor, I don't lnow who the witness is
because they won't tell me the employee's name,

THE COURT: Shhh. When I speak, you stop. Did you ask in
a discovery request, whether it's an interrogatory, reguast
for production, request for admission, or anything of that
gart, who that witness was?

MR, WALKER: Yeg, Your Honor. I asked them to list all the
employees down that worked for Thomas Auteo.

THE COURT: Was there an answer given?

ME. WALEKER: They'wve only given me two employees that
worked — that worked Lthere.

THE COURT: Do you know whether or not that person is even

CYNTHTA M WEICHMANN, RFPR AADLS
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an smplovee?

MR. WAIFER: T see them in their discovery that they gave
to me of other employees,

THE COORT: This person who wasn't named, do you know
whether that person is an employee? Do you know anything
about that person?

MR. WAL¥ER: It looks like that in the discovery that
they're wearing some type of =- they're walking arcund —
THE COURT: Iet me interruph you.

ME. WRLEKER: OQkay.

THE COURT: Listen carefully to my question and answer only
my question.

MR. WALKER: OCkay.

THE COURT: I presume since you're asking who that person
is, you do not know who that person is. Right?

MR, WALKER: Correct.

THE COURT: Then you don't know whether they're employees
or not, or do youa?

ME. WALEFFR: They're sitting behind a desk talking to a
pelice officer letting them know that these are their
policies so I'm assuming that they are amplovees of the
company but those names weren't provided other than in the
initial discovery requests,

THE COURT: &And was that discovery directed at Thomas Auto?

ME. WALFKER: Yes.

CYNTHIA M WEICHMANN, RFR AADTD
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THE COURT: OQkay. Your response.
MR. HAMSEN: Thank you, Your Honor.

Mr. Walker iz just plain not being truthful today. He
asked for the name of the employee. We provided it. It's
Mark Kulesza., He is the general manager. We provided the
information to him. In fact, Mr. Walker subpoenaed him for
deposition and failed to have a court reporter there to
take his deposition. So he's not telling the Court the
truth today and he's had the opportunity to depose him.

MR. WALEER: Your Honor, for him to say that I was lying to
the Court here today —-—

THE CCURT: Did you receive the name of that person?

MR, WALKER: I only received the name of Mark. I had
requested under my initial dizcovery that all employees be
listed and I've only gotten two. David knows that I'm
asking for these other employees.

THE COURT: Stop. Did you provide the names of all
aemployees?

MR. HEMSEN: I did, Your Honor.

THE COURT: I'm going to deny the motion. The
representation is that the names of the employees have been
provided.

MR. WALKER: All the employees that worked there?

THE COURT: That's what they're saying. If vou've got any

evidence, then you'll need to bring that forward in a

CYNTHIA M WEICHMANN, RER AAD2D
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motion, but I don't do my own investigatioh. They'te
telling me they provided everything., You'wve got nothing to
suggest that they haven't.
MR. WALKER: I provided evidence to the Court.
THE COURT: Anything else in that motion to compel that
you want resclved?
ME. WALKER: Your Honor, when I had dropped off a folder of
evidence that I wanted the Court to review that is not in
the file and it's scmewhere in this courtroom. They
dropped it off. In that is the evidence of the police
report of the police officer speaking with an emploves that
looked like an employee behind the desk telling him this is
Wwhat the policies are and they'rs telling me they only have
two employees that work there when there's video evidence
like —-
THE CCURT: Quiet. I've resolved that issue,

Anything elge that yvou need the Court to halp settle
discovery disputes?
MB. WALKER: Can I ask for that evigetcs back so that T can
maybe print cut the pictures for the Court? Because that
evidence is already —
THE COURT: The Court has no evidetice. I've got nothing
here.

Bll right. 1Is that all for the motion Lo settle

discovery disputes?
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MR. WALKER: Your Honor, I have it on my laptop if you'd be
willing to lock at that video, If the Court has lost the
evidence, I would like to present that evidence —
THE COURT: I'wve never lost anything. I don't have any
evidence.
MR. WALKFR: I have it with me teday, ancther copy.
THE CCURT: What you are asking the Court to resolwve is
your complaint that they didn't turn over all names of
amployees.
MR. WALEER: Correct.
THE COURT: They're saying they did. Looking at a video
isn't going to resolve that matter. We're done with that.
Is there anything else in your motion for the Court to
setble discovery disputes that you want addressed?
MR, WALEER: Your Honor, is it just we're talking with
David Hansen or are we going to move to Cash Anderson now?
THE COURT: Well, that's the problem. I cannot tell with
that motion for Court to settle discovery disputes what
you're asking fer. I'm just not going to take it up. If
you want == if you have a valid motion to compel, then you
nead to file a valid motion to compel. You need to tell me
what 1t is that they didn't respond to. You also have to
tell me when and how you asked for it and you have to tell
me what their response was and then they'll get a chance to

respond to it and we'll have a hearing.
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MR, WALEER: Your Honor, I did file a motion to compel and
I did drop that evidence off. I'm asking the Court to
please allow access over the Internet to submit those
electronically because if I'm dropping off paperwork that
is not getting to the file, I feel like I'm not getting
fair access to justice here when a stack of papers is being
drepped off and they're just throwing them in the trash.
THE COURT: Well, nothing's been dropped off with me and I
take offense to the --

ME. WATKER: I have a witness.

THE COURT: Well, we're done with that.

The next motion is for — plaintiff's metion for theft
by decepticn, I'we read everything you've submitted on
that,

MR. WAIEFR: Thank you, Your Honor.

THE ODURT: That is denied. That is another frivelous
motion. You'rve asking for the Court to implement criminal
charges. This is a civil proceeding. I don't have that
avthority. If you believe that these constitute -- this
constitutes a civil cause of action, then you nead to try
to amend the camplaint and you have done neither so that
motion is denied.

The next one is plaintiff's motion to compel requests
for admission response on the reguests for admissions. Is

that correct? You filed a motion to compel and apparently
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you didn't get the answers for requests for admissions that
you wanted. Is that correct?
MR. WALKEFR: Yeah, Your Honor. There was the other
employeas that I see in the police video of =- my video
that I submitted to the Court. I can't get a police
officer to take a police report. I know that I just
recently filed that moticn and I don't see that in the
record but T would Iike to be able to present that on my
laptop to the Court today.
THE COURT: All right. You filed a motion to compel. Let
me pull it up here,
ME. WALKER: Your Honor, what's =-
THE COURT: One second. I'm trying to find this.
MR. WALKER: I'd like to meke a statement for the Court.
THE COURT: HNot yet, I'll give you a chance. Right now
I'm trying to look for something.
MR. ANDEESOR: Your Honor, are you refersncing the mobtion
o compel filed January 3ed?
THE COURT: I believe I am. I'm just trying to find it
here. Here we go. Yes.

So you filed a motion te compel on January 3Ird. Is
that correct?
MER. WALEER: Your Honor, with that motion was all of the
discovery so how could the Court have the motion to compel

but not ke in possession of all the discovery that was
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presented to the Court?
THE CCORT: I've got the stuff that was attached to the
motion but I didn't —
ME. WALKER: How many pages —-
THE COURT: You're talking about me getting a stack of
discovery. I remember we had one hearing where you said
you weren't getting proper responses. 1 asked the
attorneys to show me what their response was. I looked at
it. I believed their responses were sufficient. I handed
them back, So whatever is attached is attached.

So what you attached to the motion to conpsl are
requests for admission. Let's see. Yes.
MF. WALKER: Your Honor, I ask that I get to argue these
motions and they not just be denied.
THE COURT: Say that again.
MR. WALKER: I'm asking that the Court allow me toc argue
these motions and that they not ‘just be denled.
THE COURT: You have the ability to tell me in your written
submissions what your arguments are and so you're not
necessarily guaranteed time to argue. Okay.
MR. WAIKER: Your Honor, I don't have a law degree and some
of these court hearings and court recquirements are being
asked that I follow them but they're not typed down
anywhers that I can read them and I can't afford to attend

law school because I'm attending, you know, motions

CYNTHIA M WEICHMANN, RER AAD25




11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
18
20
21
22
23
24

25

Xd

hearings online and reading the 8th Circuit Court of
Arpeals,

THE COURT: Whether or not you have a law license or not,
voil declded to represent yourself., That is certainly your
right. You're held to the same standards.

50 the motion to compel addresses requeats for
admissions., You're saying that you didn't get proper
responses. 18 that correct?

MR, WRALEER: Your Honor, in the motions L'm assuming I muast
have put down what those were.

THE COURT: Well, the problem is you didn't. Yeou said --
yvour motion to compel says that Cash Anderson still has not
given the cases that he used as admissions. He has not
shared evidence of sach time the city used Thomas RButo, not
shared police department records and so on, but the only
things that you attached were requests for admissions and
sOMme accanpanyling paperwork. And so are you saying that
the reguests for admissions were not properly responded to?
ME. WALEER: Your Honor, I'm wondering 1f there's evidence
of video of that paperwork being dropped off? Is there a
camera there?

THE COURT: Can you answer my guesticn, sir?

MR. WALEER: Tes.

THE COURT: Are you saying that the requests for admissions

were not properly responded to?
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MR. WALFER: Requests for admissicns not properly. I
believe that was part of my motion to compel. If you look
at my mations for sanctions for Bule 11, I also dictate
scme issues there as well.

THE OOURT: I'm giving yvou a chance Co argue but you're
going to —— you're going to collateral issues.

MR. WAIKFR: What —

THE COURT; One second. I reviewed all the requests for
admissions carefully. I reviewed the responses carefully.,
I find that the reguests for admissions were properly
responded to; therefore, the January 3rd moticn to campel
iz denied.

ME. WALKFR: Your Honor --

THE COURT: The next thing I have is defendant's Thomas
motion for BRule 11 sanctions. I'll hear that.

ME. HANSEN: Thank wyou, Your Honor.

The motion is brought in response to plaintiff
providing and filing a notice of a class action — or
notice To certify class in a class action type lawsuit and
it's improper and in my briefing I provide the Court with
the statutory support that these types of motions cannot be
brought pro se. A class action by definition represents
the interests of multiple parties and Mr., Walker is not an
attorney and cannot represent the interests of multiple

parties. He can only represent himself and his interests,
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And so to follow the procedure, I provided Mr. Walker
with the notice of my intent to seek sanchtions as a result
of his Improper filing and the main reason that Thomas Auto
ard the Thamas Auto defendants are concerned about this is
for the mere fact that they're running a business and by
him spreading false statements --

MR. WRIFER: Objection, Your Honor. I hawve submitted
evidence of multiple employees -~

THE CCURT: 3Stop. I'm only geing to tell you one more
time., When I'm talking, you stop. Are we clear about
that?

MR. WALKER: Your Honor, I'm very anxious and nervous.
THE COURT: Are you clear about that? When I start
speaking, you stop.

You objected Lo an argument. That is an impropex
objection. You can certainly respond to it when you get a
chance to do that.

Go ahead.

MBE. HANSEN: Thank you, Your Honor,

The main concern for Thomas Auto is the wvery real
consequence that if Mr. Walker not only tries to bring this
action improperly, but also if he publishes in the
newspaper that he's trying to certify a class and he's
spreading these type of statements around and publishes
them, that both libel and slander are implicated.
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It would certainly lower the reputation of Thomas Auto
in the community if they were being accused of a conspiracy
to work with Rapid City, the city of Rapid City, and the
police department to conspire to steal cars from indigent
citizens and then sell them on the black market on some
sort of a cash only operation. It's preposterous, it's
untrue, and now he provides us notice that he's going to
try to certify a class action lawsuit to that effect.

That's a serious allegation. Mr. Walker doesn't seam
to understand that the procedures of the court system are
in place to help resalve disputes. They're not intended to
allow for harassment and abuse and libel and alander and
defamaticn.

Your Honor, in this case, there's a case ruled on by
the South Dakota Supreme Court called Fersbee v, Hobart.
The citation is 2009 South Dakota 102, It's wvery factually
similar to this case.

In that case Hobart [sic) brings sewveral frivolous
actions, motions, statemsnts that are characterized by the
court as fellows., This is in paragraph 6 of the decision.

"Perebee utilized the same tactics previously employed
in contesting Hobart's protection order and barraged the
court and opposing counsel with mumercus pro se motions and
requasts, sometimes issuing multiple pleadings and letters

on the same day. Ferebee would not accept a ruling or an
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answer. As soon as the trial court addressed one of his
motions or concerns, Farebee would follow it up with
ancther motioh or letter, often simply rephrasing or
reformulating previcus arguments., All of this paperwork
required a response from opposing counsel and further
attention by the court. The continuation of these tactics
generated another three wvolume court file and more
attorney's fees for Hobart.”

The court goes on in paragraph 26 to say: "The
continsal litigation stems from Mr. Fersbee's intransigent
view that he is right and Mr. Hobart, Judge Davis, Judge
Fuller, the South Dakota Supreme Court, Judge Bogue [and
this Court) are all wrong in their positions ard rulings.
The very nature of Mr. Ferebes's continual litigation is
frivolous and malicious since Mr. Ferebee continues to
raise the sams issues over and over, even though the issuss
have bean previcusly decided in Mr. Hobart's favor."

I bring this up for the Court's consideration because
it's very factually similar., Tt's the same tactic.

Mr. Walker knows that he's not going to be able to prevail
ont his case for conwversicn cr assault. The discowvery that
has been provided by both Thomas Auto andd the Thomas Ruato
gefendants as well as the city and the city defendants is
very clear that his cases can't prevail and so just as he's

done today, rather than contimue to try to find a
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resolution to those issues, he now sesks soma collateral
issue like a class action lawsuit and since that didn't
work, now he's trying a theft by deception theory.

He's teying to do this as a way net to resolve any
matter that he's raised, rather, he's trying to harass and
intimidate and embarrass Thomas Auto and the city and many
others, frankly, by continuing to file frivolous lawsuits,
twe of which at least the Court has ruled on teoday and
specifically found that they are frivelous.

THE COURT: ILawsuits or motioms?
ME. HANSEM: Excuse me, motlons. I'm sorry, Your Honor.

But the moticns that were found frivelous teday are
this same type of tactic that's belng used in the Ferebes
case. In the Ferebee case, Hobart was asking for =
protection order which is a form of injunctive relief which
is what Thomas Auto is seeking here today.

Bnd in the Fersbes case the Supreme Court aid not
gtant injunctive relief for two reasons. First, that
Hobart sought the equitable relief with unclean hands,
meaning that both Ferebee and Hobart had taken improper
steps to try to resclve the dispute.

Well, that's distinguishable from today's case in that
Thomas Auto has been trying to follow the rules and doing
its best to decipher the myriad moticns and statements that

have been filed and trying to respond to each of them in
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turn,

The seccnd reason that the Supreme Court did not grant
injunctive relief was because it felt that payment of
attorney's fees would have a greater deterrent effect than
injunctive relief alone so it upheld the trial court's
decision to grant payment of attorney's fees.

THE CCURT: Do you want to address what happened at the
deposition?

MR. HANSEN: Yes, Your Honor. So —— so to begin,

Mr. Walker subpoenaed my client, Terri Guocions, as well as
Mark Fulesza, which we'wve already discussed today, and when
he appeared — we appeared sarly and he did not have a
court reporter. It was my intuition that he would not hawve
a court reporter and would not be properly prepared

which == so I alerted the Court and Mr. Anderson to that
fact and -- and it turned out that I was correct. And we
showed up and he didn't have a court reporter. He intended
te have a friend of his, Mr. Black, take notes,

THE COURT: He claims that he had some online court
reporting company out of — I forget their name — out of
California. What happened with that?

MiE. HANSEN: Well, we asked him who that was, specifically
what the company was, and he could not provide that. He
=aid he'd have to lock it up and never provided it.

&gain, Your Honor, I just don't think he had — he
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didn't understand that's what he was supposed to do. He
thought he was going to be able to elither record it on his
cell phone or have his friend take notes and that would be
sufficient so I don't think he even lined up a court
reporter.
THE COURT: Okay. What else happened?
MF. HRNSEM: So thereafter there was a dispute. Mr. Walker
tried to exclude Mr. Anderscn from the room entirely
claiming that Mr. Anderson was being confrontational and
that Mr. Walker couldn't — couldn't deal with that and was
excluding him. He tried at one point to exclude me, T
tried to hold the door because he was pushing the door shut
and if I hadn't have moved my hand, he would have alammed
my hand in the door. He — and this continued throughout.

When my court reporter showed up, he then tried for
saveral minutes o recruit my court reporter and she,
recognizing the situation and has somewhat of a standing
policy that she doesn't work with pro se litigants because
they generally don't pay for her services and can't afford
them, so Mr. Walker tried for several minutes to talk with
the court reporter, Ms. Harkins, and they counld not come to
an agresment that she would take the depositions at that
time.

Since they resolved that issus, I then insisted that

he prepare to have his depositicn taken since I had noticed

CYNTHIA M WEITHMANNWN, RPR AAD33




11

12

13

14

15

16

18

18

20

21

22

23

25

20

that as well and we were prepared to do that. He refused
to take the deposition mtil the Court intervensd. We had
a hearing, telephonic hearing there amd that's part of the
court record and the Court ultimately, doing its best to
try to facilitate discovery, required that the deposition
should be taken. Also reguired that if a court reporter
was able -- that if Mr. Walker was able to cbtain a court
reporter, that Terri Guocione and Mark Kulesza's
depocsiticns should be taken as well.

So we started the deposition. After I asked 10
questions, Mr. Walker objected, said that he was not
recuired to answer more than 10 questions in & deposition
under the expedited rules of civil procedure, We asked --
Mr. Anderson then proceeded to ask 10 questicons and
Mr. Walker refused to answer any dquesticns. We asked for
what was the basis of his objections, what legal grounds he
had. He simply stated that there was some rules and he
would find them 1f he could. We allowed him some time to
try to find them on his phone. He couldn't.

He then -— wall, I'll come to that. So then he
refused to take any further deposition. On the record he
made several statements about how this was fun for him and
he was walking in and out of the room several times. As
Mr. Anderscn and I were trying to conclude our record, he

contimed to interrupt. Finally we got our record
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ocompleted. Mr. Walker left the premises. This was all
taking place at the public library here in Rapid City. BAnd
Mr. Walker left. We concluded cur record and then we
waited an additicnal 15 minutes in the event that
Mr. Walker had obtained a court reporter and that she was
on her way. After wailting for 15 mirmutes, there was no
gourt reporter and so we terminated the deposition,

Thersafter, that night, Mr. Walker — I brought a copy
of it for the Court's review — that night Mr. Walker zent
yvet another harassing e-mail to both Mr. Anderson and I.

If T may approach, Your Honor?
THE COURT: Yes.
ME. HANSEN: This has been marked as defendant's exhibit C.
Here Mr. Walker says: "The plaintiff hereby gives notice
to the defendants that the plaintiff will start a door to
deoor campaign with flyers to get the money needed for
deposition to put an end to the defendants' alleged theft.
If you have any cbjections, I will review them. FPlease let
mz know as I'1l be making flyers tonight and asking my
church and community for assistance to put an end to the
defendants' thefts, assault, battery, and deceptions of
stealing from indigent citizens."

tn the following line he tries to provide some legal
basis for his refusal to answer more than 10 deposition

questions. He says: "It was the Judge Pfeifle that said
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the parties need to follow the rule of 10 for expedited
civil actions, 10 interrogatories, 10 admissions, 10
requests for production, 10 deposition gquestions, and one
M5J," which I believe stands for moticn for summary
Judgment.,

THE COURT: All right. Is that all you've got?

MR. HANSEN: Just one more briefly, Your Henorx.

The — I've also brought my client's trust ledger to
provide for the Court the overall costs that the attorney's
fees that have accumulated because of Mr. Walker's actions
in this matter. If I may provide this to the Court as
well,

THE COURT: Yes.

MR. HANSEN: I'm providing a copy for Mr. Walker, I
apologize, Mr. Anderscon, I have not provided this to you
previcusly.

I'11 just direct the Court to the last page of this
document. It's a five page document. This ledger outlines
all of the payments and the fees collected in trust
deposited in my firm's HIO account for this matter.

If you'll lock at the last page, you see three columns
there, The closing balance is $25,787.81. 29,000
represents the total amount of trust funds that have heen
paid to date. And so then the difference bhetwesn what's

been paid and what has been collected by my firm is the
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The reason that I bring this before the Court's
attention is, again, because of the Ferebee wersnps Hobart
case. In that case, which is distinguishable from this
case, that case was going on for decades and they had
accumilated 590, 000 worth of attorney's fees and that was
the ultimate sanction in that case. I don't think this
case nesds to drag on for ancther nine years before it's
obvious that Mr. Walker is perpetuating this case only for
the purpose of abuse to my client and to others in the
Commni Ly.

But finally, Your Honor, I believe that there's even
something more that the Court should consider then the
wrongs that Mr. Walker has perpetuated against my client
and that is the integrity of the judicial system. The
sanctions should ba filed as a deterrent for people comirg
into the judicial system, a place that has rules and order
and is designed to be a civil venue for a civil resolution
of disputes.

We've long since passed that threshold and now we are
into & realm of harassment and abuse not only against my
clients, but alsc against the city and the city defendants,
the Court, this Court's staff, and many other pecple who
are suffering just because, as it says, Mr. — Mr. Walker

believes that he is right. He won't accept rulings fraom
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the Court., He won't accept explanations from attorneys.

He won't accept these. He thinks he's right at all costs,
S0 yes, Your Honor, I would ask for sanctions te be

imposed as outlined in my briefing.

THE COURT: What are you asking for?

MR. HAMSEN: Particularly for injunctive relief so that

Mr. Walker cannot attempt to certify a class against any of

the defendants in this case, specifically Terri Guocions,

Frank Thomas Trust, and Thomas Auto, Inc., either

collectively or individually; that the Court permanently

enjoin Mr. Walker from atbempting to publigh hotice in a

newspaper or otherwise that he's trying to certify a class

acticn against any of the named plaintiffs (sic); and

finally, that the Court dismiss this matter with prejudice

because it's clearly past the threshold and Mr. Walker

has -

THE COURT: Is the dismissal of the first two reguests

moot?

ME. HANSEN: Well, no, because ——

MR. WALEER: Your Honor, they were denied from Judge

Pfaifle,

THE COURT: You'll get a chance to ——

MR. WALEKER: Okay.

THE COURT: 1I'll give you a chance to respond.

ME. WALEKER: Thank you, Your Honor.

CYNTHIA M WEICHMANN, RFR AAD3S




1
11
12
13

14

14
17
18
15
20
23

22

214

25

25

ME. HANSEN: Just by virtue of a dismissal of thiz matter
would not preclude Mr. Walker from issuing some new matber
to initiate a class action.

THE COURT: I den't think the Court has got the authority
to prevent any plaintiff from filing snother matter. I
mean, I don't think -~ do you have any case law that allows
me to simply say, "Mr. Walker, you are from now on
prohibited from filing any cases against these defendants"?
MR. HBMMWSEN: Your Honor, I don't hawe anything that's
binding on this Court. I do have a — a ruling in the
Federal District Court under Judge Viken -- it's been
presentad in previous hearings and is already part of the
Court record -- where Judge Viken precludes Mr, Walker
specifically from filing any additional court matters, any
other cases, I believe, without first receiving judicial
permission.

THE COORT: &All right. Anything else you want to tell me
about your motion for sanctions?

ME. HANSENM: Just, Your Honor, that in the event that
gsanctions — that something less than complete dismissal is
ordered, such as a bond or something like that, that
somehow the Court put a mechanism in place where that fine
or those attorney fees, whatever it is, be paid prior to
Mr. Walker procesding with any additional claims that he

initiates,
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Mow, I don't have any problems 1f Mr. Anderson or
myself files a motion in the meantime that he be able to
respond to that, I think that's fair, but that he not be
able to initiate additional proceedings in this matter
until those fines are paid.

THE COURT: BAll right.

MR, HANSEN: That's all. Thank you.
THE COURT: Mr. Anderson.

MR, ANDERSOR: Thanks, Your Honor.

I mean, I'd really piggyback off of everything
Mr. Hansen said. I'11 tell wyou, my client =~ I had plarmed
to file a similar motion but I do think -- I do think
dismissal of all the claims of all the parties is
potentially appropriate because the conduct that we have
seen and that's been displayed throughout this is kind of
like Mr. Hansen said, it's well past the threshold, and the
time, money, and expense that has gone inte this has been
exdcerpated extremely just dus to a misunderstanding of law
or ignorance of law and the extreme amount of filings
that's gone on. This is not a complex antitrust litigation
or anything like that and the record would indicate
otherwise due to the filings.

S0 that's kind of my piece as it relates to that.

THE COURT: Okay. Are you joining, then, in the moticn

that was brought by Mr. Thomas?
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MF. ANDERSON: I would, yes.
THE COORT: All right. Now is your chance to tell me why T
shouldn't —— or to argue against the motion for sanctions,
Mr. Walker.
MR. WALKER: Thank you, Your Honor.
First of all, I'd like you to know, put it on the
record —-
THE COURT: If you can speak into the microphons so that
they can hear you.
MR. WALKER: First of all, Your Honor, I'd like you to know
that I am shocked by the statements that David Hansen has
made here today accusing me of threats and of slander,
First of all, the motion to have the class certified
was Lo have the Attorney General look at the case and he
determine whether cr not the class action to bhe certified.
It wasn't my regards to have the Court certify a class
action lawsuit. The Attcrney General's Office has filed
class action lawsuits against people recently. The NCAR,
the Attorney General filed a class action lawsuit. So for
the attorneys te say that —
THE COORT: That was on behalf of a governmental
organizatiocn. Right?
MR. WALKER: It was my understanding it was the Board of
Begents and who does the Board of Pegents represent? Their
students. MNow, 1f the Board of Pegents isn't golng to glve
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that money To thelr students, then there might be a
constitutional law guestion there.

tor libel and slander, that would be a separate case,
Your Honor., If I did happen te put in the newspaper asking
for money, it's == it's not like the community doesn't
already know. BAnybody that has Yelp or Google, if you
would review my motion for judicial abuse, that these
reviews online show a history of assault and battery and of
stealing vehicles and I'd ask that the Court please review
that motion before the sanctions is ruled on.

I chject to the Court asking of Cash Andarson to Jjoin
the motion on the fact that he had no motions filed.
THE COURT: I didn't ask him whether he wants to join the
motion. I asked him whether he is joining the motion.
MR. WALEER: I didn't see anything that was served toc me
that he wants to do that. I just want to put that downm on
the record.

The attorney went on to say that I'm hot pursuing —
THE COURT: Just =0 the record is clear, Mr. Anderson
started his argument by saying that he's piggybacking cnto
Thomas' motion. Isn't that correct, Mr. Anderson?
MR. ANDERSON: Yes, Your Honor.
THE COURT: And so the Court's guestion was simply a
clarification whether or not he's joining the motion. It

wash't an invitation for him to join the motion.
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ME. WALKER: Yeah. T don't mnderstand what piggybacking
means, I guess, in that situation for the Court but I'll
have Co leok for those types of rulings.

THE COUORT: OQOkay.

MR. WALEFR: The attorney guoted several cases and went on
to read some Type of thing that I wasn't aware of a copy or
presanted a copy of the statements he made.

The attorney goes on to say that I'm ot trying to get
avidence, I'm trying to get the evidence. He talks about
that — that there's ne resolution. I'm trying to do a
motion to compel. He's aware that I want the evidence.

The city's aware that they stole other people's wvehicles.
They have a histery of it, They have a history of
assaults. The city has that in their police reports. That
evidence should be shared for this case so that a jury
trial can happen.

Terri Guocione's cormpany has been stating that they
only have two emplovees when on the video they show
multiple employees and as I've said to the Court, I'm very
upset about that issvue and slandering my name to say that
I'm in the wrong here. They're not sharing that evidence;
Your Honor. They're aware of the evidence having been
requested. 1 put it in the court. Maybe there's a backlog
of the paperwork that hasn't been presented into the

digital records because there are other mokbions cut there.
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The whole issus with the court reporter — David
Hansen talks about the court reporter. I had a court
reportar lined up, Your Honor,

THE COURT: Did you pay that court reporter?

ME. WRLEFR: WMo, I didn't. I had also lined up another
court reporter =—-

THE COURT: Who was that court reporter you had lined up?
MR. HAIKER: It's in my —-- it's in my moticn.

THE COURT: I'm asking you: Who was that court reporter?
Was 1t an online fimm?

MR, WALKER: There was an online firm and then I found a
local lady where we talked onm the phone about her coming
down arki —

THE COURT: But that was scheduled as you were sitting
there waiting for the depositions to commence. Isn't that
true? You didn't hawve the other court reporter lined up
before the deposition, did you?

ME. WALFER: I had multiple court reporters lined up. I
had —

THE COURT: Just answer my question.

MR. WALKER: What is the guestion?

THE COURT: You had Mr. Black send out a request to the -——
there's a general court reporter mailbox asking whether a
court reporter could be available., Isn't that right?

ME. WRALEEER: How would the Court have that evidencea?
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THE COURT: I'm asking vou: Is that right?
ME. WALEER: I don't recall, Your Honor.
THE COURT: You don't recall? Just answer. You khow,
since you're not an officer of the court, I'm geing to have
you sworn in.

Why don't you swear him in, please, Cindy?

(Mr. Walker was sworn in at this time.)
THE COURT: The court reporter that you claim came frcm
Blaze, she was notified the day of the deposition. Isn't
that correct?
ME. WALEER: Yes, Your Honor. She was a backup.
THE COURT: She wasn't esven a backup. She didn't hear
abeatt the deposition until the day that you asked for a
court reporter. Correct?
MR. WALKER: Yes, Your Honor. The previous court
reporter ——
THE COURT: Who was the previous court reporter?
MR. WAIKER: It was an online company. T have it in the
file heras.
THE COET: Do you have anything that indicates to me in
your file that they were willing to transcribe this
deposition and had the ability to do that?
ME. WALKER: Your Honor, you stated earlier that wou read
the motions,

THE COURT: Answer my question.
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MR. WALEER: What is the guesticn, Your Honoz?

THE COURT: Do you have any documentation, any evidence
that you paid and reserved a court reporter to transcribe
the depositions that you noticed at the library?

ME. WRLEER: No, Your Honor. The depositions never took
place.

THE COURT: Well, vou noticed people to show up for a
deposition and now you're telling me that you didn't ==
that the depositions weren't geoing to take place?

MR. WALEER: Your Honor, I had a couple court reporters 1
had lined up. Two of them fell through. I found this last
cree at the last minute. Due to David Hansen has his court
reporter ——

THE COURT: Which ones fell through?

ME. WALKER: I have them in the record, Your Honor., I
would have to take a break to go leck at the record to get
that evidence if that's what you want me to swear to as to
who was the actual person, I believe T can find it right
here. If you look at motion for depositions to take at
courthouse with a court reporter, I do believe that I did
state in there the company's name.

THE COURT: Right. B2And so with that ocompany, do you have
any evidence that you actually had reserved them to take
this deposition?

MR. WALEER: Your Honor, T did not prepay for depositieons.
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[ don't believe that that's the norm for =—— when you go out
to eat; a lot of Times you pay for at the end of the — at
the end of the restaurant,
THE COURT: You're not golng to sat. You're going to take
a deposition.

All right. What apout your refusal to answer more
than 10 questions at the deposition? Is that true?
MR, WALKER: Your Honor, I did answer each guesticon at the
deposition hearing.
THE COURT: You know, you seem to not want to answer my
questions., My gquestion is super simple.
MR. WALKER: Okay.
THE COURT:; Is 1t true, a5 Mr. Hansen said, that you
refused to answer more than 19 deposition guestions for him
and Mr. Anderson?
ME. WAIEER: 1Is it true that I refused. Your Honor, when
they == when David Hansen asked me a question, I had a
response to each one of his gquestions, so I just —
THE CCURT: I don't mean to be rude.
MR. WALEER: Yes.
THE COURT: And I don't like to interrupt people. I asked
you a guestion that was a simple yes or no.
MR, WRLKER: I don't know how to answer that guestion, Your
Honor, because —-

THE COURT: Did you refuse to answer more than 10
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MR. WALEKER: Did I refuse to answer. I made a statement
that they had reached the number of guestions to be asked
under what Judge Pfeifle had ruled and —

THE COURT: BSo the answer is yes. Correct?

ME. WALEER: I don't understand the question that you're
asking me and ask maybe that it be clarified, but T would
like to continue with my rebuttal.

THE COURT: 1I'll let you continue.

But I den't know how much clearer, Mr. Walker, I can
pe then to simply ask you: Did you refuse to answer more
than 10 cuestions for either Mr. Hansen or Mr. Anderson?
You know, this is my fourth language. MWaybe my English
isn't the best in the world. I have no ldes hww to
simplify that question. Did you or did you not refuse to
answer more than 10 questions?

ME.. WALEER: Your Honor, I'm asking that the Court please
put that on paper so that I can review that. Making
statements under cath right now, I'm not sure. Because
whan they asked guestions -- they were asking questions,
what color was my hat, what color pants I'm wearing. Those
weren't legitimate guestions, Your Honor. Those were
frivolous questions.

How, the attorney wants to talk about frivolous here,

this whole deposition that they were doing is frivelous.
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THE COURT: You just teld me that you said you answered the
limit of guestions that you belleved were et by Judge
Pfeifle, which iz 10. Correct? Isn't that what you just
said?

MR. WALXER: Your Honor, I don't remember what I just said.
I haven't — to get these transcripts is impossible, I
can't afford these transcripts. The Court wants me to
follow these rules and to get these transcripts. I can't
get them. T can't see them. I don't understand why —
THE COJRT: All right. Continue with your response,
please.

MR. WAIRER: Okay. The court reporter. I had a court
reporter lined up, Your Honor., I had one anline that was
going to do it via zoom and when she fell through, I went
through another company —

THE COORT: Can you tell me, because you den't — I've read
everything you've submitted, by the way.

ME. WALEER: Okay.

THE COORT: Can yvou tell me why she fell through?

MR. WALKER: I believe it was a cost issue and there was
another issue — they had two court reporters that one
wanted the money up front and the other one said that she
couldn't make it and then I got the third cne that was
caning from Blaze Pizza that you're aware of.

And I had submitted some moticns teo the Court te
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show that —— I mean, I can't —— I can't go through suing
everybody that viclates the law. It's not -- it's not falr
to me that T can't even get a policeman to take a police
report, I'm asking the Court that —— now the police
officer wants the judge to rule on whether a police report
can be filed even in this court and that's not how our
justice system works.

And David Hansen is correct where they're saying that
these issues for my political or religicus beliefs are
being viclated here.

THE COURT: On the record, I want to be wvery clear. I have
zero knowledgs of your political or religious beliefs.
Zero. They make absolutely no difference what you believe
in or what you don't believe in, what your political views
are, what they aren't. T could care less about any of
that.

MR. WALFER: Uh-huh.

THE COURT: Just respond to the motion for sanctions at
this point.

MR. WALKER: Your Honor, I did put my religious baliefs
down on the record and it's in the record. It's in the
court record. EZeroc kmowledge I feel like —

THE COURT: The only thing that I know of is that you tried
to get ancther judge because of religious beliefs, I don't

know what they are. I know nothing about them, If they're
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in the record, I missed them, but I know nothing about your
rellgious beliefs and nor is it relevant, It makes no
difference to anything that happens here.

ME. WALEER: Your Honor, they're using this, my indigent
status, as a tool to get the case dismissed. That has
nothing to do with the case. The case has to do with the
facts.

I've got video evidence of the assault. There's a
history under motion for == a motion for Jjudicial review
that the Court hasn't ruled on yet that shows that there's
been multiple attacks of people at this Thomas Auto. I
contacted tons of attorneys in town and they said that
there's alsc a tow company, I don't know whether this is a
tow company or not, that they assaulted somebedy with a
gun. WMNow, if this is their case, they should disclose that
to me so that I can present it at trial. For those -- for
the attorneys to use my indigent status as a tool to get a
case dismissed is unconstitutional.

I had a court reporter come up. She was on her way.
That court reporter talked to David Hansen and all of a
sudden she cancelled and said she wanted the money up
front. On& of the first things she said to me over the
phone was she'll do 1t OOD, which 1s cash an delivery.

THE COURT: Is that the cne that came from Blaze?

MR. WALKER: Yes. I had originally set it up for cash on
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delivery when she -— when she agreed. David Hansen talked
tao his court reporter. All of a sudden she texts me and
says I just got a text from a court reporter saying that
there was already one thers and that the cash needs to ke
up front. What would make her change her mind from going
rom cash on delivery other than this court reporter and
David Hansen slandsred my name to say he's probably not
going toe pay you, ask for the money up frant. They used
that as a tool, Your Honor, against me and that's -- that's
in violation of my constitutional rights.

Back to David Hansen's motion for sanction 11. I alsc
have a motion for the — a reply for the sanctions. Judge
Pfeifle set up these rules, these rules of 10, at the very
begirning and he was wery excited about this because he had
implemented this rule, these laws of this expsdited ciwvil
action that should be done within cne year,

There's maltiple damage of them holding the vehicle,
not willing to give it back. I went down there with the
money and all kinds of information. They have a history of
assaulting pecple. It's in the record.

THE COURT: So let me ask you a guestion. The rule of 10
under SICL 15-6-73 applies to interrogatories, reguests for
production, and reguests for admissicns. I don't sse
anywhere where it applies to 10 gquestions in a depositiomn.

Do you have any law that T maybe have missed that would
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indicate that it applies to depositions?

ME. WALEFER: Your Honor, the Court has stated that the
legislators have made mistakes in certain issues with these
laws. This is one of those mistakes because Judge

Ffeifle --

THE COURT: I don't think I ever stated that the
legislature makes mistakes. Same statutes reguire some
interpretation.

ME. WALEER: Yes, Your Homor, that was what I meant.

THE COURT: Well, words are important.

But there's nothing ambigquous or subject to
interpretation regarding the 10 interrogatories, 10
requests for production, 10 requests for admissions with no
limits on the number of guestions in a deposition. Do you
have any law that justifies you cutting off the depositions
at 10 cuestions each?

MR. WALKER: I have a -=- there was a court hearing, Your
Honor, and that is part of the transcribed record. That's
in the record. Judge Pfeifle made those statements in open
court that we were supposed to follow those rules. That's
the rule that I was following.

THE COURT: And did Judge Pfeifle say that meither party is
entitled to ask more than 10 guestions in a depositicon?

ME. WALKER: It was the rule of 10, Your Honcr. It was 10

interrogatories, 10 reguests for production. There's only
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10. That's why — if they ask 500 million guestions,
that's going to stretch iC out well past the rule of

180 days. If there's a limited mumber of gquestions, which
is supposed to be under the expedited civil action, what
Judge Pfeifle had addressed, then there's a conflict of two
judges' opinions here apd I find that to be extremely
uncomfortable with me., Becasuse I've asked for thosae
records, I've asked for those transcribed records to
present to the Court and those have been denied,

I didn't refuse to answer any guestions. They were
answering (sic) questions and I was saying, "You have
reached the mmber of questions for depositions.”™ Amd then
they started to ask — Cash Anderson started to ask what
color hat, what color shoes, what color pants. Instead of
asking further questions, they were doing frivolous actions
to stretch it out because they knew that I couldn't afford
8 court reporter and that they had just cancelled the one
that I had =cheduled with another service.

And I have her business card, I belisve here in the
box, but I alse believe I put it down to have the
courthouse do the court reporters here so they don't — if
they have an cbjectiocn — I don't understand why the
attorney was making statements on behalf of the Court. He
should have just let those depositions take, but instead he
became the judge and the jury and he made those decisions.
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It should have been presented through the judge, not that
1t wasn't supposed To be done at all.

THE COORT: Anything else that you have with respect to
this motieon for sanctions?

MR. WALKER: Ii's on the back here. I'm almost done here.
THE COURT: That's okay.

ME. WALKER: I thank you for the time.

Mr. Walker wasn't threatening to sue when Mr. Walker
was starting a door to deor campaign. It's noted in the
community that they steal wehicles, Your Honor, under Yelp
reviews and under Google reviews, and I've presented those
to the Court for that motion for judicial review.

If Mr. Walker has to go through his community or his
church to ask for assistance to get these depositions, he's
willing to do that, but I don't think it's slander if
Mr. Walker is saying this -- this company that her father
has passed away loved the community and here Terri Guocione
is stealing from her commnity, stealing people's cars, not
giving them back, assaulting them. A histcry of assaults
is under the Google reviews and Yelp reviews. I mean, her
father is turning over in his grave right now Just so she
can steal pegple's vehicles so she can make $600 per
vehicle.

I'm not making any — I'm not making any assault. I

said if you have any chjections, please let me know. They
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didn't even respond to that, Your Honor. If they didn't

want me to do it, they could have easily said, "Hey, let's
talk about this. ILet's get this case over with," instead
of paying $30,000 to try to trick me because I'm poor and

I'm ot gettimg —- not getiing access to justice.

Nine years of sbuse David Hansen said it would be for
others in the commmity. That's a frivolous statement an
its own. I mean, I have multiple evidence of the theft, of

the assault, of people — other assaults being assaulted

there and the attorneys don't want to share that
information. I mean, these people that have written Google
reviews I'm assuming are poor and can't take it to the case
like me where I'm here begging the Court to give me access
to justice and to provide those names of other emplovess
that were there sitting behind the counter wearing a yellow
bright T-shirt, you know, if that T-shirt says Thomas Auto.
I feel like the statements they made in open court may have
either been perjury. But to say that all the other
erployess that were walking around when the police showed
up, they were walking behind the counter; walking into the
back, they're not employees, I find that to be a theft.
Terri Guccione perjured herself when she said that the
vehicle was abandoned and that was what Mr. —— the argumsnt
was it was denied for theft by deception. She committed

perjury when she made that statement and I can't even get a
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police report done and I ask the Court here to elther -- to
rule on that motion.

I'm not sure if it's in your record or not. Because
if they don't have the -- the multiple records that I
submitted, I'm assuming that the motions that I filed are
backlogged and I'd ask that the Court not make the motion
an — for them to — for me to — for tham to get sanctions
for their abuse, that's something that gets handled at the
end of the case. They're trying to get the case dismissed
because I'm an indigent person that they can't afford
cartain rules of the courts.

They should have never have been stealing people's
vehicles. When somebody comes with the cash, they say come
down and get it.

THE COUORT: You're talking about the substance of the case
now, I'm going to give you all the time you need, but you
need to address the motion for sanctions.

MR. WAIKER: Okay. Your Honor, I applied -=- or I replied
with 2 moticn for access to justice and reports which is
the plaintiffs are reguesting access for justice which is
in response to -— to this motion that Mr. Walker isn't
going through the process of trying to get things settled
here.

THE COURT: But do you see — do you see what the problem

15?7 Let me tell you:. You mentioned your moticon for
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judicial review. There's nothing there for me to review,
It's campletely frivolous.
MR. WALEKER: Okay.
THE CCURT: I've locked at your moticn for access to
justice and report. You think that the Court can force the
police department to write a police report. Ho, the Court
cannat do that. So again —
ME. WALKER: Thank you, Your Honor. I wanted that to be on
the record.
THE COURT: -- a completely frivolous motion.

Are you done addressing the motion for sanctions or do
youl have any more there?
MR. WALKER: Can I respond to the motion for access to
justice?
THE COURT: MNo. Right now we're dealing with the moticon
for sanctions. Do you have anything else that you wish to
add?
MR. WALFER: Mr. Walker responded to the plaintiff's
moticns for Rule 11 objections and filings. Did the Court
have a chance to review that?
THE CCURT: Let's see here. I just want to make sure that
I'm looking at the same thing. That's the — filed on
January 30, 20257
ME. WALEER: Correct, Your Honor.

THE COUORT: Yes, I've reviewed it.
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MR. WALEER: OCh, good., So in that, Mr. Walker had many
demands. Force the city to give the names, address, and
phone namber for each people that had an action with Thomas
Auto, and I can file another motion To compel,

Feep the evidence submitted to the Court for access to
the right to bring upon appeal.

Issue & bond for each defendant for Thomas Buto. They
have a history of these assaults and it continues.
THE CCURT: Again, I don't want to be mde.
ME. WHALKER: Yes,
THE COURT: You're talking about substantive issues here.
I want you to address the motion for sanctions. Are you
done addressing the motien for sanctions?
MR. WRIKER: The part that I was going to go through was to
address the motion for sanctions.
THE COURT: Well, all —
MR. WRALKER: He — the other attomey was able to set —
set his demands in his. I — I feel like mavbe Mr. Walker
could get the same fair chance to -- get the same fair
chance that the Court gave David Hansen with his demands.
THE COURT: All right. BAny reply, Mr. Hansen?
MR. HANSEM: Yes, Your Honor. Thers's a lot to try to
refute thera. I think I've ¢overed most of it in my
additional argument.

I particularly want to make a record: Mr. Walker
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accused Terrl Guocione of stealing, assault. He mentioned
her father turning over in his grave. He accused her of
perjury. He twisted my words that I'm somshow threatening
that this will go on for nine additional years; that Terri
Guocicne periured herself becauss she called the title
abandoned; that we're somehow attacking him or focusing on
him because he's indigent.

He's the gne who initiated the case, Your Honor.
We're defending a case. He can't now say that becanse he
initiated the case against us and we're defending that
somehow we're picking on him as an indigent person.

He accused me of meddling with the court reporter.
That's just not true. He doesn't have any evidence that he
can present.

He's trying to twist the Court's words, even to the
point of implying that the Court scmehow solicited from
Mr. Anderson a joinder of the moticn today.

He's said that somshow T have slandered him by
responding to his pleadings in a court case which is, by
definition, not slander.

There are already police reports. He doesn't need
additional police reports. There are already police
reports that have been provided in discovery. I don't know
why he needs additional police reports.

And he refused to answer questions under cath, direct

CYNTHIA M WEICHMANN, RPR A ADGD




M

12

13

14

15

LE

18

5

20

42

23

214

25

47

simple guestions from the Court about the facts of this
case.

It's clear again, Yeour Honor, that not only has
Mr. Walker decided he is right as is put in the Foreheo
case, that he's right and no one else is right, he dossn't
nead to listen to judicial instructions. It's clear here
that he is trying to become a law unto himself and not only
apuse my client, but also the judicial system.

I, again, just emphasize he needs sanctions in order
to show him that you can't abuse the judicial system, We
have to maintain the integrity of the system.

Thank you.

THE COURT: Mr, Andersaon.

MR, ANDERSON: Yes. I'll just kind of piggyback off of
what Mr. Hansen said. I guess to, I don't want to call the
accusations thrown around kind of offhand, that does bether
me.

I want to focus on this deposition that has besh
brought up. We have the transcript. It's incredibly clear
he wanted to answer 10 questions and after 10, that was it,
pericd, done.

It was clear he didn't have a court reporter sst up.
We waited an extra 15 minutes for one to come.

You know, it's not as, 1 suppose, as big of a bill for

Mr. Hansen in Rapid, but my clients had to pay me to drive

C¥YNTHTIA M WEICHMANN, RFR AAlal
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cut there, to go, to attend, to prep for it, drive back to
Pierre. And it's the conduct and the incessant filings, it
has just really, really added up and I think, you know, the
injunctive relief requested is zppropriate but 1 think
dismissal and putting this to bed is appropriate for all
the dgefendants.

Thank w0,
MR. WALEER: TYour Honor, the statement that Cash Anderscn
mads about ——
THE COURT: All right. Go ahead.
MR. WALEER: =— about his -= representing his client and

paying him to drive all the way here, he's making

statemants about in the transcripts what color hat are
you wearing, what color pants are you wearing. David
Hansen talks about the facts of the case. Your Honor, I
don't believe and I den't believe anybody will beliewe that
when the gquestions were asked about what type of coler my
clothing was wearing that the depositions weren't about the
facts about the case. They were here to intimidate.

THE COURT: Was that asked?

MR, HANSEN: Yes, Your Honor.

MF. BNDEBESON: Your Homor; I was the one who asked those
and that was after Mr. Hansen asked 10 guestions to which
Mr. Walker =aid, "You'we reached your 10 question limit.

Inder South Dakota codifiea law you're only allowed to ask

CYNTHIA W WEICHMANN, RPR AADG2
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10 questions. You have edhausted all your questions for
today. Thank you."

And then I asked him whether he was going to refuse to
participate. He started counting the questions I was
asking on his refusal to participate. Then he told me,
"You've already asked three or four guestions.”™ So I asked
boom, bocom, boom, boom, simple guestions to see if he would
cut it off at 10.

So that is true, It was what day is it today and
what's the color of your hat, what's the color of your
shirt, and what's the color of your pants. That's
absolutely true.

THE CCOET: 0Okay. But that was done after he refused to
answer more than 10 guestions. Correct?

ME. ANDERSCON: Correct.

THE CCOURT: Is that correct, Mr. Walker?

MR. WALEER: No, it's not correct, Your Honor. I answered
these questions when they were asked. There is a
transcript of what's happaned,

THE COURT: Listen again. We're talking around each other,
MR, WALKER: Okay.

THE COURT: Listen to my questicn carefully. The guestions
tegarding your clothing, your hat, were those asked after
you refused to answer —- after vou said that the limit of

10 gquestions had been reached?

CYNTHIA M WEICHMANN, RER AADG3
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MF. WALEER: Yes, Your Honor,
THE COURT: &1l right.

S0 == T've heard enougn. Everybody's had an
cpporbunity to be heard.
MR, WALKER: 1 still have a little bit of list to respond
to Cash Anderson if the Court would allow it.
THE COOURT: Okay. Go ahead.

Do you have anything else, Mr. Walker?
MR. WALKER: Your Honor, T'm extremely hard trying teo
litigate this under a pro se status.
THE COURT: That's not a reply to what Mr. Anderson sald,
Do you have anything else?
MR. WALKER: Well, if he was piggybacking off of Dawvid
Hansen, I do feel like that is part of it.
THE COURT: Well, you had your chance to talk so here's my
ruling. To say that the motivation behind any expedited
givil action rules hawve been doliterated by the way this
case has dragged on is an understatement of the year.

The file, as I indicated when I started, is just a
complete mess. It i1s full, absalutely full of frivolous
motions, statements, requests that have no basis in fact,
no basis in law, and they're all filed by Mr. Walker.

At the hearing today the Court was concerned with what
happened at the deposition and the Court held a hearing
during the deposition. aAnd first of all, to notice a

CYNTHIA M WEICHMANN, RFR AADGY
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deposition — and by the way, there's no evidence here,
credible evidence here, that Mr. Walker ewver had the court
reporter lined up prior to noticing the depositions and
certainly prior to attending the depegsitions causing
parties and attorneys to waste their time, to trawvel, and
then when it was Mr. Walker's turn to answer questions, he
refused to do so after he believed, what he belisved was a
limit placed on deposition questions.

There's zero suppert for any of that and Mr. Walker
tried mightily in my questioning here to circumvent and not
give the Court a straight answer. But the record doesn't
lle. His refusal to answer cuesticns, his wasting of time
of the witnesses, the attorneys in scheduling depositions
which could never go forward because of his failure to
Secure a proper court reporter,

Exhibit 1 is going to be that Clayton Walker e-mail
dated Jamcary 21, 2025. I do find it to be harassing. The
record is full of Mr. Walker's harassing filings that serve
no purpose cther than to harass, delay, and cause
embarrassment instead of getting at the toath.

The Court already made reference to the frivolous
motion for Brady, the frivolous motion == thers's so many
of them that I'm just listing a few of them -- the
frivolous motion for theft by deception, the friwvoloas

motion for Jjudicial review, the frivolous motion for

CYNTHIA M WEICHMANN, RPR AADGS
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probable cause which wasn't even addressed here but on LTS
face is friveolous.

You know, dismissal of & case is an extraordinary
remedy but it is an appropriate one in this case, so this
case 1s dismissed.

In addition, the Court is golng to impose sanctions.
The attorney's fees paid by the Guccione defendants as well
as the atterney's fess which still neesd to be submitted by
the city defendants,

Any guestions?

MR. HEWNSEM: Just one clarification, Your Honor. There's
stil]l a cross motion between Thomas Auto and the city for
potential indemnificaticn. Based on today's ruling that
may --

THE CCURT: It's all moot, isn't it?

ME. HEMSEM: Well, certainly if Mr. Walker pays, it is.
But I just wanted to clarify: Is that portion of the case
dismissed as well?

THE COURT: Ewvervthing's dismissed. This case is gaone.
ME. HRMSEN: Understcod.

THE COURT: Any guestions, Mr. Anderson?

ME. RANDERSCH: Mo guestions from me.

THE COURT: Any cuestions, Mr. Walker?

MR, WALEFR: Your Honor, assuming the Court's ruling, I'm

assuming that the motions for subpoenas and other motlons

CYNTHIA M WEICHMANN, RER AANGG
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are ll moot as well?

THE COURT: Correct.

ME. WATEKER: Your Honor, I'd ask the Court that the record
please be prepared for the appeal process for — I can't
afford the court reporter's transcripts and I'm asking the
Court —— the legislator has already issued that the part of
the judge's bills could be classified as that and I'm
asking that the Court please prepare that for the notice of
appeal.

THE COURT: You'we asked for the Court to provide you with
transcripte because you're indigent throughout the entirety
of these proceedings and the Court has consistently denied
it because there's no mechanism for that. In a criminal
case, indigent defendants are entitled te the county paying
for their attorney and for the transcripts and other things
that are necessary to put up a defense. That is not so in
& civil case.

You certainly have a right to appeal this Court's
order but it is up to you, not teo the Court, it's up to you
to make sure the proper record is secured for the appeal.
MR. WALKER: So as part of the sanctions are you saying
that I'm not allowed to ask the comunity for assistance?
Is that part of the sanctions?

THE COUET: I'm not issuing sanctions. I'm not saying one

thing or ancther, The sanctions are the attomey's fees
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that had o be aexpended by these parties for an action that
the Court finds frivelous amd has been conducted in a way
as to do nothing more than to harass, annoy, and embarrass
the parties.
And so, Mr. Hansen, I want you to prepare the order.
We'll be in recess.
MR. HANSEN: Thank you, Your Honor.

(Proceedings concluded at 12:17 p.m.)
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STATE OF SCUTH DAKCTA H
' 55. CERTIFICATE

COUNTY OF PENNINGTON ¥

I, Cynthia M. Weichmann, Registered Professional

Reporter and Hotary Public, State of Scuth Dakota, do
hereby certify that I reported in stenctype the proceedings
of the above-entitled action; that 1 thereafter transcribed
said stenotype notes into typewriting; and that the
foregoing pages 1 — 553, inclusive, are a true, full and
correct transcript of my stenotype notes.

IN TESTIMONY WHEREQF, I hereto set my hand and
official seal this 21st day of March, 2025,

fsf Cynthia M. Weichmann

Cynthia M. Weichmann, EPR

Registered Professional Reporter
tary Public

My Commission Expires: 11-10-27
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Appeal Mo, 31111
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JURISDICTIONAL STATEMENT
This is an appeal by Clayton Walker (“Walker™) from an Crder graniing

Defendants™ Motion for Rule 11 Sanctions entered in the Trial Court following hearing on
Thomas Auto, Ine, Frank Thomas Trust, and Tem Guecione =, (the “Thomas Auto
Defendants™) Motion for Rule 11 Sanctions. Mavor Jason Salamumn. Michelle Schuelke,
Individually and in her official capacity, and City of Rapid City {the “City Defendants’™)
Jemned in the motion. { Thomas Auto Defendants and the City Defendants collectively
referred to as (the “Defendants™). This Court's jurisdiction 15 conferred by SDCL 8 15-

204-3(7)

STATEMENT OF ISSTUES
After analysis of Walker's incoherent Appeal Brief. Thomas Auto Defendants are

laft to guess as to what he secks to appeal and what this Courd may find meritorious, if
anvthing. MNotably, Walker never mentions the Trial Court’s award of attomey fees,
Walker's issues on Appeal are summarnized into the followmg issues:
L Did the Trial Court abuse its discretion when it dismissed Mr Walker's

case as a sanction under SDCTL § 15-6-11 (“Rule 117) and 5THCL § 15-6-
37(b)?

The Trial Court held that due to Mr. Walker™s multiple frivolous filings. his
refusal to comply wath the Trial Court's Order regarding discovery, and his behavior
during deposition, dismissal of Walker's claim was appropriate.

The awthority most relevant to this issue is;

SDCL § 13-6-11(b)-{c)

SDCL & 15-6-37(b).

Ferebee v Hobarr, 2009 5.0, 102, 776 N.W.2d 58,
Lee v. Rapid City School Dhstrict No. 51-4, 1995, 526 N.W. 2d. 738,
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I1. Does the Expedited Civil Procedure under STHCL § 153-6-T2 et seq.
preclude the Trial Court from disposing of a case under Rule 11 sandions
if the Trial Court has already denied one motion to dismiss?

Although Mr. Walker offered this issue in various arguments, Thomas Auwto

Defendants cannol find in the record where this issue was formally rased or adjudicated

by the Trial Court.

I Did the Trial Court err when it found the Defendants interrogatories did
not exceed the limit im posed under the Expedited Civil Procedure SDCL

§ 15-6-THIN AN
The Tral Court overruled Mr. Walker's objection, held that the Defendants”

mierrogatones did not contain diserete subparts, and ordered Mr. Waller 1o respond to all
mterrogatories within 14 days of the hearmg,

The authority most relevant to this issue is:

SDCL § 15-6-TH2N A

STATEMENT OF THE CASE
This case was brought in the Seventh Judicial Circuit. The Honorable Matthew

Brown was originally assigned to the case. Judge Brown recused himself due 1o a conflict
of mterast, The Honorahle Judge Craig A, Pleifle presided over the caze until he retired.
Then the case was assigned 1o the Honorable Robert Guzmsky presides over the case. An
appeal by Walker from an Order Granting Defendants" joint Motion for Rule 11 Sanctions
which resulied in a complete disposition of Walker's case and an award of Defendants’

aftormey’s fees.

The dispositive hearng was held on February 18, 2025, The Order was filed May
7, 2025, Walker was served with Notice of Entry of Order by mail on May B, 2025, The

Walker's Notice of Appeal was filed with the Pennington County Clerk of Courts on June
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3, 2025, Over Defendants” ohjection, Walker was granted an extension of time to file ns
briel on or before August 25, 2023, According 1o Walker’s Certificate of Service and
Affidavit, Mr. Walker mailed his brief on August 24, 2025, The Second motion was
dented. Walker's brief was not received until September 5, 2025, On September 5. 2023,
this Court directed Ms. Sarah Gallagher, Deputy Clerk of the South Dakota Supreme

Cowrt 1o accept and file Walker’s Appeal Brief.

STATEMENT OF FACTS
A recitation of the facts of this case 15 provided in the Order being appealed.

{Order Granting Defendants’ Motion for Rule 11 Sanctions, (hereinafter referred to as the
“Oder” Clerk’s Index p. 1303 — 16). {Thomas Auto Defendant s Appendix, Exhibit 2).

Additional facts from the record will be cited when needed For argument

ARGUMENT

INd the Trial Conrt abuse its discretion when it dismissed Walker's case as a
sanction under SDCL § 15-6-11 (*Rule 117) and SDCT § 15-6-37(h)?

The South Dakota Rules of Civil Procedure are “construed (o secure the just,
speedy, and inexpensive determination of every action.” SDCL § 15-6-1. A pleading must
comtaim a “short and plain statement of the clann showmg that the pleader is entitled to
relief...” SIXCL § 15-6-8(a). South Dakota case law favors having a case heard and
disposed of on s merits rather than dismissed prior fo tnal. See Healy Ranch P ship v
Aines, 2022 8D 44, 978N W.2d 768: Mach v Cormners, 2022 8D 48, 979 N.W.2d 161;

Acecord Clson v Huron Reg’l Med. Cir, fnc. 2025 8D 34, 24 N.W.3d 405,

However, Courts are not constrained to allow every case to proceed to a tral.

Rule 11 acts as an “escape hatch™ for the Court when it is persuaded that one pany’s
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actions are clearly frivolous, made in bad faith, or with the intent to harass. SDCL § 15-6-
1. Tri-State Refining and Inv. Co., Ine. v Apalecsa Co, 1988, 431 NW.2d 311; Thomas

v Thomas, 2003 8.12. 39, 661 N.W.2d |; Smizer v. Drep, 2016 .10, 3, 873 N.W.2d 697,

Here, in compliance with SDCL § 15-6-11{CW¥3} the Trial Court described the
conduct determined to constitute a violation. (The Order, p. 12-13; Clerk™s Index p. 1314-
15},

o Walker improperly attempted to certify a class action aganst the Thomas Auto
defendants. I, at 12, Clerk's Index 1314,

= Walker filed frivolons motions including a Brady Motion, and two motions for
Theft by Deception, which are Criminal Procedures, [d, at 12, Clerk’s Index 1314
{Pleadings found at Clerk’s Index 647, 653, 988).

*  Walker filed frivalous Motions for Judicial Review and Motion for Aceess to
Justice which have no basis m the law m these circumstances. /. at 12, Clerk's
Index 1314 (Pleadings found at Clerk’s Index 980, 1028).

s Al Walker motioned to amend his complaint to mclude Governor Noam and
Attorney General Jackley without reciting any legal basis for their potential
culpability. fd. at 12, Clerk’s Index 1314 (Pleadings found at Clerk’s Index 22).

s Mr. Walker threatened to mitiate a door-to-door campaign agamst Thomas Auto
defendants. [, at 12, Clerk's Index 1314; Hearing Transcript 2/18/25 21:14-22:5,

Clerk s Index 1216-7."

b The Court Crdlered that by Walker s emmail shisald be Exhibit 1 and specifically fourd that the email was
harassing. Hearmg Tranacript 271825 51-16-20, Clerk s Index 1246 That emml does not appear i the
record before the Court. The substance of the email was read into the record by Attomey David B Hansen.
Hewrng Tremsoript 2718/25 21:014-22:5, Cleck’s [ndex 1216-T. Find a true arid comeet aopy of the email as
Thomas Auto Defendant’s Appendix Exhabit 4
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Mr, Walker blocked commeil from entering the room where depositions were to he
held. fd. at 12, Clerk’s Index 1314,

Mr, Walker did not secure a court reporter prior (o noticing or alténding the
deposimtion. and therefore wasted the time of the parties and their counsel. fd” at

122, Clerk's Index 1314; Hearing Transcript 2/1 825 32:2-6, Clerk’s Index 1227.

Additional actions taken by Mr. Walker that were not included m the Trial Court™s

sumimary, however, appear in the record:

The Tral Court file was a mess. It was almost impossible o go through it at the
fault of Mr. Walker. Hearing Transcript 2/18/25 2:18-3:3, Clerk’s Index 1197-%;
and again 3 19-22, Clerk's Index 1245,

Mr. Walker accused the Count of requesting that the City Defendants join the
motion for sanctions, which was a gross mischaracterization of the Court’s
statement. Hearing Transcript 2018/25 28:11-29:3, Clerk’s Index 1223-4.
During the deposition Mr. Walker intended to have one of his witnesses (Jacob
Black) create an audio recording of the deposition rather than hiring a count
reporter to properly conduct the deposition. Hearing Transeript 201825 2:18-3:3.
Clerk’s Index 1197-8.

Mr. Walker refused to answer more than 10 questions during his deposition with
no legal basis for doing so. fd. at 12, Clerk’s Index 1314; Hearing Transcript
2/18/25 20:10-13; Clerk’s Index 1215,

During the hearing held on February 18, 2025, Mr. Walker was elusive and non-
responsive to examination by the Trial Court here are just two examples:

Court: Just answer my gquestion.
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Walker;: What 15 the question?
Court: You had Mr. Black send out a request to the-- there's a General Court
reporter mailbox asking whether a count reporter would be available. Isn't that
right?
Walker: How would the court have that evidence?
Couart: 'm asking youw: is tha night?
Walker: 1 don't recall, Your Honor
Court: You don't recall? Just answer. ...
Hearmg Transcopd 2018725 30:20-31:3 Clerk’s Index 1225-6.
Court: All right. What about your refusal to answer more than 10 gquestions
at the deposition. Is that trua?
Walker: 1 did answer ¢ach guestion at the deposition hearing,
Conrt: You know, vou seem 1o not want 1o answer my questions, My
question is super simple.
Walker: Okay.
Court: [5 i true, as Mr. Hansen said, that you refused to answer more than 10
deposition guestions For him and Mr. Anderson?
Walker: It is true that [ refused. Your Honor, when they - when David
Hansen asked me a question, I had a response to each one of his guestions. so

[ just -

Court: Dhd you refuse to answer more than 10 guestions?
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Walker: Dnd [ refuse to answer. [sic] | made a statement that they had
reached the number of guestions to be asked under what Judge Pfeifle had
ruled and--

Court: So the answer 18 yes. Correct?

Walker: 1 don't understand the question that you're asking me and ask maybe

that it be clarified, but [ would ask to contimue with my rebutial.

Hearing Transcript 21825 33:6-34:8, Clerk’s Index 1228-9.°

During the February 18 heanng Mr. Walker directly insulted Term Guecions m
open court by stating “T mean, her father is turming over in his grave right now
just o she can steal people’s vehicles 5o she can make 3600 per vehicle,” Hearing
Transeript 2/ 1825 41:20-23. Clerks Index 1196-1261.

Mr. Walker continually tried to revive ssues that had been settled by the court.
Hearing Transcripi, Clerk’s Index 1236.

Mr. Walker, with no legal basis, continually tried to imply that the Trials Couni’s
actions were oppressive to his religious and political beliefs. Hearing Transcript
21825 36:8-377, Clerk™ Index 1231-2.

Due to Walker’s abusive treatment of the Clerk of Courts and her staft, there was
i stunding order at the Pennington County Courthouse that Mr. Walker could not
enter the Courthouse without an escort by a Pennington County Sheniff's Deputy.

Letter to Judge Gusinsky filed June 6, 2024, Clerk's Index 340,

2 To exantne the Court’s full line of guestioning abowt the refissl to complete the deposition See Heanng
Tramserspt 210805 281 1-41 2, Clerk"s Index 1225-1236 und further Heammg Transcripd 201825 4115-304,
Clerk’s Index 1242-5
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o Al the end of the February 18, 2025 heanng the Count concluded, “There's zero
support [that Walker obtained a Court Reporter prior 1o the deposition] and Br.
Walker tried mightily in my questioning here 1o circumvent and not give the court
a straight answer. but the record doesn't lie. His refusal to answer guestions. his
wasting of time of the witnesses. the attorneys and scheduling depositions which
could never go forward because of his fmlure to secure a proper court reporter.”
Hearing Transcripd 201825 51:9-15, Clerk’s Index 1246,
In short, the Tral Court appropriately found Walker's actions were analogous to
those of the plaintiff in Ferebee and therefore Walker's case should be disimissed as o
sanction for both Walker’s harnssing conduct under Rule 11 and Walker's failure to obey
the Court’s discovery orders under SDCL § 15-6-37(h).

The Trial Court concluded:
“[tlherefore. given Walker's multiple frivolous filings. .., Walker’s
refusal to comply with the Courl's orders regarding discovery and his

behavior durmg the deposition, the dismussal of Walker's claim, while
severe, 15 appropriate.” (The Order, p. 13: Clerk’s Index p. 1313).

Additionally, the Trial Court took actions throughout the enderlving proceedings
lo deter Walker's abusive behavior by ordermg less extreme measuores designed Lo move
the case toward 1rial.

* The Tral Court ordered this matter be handled under the Expedited Civil

Procedure at Mr. Walker's motion. (Hearing Transcript 5/30/24 8:8 Clerk’s Index

359).

e Tt ordered a telephome Mr. Walker and counsel for the Defendants “meet and

confer” telephonically to try to resolve the discovery disputes, (Order on Motions
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to Compel Dated August 6, 2024, and September 5, 2024, dated November 7,

2024, Clerk’s Index 588).

s  On 1/21/25, which was the telephonic heaning that took place during the
depositions, notwithstanding Walker's abusive behavior, the Trial Court ordered
that the deposition must go forward, {Hearing Transcript 1/21/25 8:6-17, Clerk’s
Index 106E)

*  The Trial Court specifically reviewed the Defendants responses to Plaintiffs
request tor production in accordance with Plaintit!s assertions that Defendant™s
Counsel waz nonresponsive,

*  The Tnal Court attempted to correct Mr. Walker's misapprehension of the law
regarding his Motion to Compel Discovery. (Hearing Transermpt 2/18/23 3:15-
9:11. Clerk’s [ndex 1198-12041,

In short, the Trial Court gave Mr. Walker every opportunity to have his case heard
on the merits. Mr. Walker chose instead to focus on bad faith, malicious, and abusive
hehavior, which ultimately warranted dismissal of his case.

Because the Trial Court gave Mr. Walker every opportunity 1o move his case
toward trial by less extreme means and Mr. Walker chose the path of bad faith and
harassinent, the Court should find that the Trial Court did not abuse its discretion in

dismigaing the case and awarding attorney’s fees.

Does the Expedited Civil Procedure under SIMCL § 15-6-72 of seq. preclude the
Court from disposing of a case by Rule 11 sanction if the Court already denied one
mation to dismiss?

The Thomas Aute Defendants believe that the only 1ssue over which this Court

has jurisdiction in this matter is the Order under SDCL § 15-26A-3(7). The Trial Court
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record is replete with arguments on this issuc; howewver, this specific issuc was never
formally raised or adjudicated. However, the Thomas Auto Defendant’™s Motion to
Dismiss was adjudicaled. Due to the incoherent condition of Walker's Appeal Brief, the
Thomas Auto Defendants are lefl to guess what issues Walker is raisaing and what issues
this Court may take up. In the event this Court claims jurisdiction over this issue under
SDCL § 15-26A-3(6), without conceding jurisdiction on this issue, Thomas Auto

Defendants present the following argument.

The Thomas Aute Defendants moved for dizmissal of Mr. Walker's case on
Movember 15, 2023, under SDCL 1 5-6-12(b)5, for fmlure to state a claim upon which
relief can be granted. The Trnal Court denied this motion and allowed Mr. Walker's claim
to proceed, On appeal, Walker raises twio points for review: (1) Under the Expedited
Rulex only one motion 1o dismiss is allowed (Walker’s Appeal Brief p. 8, P 30); and (2)
the Trnal Court judge ordered that Thomas Auto Defendants could only bring one motion

Lo dismiss. (Walker s Appeal Briel' p. 11 Fa4d).

(1 Here, Walker's first basis misapprehends the law and the procedure. Diespite
various statements on the record about this statute, the Expedited Civil Procedure does
not impose ay limit on the number of motions to dismiss, See SDCL 15-6-74{1). Rather,
il imposes a limit of ondy oné motion for summary judement. SDCL § 15-0-T4 25 B).
There were no motions for summary judgment filed m this matier.

Mr. Walker erroneously believes the Trial Court allowed the Thomas Auto
Defendants to bring two motions to dismiss. Mr Walker erroncously believes thisto be a
reversable emor by the Trial Court mn vielation of SDCL §13-6-7T4. Under the Expedited

Fules Thomas Auto Defendants could have made as many motions to dismiss as they had
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grounds to do so. However, even if there were a limit, Walker's case was dismissed
pursuant 1o a motion for Rule 11 sanctions and not a motion to dismiss. Therefore,
Walker's argument that the Trial Court should be reversed on these grounds fails.
(2) Walker argues that the Trial Court’s decision should be reversed becanse Judge
Pleifle ordered that the Thomas Aute Defendants were limited to only one motion to
dismiss, (Walkers Appeal Briel p. 11 P 64). Walker mischaractenized Judge Pfeifle’s
statement, The record shows that Judge Pleifle did not order anything of the sort. Rather,
b was merely providing a “bare bones outline™ of the procedure in regponse to the
questioning from Attomey Hansen®.
Hansen: Agreed. Oh, as far as the dispositive motions, | hope to file only one,
Your Honor, bt do vou know, i there a limitation?
Court: One.
Hansen: Do vou know apecifically how many 18 allowed under that proceeding?
Coart; [ think i1t's one motion to dismiss and one motion for summary judgment.
Mr. Galbrath’s nodding ves, so I'm going to assume his legal research is the same
as mne.
Walker: Your Honer, T looked it up as well and [ seen it was only one motien to
dismiss as well
Court: Yeah. One motion to dismiss and one request for summary judgment.
Hansen: Is that per pariv?

Court: Correct.

3 For the full context see Hearing Transcegpt 3202024 54 - 87, Clerk s Index 126-129.
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Hansen: Okay, Well, considening that, Your Honor, [ think that we will ohject to

that motion. ...
Hearing Transcript 3/21°2024 6:23-7:16, Clerk’s Index 127-128

Judge Pleifle mssued no subsequent order to the effect of limiting the number of
motions to dismiss, Further, Judge Gusinsky clarified that there was no limitation on the

number of motions to dismiss, (Hearing Transerpt 1175/24 14:7-8, Clerk's Index 1045).

Further, even i the Court’s staterment at the December 7, 2023, hearing was an
arder limiting the number of motions to dismiss allowed in this matter, as stated above,
Walker's case was dismizsed on a motion for sanctions under Rule 11 and SDCL § 15-6-
37(b) and not on a motion to dismiss under SDCL 15-6-T4(1). Theretora, Walkers
argument fails.

Thus, the Trial Court should not be reversed because the Expedited Civil
Procedure does not preclude the Trial Count from dismissing the case as a sanction even

if the Trial Court had previously denied a motion to dismiss.

Did the Trial Court abuse its discretion when it found the clarifying subparts of
Defendants” interrogatories did not violate the limit imposed under the expedited
Civil Procedure SDCL § 15-6-73(2)A).

The Thomas Auto Defendants believe that the only 15sue over which this Court
his jurisdiction in this matter is the Order under SDCL § 13-26A-3(T). This specific 1ssue
was formally raised or adjudicated. Due to the incoherent condition of Walker's Appeal
Brief, the Thomas Aule Defendanis are left 1o puess which issnes Walker is rasmg and

which issues this Court may take up. In the event this Court claims jurisdiction over this
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issue under SDCL 8 15-26A-36), without conceding junisdiction on this issue, Thomas

Auto Defendants present the following argument.

Under South Dakota law, unless a trial court is interpreting the statute, which is
reviewed de nove (Fergusont v Thoemert, 2020 SD 69 P11, 9532 N.W.2d 277). a tnial
court’s decision pertaining to application of discovery rules is reviewed uinder the abuse
of diseretion standard. This standard is applied to evaluate whether the trial court made a
fundamental error of judgment, acted outside the range of permissible choices, or
rendered a decision that is arbitrary or unreasonable. Kruweger v Grinmell A ut,

Reinserance Ceo,, 20008 SDET P 12, 921 N.W.2d 689 (Intemal citations omitted).

In £rueger, the South Dakota Supreme Court emphasized that discovery
sanctions under 5.1, Codified Laws § 15-6-37 are reviewed for abuse of discretion, while
also noting that the trial court’s latitude in such matters is broad but not hmitless. 74
Similarly, in Ferguson, the Court reiterated that discovery orders are reviewed for abuse
of discretion, defining it as a decision that is arbitrary or unreasonable upon full
consideration Ferguson at [P 11. Counsel can find no binding precedent where this Court
has reviewed specifically what constitutes “discrete subparts™ for purposes of

mterrogatories under SDCL § 15-6-T3(INA).

Hera, the City Defendants served Walker with intemrogatories, requests for
production, and requests for admission, A few days later Thomas Auto Defendants served
Walker with interrogatonies, requests for production. and requests tor admssion. Walker
did not respond to any of the discovery requests within the statutory time frames. The
City Defendants filed a Motion to Compel scheduled a hearing on May 30, 2024 A few

days later Thomas Aunto Defendanis also filed a motion compel. Walker filed motions to
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quash all the discovery requests for all partics on the groumds that the Defendmyts had

exceeded the number of interrogatories allowed under the Expedited Rule.

The Trial Court held that the form of the interrogatories was not in violation of the
law because they did not include distinet subparts within the meaning of the statute,
rather they contained statements that clarified the underlving interrogatory. * Order on
Motion to Compel. Clerk's Index 328-29; The form of the interrogatories 15 quotidian.
They were ot exceptional in any way. They were not overly complex or
overburdenzome. In fact, the purpose of the clarifving statements 15 to limit or narrow the

mformation that 15 bemg requested. This 1s typical in the industry.

The Trial Court took pains to clanty Mr Walker's understanding of the Trial

Court’s application of the statule in this case:

Court: For example, one of the interrogatories 18 something to the
effect of what evidence do vou have as to count 2, I'l call i, If vou have
that evidence, who has it and what evidence do they have? 1 think those are
not what would otherwise be considered to be discreet subparts. [ view
discrete subparts as asking a wholly separate question, not clarification of

the answer for the same guestion.
Hearing Transcript 3730024 10:13-12:12, Clerk’s Index 361-3.

The Trial Court’s application of the statute 1o these discovery requests is the
standard practice in the indusiry. The Trial Court acted well within its discretion. The

Trial Court denied the motions to quash. granted the motions to compel, and ordered Mr.

4 Examples of the interrogatories are found at Clerk’s Index 316-321.
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Walker to respond to all discovery requests. [t even allowed Walker an additional 14 days
for Mr. Walker to respond, which was reasonable, given the fact there were only 18 each
and Walker had already had over 30 days to respond. Order on Motion to Compel

Clerk's Index 328-29.

The Trial Court’s holding that there were no discrete subparts and its order to
compel Mr, Walker to answer the discovery requests within 14 days was standard
practice, reasonable. and squarely within the broad discretion granted to the Trial Court.

Because it did not abuse its discretion, the Trial Court should not be reversed.

CONCLUSION
Because of Walker's Irivolous filings: his falure to comply with the Tnal Court’s

dizscovery orders: his harassing behavior at the depositions, toward Court staff and
Defendants; and after several attempts to deter Mr. Walker's absive behavior by less
extreme means, the Trial Court did not abuse its discretions when it dismissed the case
and ordered attorney’s fees to protect the Defendants and the integrity of the judicial
system. The Trial Court did not abuse its discretion when it disnissed the case as a
sanction rather than on a motion to dismiss. The Trial Court did not abuse its discretion in

its apphcation of discovery rules.

THEREFORE, Thomas Auto, Inc., Tern Guccione, and the Framk Thomas Trust
respectiully pray this Honorable Court to affirm the Trial Court’s decision to dismiss the

case as 11 pertans to Mr. Walker,

Dated: October 7, 2025,

COMPASS ROSE LAW FIRM
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David R. Hansen
Atterrney for Terri Gucctone, individially,
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davidi@ compassroselawlirm.com
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THOMAS AUTO DEFENDANTS APPENDIX
Exhibit 1 — Categorization of Walker's Brief
Exhibit 2 — Order on Defendants” Motion for Rule 11 Sanctions
Exhibit 3 - Emuail accepted as Extabit 1 at Hearing held on 2718/25
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Exhibit 1
Clategorization of Walkier's Brief

Might Appeal: Dispositive Motions: Motion to Dismiss (MTD)Y Motion for
summary Jud sment (M50}

“Multiple motions to dismiss permitted” (Questions, p. 5. Areument, p. 107,
“Failure to require defendants to move for summary judgment™ (Legal Issues, p. B).
“Dismussal before one-year imeline expired”™ (Legal lssues, p. 8).

“The jomed both claims page 135 and then Robert separated them™ { Argument. p.
10y,

“Ioined claims mishandled™ (Argument, p, 10

“Multiple motions to dismiss improperly allowed™ { Argument, pp. 10-11),

Might Appeal: Sanctions & Litigation Conduwoct

“Can Sanctions be dispositive motions™ (Questions, p. 5.

“Banctions without sufficient cause™ (Legal lssues, p. B).

“Sanctions based on frivolous motions™ (Order reference, pp. 10-13 of Order),
“Error by first judge vs. second judpe inconsistency™ (Chestions, p. 5.

“Tudge failed to recuse for biag™ (Federal Questions, p. 6).

“Granting defendants more than one dispositive motion™ { Statement of Case/Facts, p.
o),

Cannot Appeal: Issnes with Discovery, Transcripts & Depositions

“MNot answering tvped depositions. asking questions about the appellant™s clothing and
not asking real gquestions™ ( Abstract, p, 4).

“Dnsputable facts at depositions of being assaulted”™ (Abstract, p. 4).

“Failure to produce subpoenaed video recordings of assault'police body cam™

{ Abstract, p. 4).

“Spoilation of evidence when judge Pfeifle granted protection order then Judge
Gusinsky demed” (Questions, p. 5}

“Entitlement to transcripts Tor appeal” (Federal Questions, p. 6, Argument, p. 11}
“Errors in handling interrogatories™ (Questions, p. 5. Legal Issues, p. 8; Argument, p.
10}

“Errors in depositions™ (Questions, p. 5; Federal Questions, p. 6),

“Demial of opportumty to subpeena witnesses due 1o lack of transenipts™ (Conclusion,
P 12).

“Expedited civil action procedures mishandled” {(Questions, p. 5 Legal Issues, p. 8
Argument, p. 11%

Cannot Appeal: Facts to be established by Plaintiff at Trial (City of Rapid City /
Bendts /Rent/Leasing)

“leffery Bendt rent/leasing™ (Background, p. 7).

“City interfered with premises™ (Background, p. 7).

“City coungil propertvisecunty deposit”™ {Questions, p. 5.

“False testimony re; emplovees at tow yvard” (Questions, p. 5),

“Court failed to address number of emplovees i video™ (Questions, p. 3).

“Attomey nusunderstood expedited procedure” (Legal Issues, p. 8).

“Attomey discovery misconduct — withholding file™ {Argument, p. 9).
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Cannot Appeal: To be established by Plaintiff at Trial: Relief & Damages
“Plaintil"s losing a 12.000.00 Land Rover™ (Conclusion, p. 12).

“Reversal and new trial™ (Relief, p. 13).

“Compensatory damages $75.000 and £3.5 million punitive™ {Relief. p. 13).
“Award of 375,004 in fees against AG's office™ (Relief, p. 13).

“Oirder to investigate AG office™ (Relief, p. 13).

“Any other reliel Count deems just”™ (Relief, p. 13).

Cannot Appeal: Irrelevant (Constitational, Political, Fed eral Questions)

“14th Amendment Due Process™ (Table of Authorities, pp. 3. 8, 11},

*5th Amendment life liberty™ (Table of Authonties, p. 3; Argument, p. 8)

“Oth Amendment” {Legal Issues, p. & Argument, p. 11}

“Religion” (Questions, p. 3; Federal Questions, p. &),

“Certiorari / Supremacy Clause” (Federal Questions. p. 6).

“Recusal of 3D Supreme Court” (Federal Questions, p. 6).

“Bazic concept of Aamerican Justice™ (Relief and Demands, p. 13).

“Drenial of jury tnal under Tth Amendment” (Questions, p. 3: Legal lssues, p. 8;
Statement of Case, p. 2).

“Costs and transcripts under Rule 117 (Argument, p. 11},

“Did the attomey uinderstand the bones of the expedited procedure.” (Legal [ssues, p.
&),

“Mation to protect substantial nghts.™ (Legal Issues, p, 8).

“See fransenipis 15 and see the 5th and %th amendment.”™ (Legal Issues, p. 8).

“In FY 1993, why the number of federal judges only increased by 4% and pleadings
have increased to 20% per judge.” (Legal Issues, p. 8).

“Motion to protect substantial ights page 202 paragraph.”™ { Argument. p, 10),
“Plaintiff told the judge he had a copy to protect substantial rightz page 202 paragraph
237 (Argument, p. 1{)

“Wiolation of lnw of the land™ (Argument, p. 10).

“212 P 4 which is the law of the land.” {Argument. p. 10},

“SDCL § 20-13-1(7) and SDCL § 20-13-1(6)." { Argument, p. 11).

“Williams v. Pennsylvania evaluating potential errors made on recusal by the 8D
Supreme Court,” { Argument, p. 11).

“Fix Transcript page 212 was recordmg, #2235 P13.7 ( Argument. p. 11).

Cannot Appeal: Incomprehensible

“Did the attornay understand the bones of the expedited procedure.™ (Legal [ssnes, p.
8

“Motion to protect substantial nghts.” (Legal Issues, p. 8)

“Bee transeripis 15 and see the Sth and 9th amendment.” (Legal Issues, p. 8).

“In FY' 1993, why the number of federal judges only mereased by 4% and pleadings
have increased to 20% per judge.” (Legal lssues, p, ¥),

“Motion to protect substantial nghts page 202 paragraph.™ { Argument, p. 10).
“Plamtiff told the judge he had a copy to protect substantial nights page 202 paragraph
23.7 (Argument, p. 10).

4212 P 4 which is the law of the Land.™ (Argument, p. 10).

“SDCL § 20-13-1(7) and SDCL § 20-13-1{6),” ( Argument, p. 11),
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supreme Court.” (Argument, p. 11).
10, “Fix Transcript page 212 was recording, 5225 P13, { Argument, p. 11).
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Exhibit 2 — Order on Defendants’ Motion for Rule 11 Sanctions

STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA } N CIRCUIT COURT
55
COUNTY OF PEMNMIMNGTORN } SEVEMNTH IIUDI('.I.-".L CIRCUIT
}
CLAYTON WALKER, ) FILE NO. CIV 23-1329
. 2 )
Plainiff, ) ORDER GRANTING DEFENDANTS'
W } MOTION FOR RULE 11 SANCTIONS
}
THOMAS AUTO, IMNC., FRAMNE }
THOMAS TRUST, TERERI }
GUCCIONE, MAYOR JASON }
SALAMUN, MICHELLE SCHUELKE )
IMDIVIDUALLY AND IN HER )
OFFICIAL CAPACITY, and CITY OF
RAPID CITY, )
Drefenndants.

This matter 1= betore the Court on Thomas® Defendants Monoen for Rule 11 Sancbons
{*Monon™). Ar the heanng on February 18, 2025, che Ciry Defendans arally jomed the Mobon,

Having reviewed the motions, nouces, and other submissions by parpes, baving heard
arguments by partes, and being otherwise Familiar with the record, Defendants” Motons for Rule 11
Sancoons 15 GRANTED in part and DENIEL i part.

BACKGROUND

This action was commenced by Clayron Walker on October 13, 2023, The Complaint is
rambling and difficult ro understand,  Bur a liberal constmaction of the alleganons in the Complaint
foblows:
. Planuff encered into an agreement with Defendant Dr. Jeffery Bendt for the lease of 2
parking spot on a ot ovwned by 605 Storage. D Jefferey Bendt and Jodi Bendr are members of 605
Storage. Detendants D, Jeffery Bendr, Jodi Bendt, and 605 Storage will be referred 1o as the Bendr
Defendants. As evidence of the agreement, Walker artaches Exhibag “A™ which 15 nothing maore

than acknowledgement that Jodi Bendr 1s authonzed 1o sign a document on behall of 6035 Stornge
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and in fact appears to be page 2 of Exhibit “C"” whach 15 the warmnry deed tansfernng the parking
Lot to the City of Rapid City. [n paragraph 6, Walker alleges that he and a "possible Co-Plamaff™
paid for the parking spot lease,

. Bendt Defendants sold the parking lot to the Ciry of Rapid City, Defendants Mayor Jason
Salimun and Michelle Schuelke wall collectively be referred 10 as City Defendants.

. Bendr Defendants never informed the City Defendants of the alleged bease.

* O September 23, 2023, a 2002 Range Rover Discovery was stolen from the parking lot now
owned by Rapud Ciry.

y Walker alleges that the vehicle is owned by Jacob Black and Clayeon Walker, Paragraphs ¥
of the Complaint states: “Orwners being of Jacob Black and Clayton Walker. Please see Bill of sale.
Watting on finalizing the contrace/ final §500 lease payment.  Attached hereto as Exhibst ‘D™
Paragraph 10 scares: “Clayton walker is part owner of a Blue Land Rover Range Rover Vin number
Sald1 54022736383 atrached heteto as Exhibit °E™

c Exhibi: [ is nothing more than an undated statement that Walker sold the 2002 Range
Hover to Jacob Black and signed by Jacob Black, Exhubir "E" 15 a registration document with an
1ssue date of Oetober 12, 2023, with no mennon of Jacob Black.

* The Complaint then jutaps to an allegation that Defendant Thomas Auto had a Range Rover
on 1t lot wath the same license plate as Walker's Range Rover. Walker does not allege how the

Range Rover came w be on Thomas Auto’s lot,

. Walker claims that a Thomas Aueo employee called Walker o “dirty whore™ and larer
assaulted hum,
. Walker claims that the “plantffs" formally demanded the return of ther vehicde from

Thomas Auta.. As evadence, he attaches Exhabat *G." Exhubit " 15 an undated and unsigned letter

i which Jake Black, not Walker, demands the return of the vehicle plus $6,216.90 in bogation costs,
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. Az relief, Walker requests the return of his property, punitive damages in the amount of
$23,000, compensatry damages of $1081.52, as well as interest and other accrued damapes.

Walker requested and was pranted permission to proceed under the rules governing an
expedited il acoon. On Oetober 13, 2023, Walker also filed a separate document seyled “Enttled
1o Relief™

On October 16, 2023, Walker filed 2 motion to amend his complasnt and add Governor
MNoem and Amorney General Marry [ackley as addiional defendants. The monon 13 handwnnen and
barely legible. There is no indicabon as to Governor Moem's and Aromey General Jackley’s alleged
culpability.

On NMovember 2, 2023, Walker filed a document oted “Maotion of warver of additional
services and summons,” wherein he complained that he was not allowed to file a video, He akso
complains that not all defendants are listed and requested a waiver of additional service and
SLUTUTIONS,

The Bendt Defendants filed a Moton to Dismiss whech was Granted by Judge Pfeifle on
Aprl 19, 2024, Thomas Auto Defendants abso filed a Motion to Dismuss, which was Denied by
Judge Pleifle on the secord on March 14, 2024, but there does not appear to be an Order on file w
confitrn that.

DISCOVERY

On May 7, 2024, City Defendants filed s Motion 1o Compel alleging that Walker failed 1o
respond ta First Set of Intercogatories and Regueses for Producion imsially served on Febroary 23,
2024, Apparently, Walker refused receipt of the eertafied letter and Motion to Compel filed on May
7. 2024

On May 8, 2024, Thomas Defendants served mnterrogatones and requests for producaon.

L Hearing Transcript, Motion to [amiss, March 14, 2024, filed on April 3, 2024, at 16.
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On May 22, 2024, Walker moved to quash alleping that wiath subparts, Thomas Defendants
have exceeded the 10 mterropatories and requests for production allowed by the males. Also on May
22, 2024, Walker objected to the City Defendants” discovery requests on the same grounds and
requested that the Ciry’s Moton to Compel be demued. 1t 15 noteworthy that most of Walker's filings
roquest that the court construe his motions liberally.

Following a hearing beld on May 30, 2024, Judge Pleifle granced the City Defendants
Motion to Compel, set a June 14, 2024, deadlme for Walker to respond, and held the Ciry
Dcfendants’ request for costs and fees in abevance. See Orders filed on June 4, 2024, Judge Meifle
also converted Walker's Motion to Quash the Thomas Defendants discovery requests o a Motion
for a Protective Oreder and Denied the same.  Judpe Pfeifle also found that while the intermogatones
and requests for production served on Walker had subparts, such subpares were not “discrete
subparts within the meaning of the stamure, rather they merely seek o clanfy the respecrive discovery
requests.” Fer Order on Motion 1o Compel, June 4, 2024,

Despite the Court’s clear and vnambiguous finding that the 10-question limit was not
excecded, Walker filed a Motion for Extension of Time and Objecuon on [une 13, 2024
Specthically, Walker stated that the City Defendants asked mare than 10 questzons. Without any
specificaty, Walker alleged that City Defendants did not follow the court’s order and that he should
be allowed to ask questions as well According to Walker he needed more ime so thar he could
obtam responses from the defendants. Finally, and consistent with many pleadings filed by Walker,
he ence again highlights hus indigent stanus.

Cn the samc dace, Walker also objects to the court’s previows order denying his motion to
quash, essentiallv arpuing thar Judge Pfeifle faled 1o review discovery requests, that he was micked

it pranong the Thomas Defendants’ moton, and thar Judge Pteifie’s actons violate his goghts
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under the 2th Amendment to the United States Consomunon as well as his due process nghts. Jee
Ohnection to Order Denving Plainff Clayeon Walkers [sic] to Qhaash, June 13, 2024.

On Avpust 6, 2024, Walker filed a Monon to Compel Production of Documents and A fhudavir,
wheremn he argues thar Defendants’ attomeys have not parpopated in discovery. See Moton to Compel
Production of Documents and Affidavit, Aled on Auguest 6, 2024,

On Seprember 4, 2024, Walker requested that subpoenas be ssued for the production of
documents and “all vehicles™ towed by Thomas Auto to the Defendants. Ser Plainoff's Subpoena for
Documents, Seprember 4, 2024, Both the Thomas Auwro Defendants and the Ciry Defendans filed
Motons o Quash the subpoenas, On Oetober 10, 2024, this Court issued an Order Grantng the
Defendants’ Mouon o Quash in part, holding tha: because the rules for expedited cavil sctons apply
in this case, the use of subpoenas on party opponents are not permitted in discovery. However, the
Cour declined 10 award anormeys” fees or sancrons,

On September 20, 2024, Walker filed Objectons for Request for Admission of Ciry, wherein
he argues that the Defendant: “are breaking the law of SIDCL § 15-6-36 and SDCL § 15-6-73 {C)
[sac].” Jee Plainnffs Objecnon for Regquest for Admission for Ciry, Ect, [sic] All. Walker further argues
that the Defendants” Reguest for Discovery exceeded the 10-question limit, an 1ssue that had been
previousiy taled on by Judge Pleifle. [ Walker requested pumtive damages in the amount of
$75.000.00 for “emotonal distress and thewr connnwed abuse of these Rules and laws" and for an
award of S600.000.00 “to be paid by the Law Office for Wanton disregard on the complaints made
by [Walker].” Jd

The City Defendants filed 3 Second Monon o Compel o, i the Alternatve, Distiss on
October 7, 2024, for Walker's failure 1o respond to the Requests for Admissions. In Walket's Reply,
he alleges, among other things, that the City Defendants attorney, Cash Anderson, “sees this is an

opporuny for polincal gan,” and reasseers his arpuments regasding the 10-queston limat. e Reply
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to Defendants Mayor [ason Salimuon, Michelle Schuelke, and City of Rapid City’s Second Moton to
compel or in the Alternative Digmiss, request for stay, filed on October 15, 2024, Walker requests,
among other things, that the Court *[clontact the State Bar about the attomey’s misconduct,” f4l

O Oetober 15, 2024, Walker filed a Moton for Stay. It 1s unclear what the grounds arc for
the Monon, but the Court undersrands that Walker disagrees with Attorney Cash Anderson's assertion
that Walker was not parveipanng in discovery. See Monon for Sy, filed Ocrober 15, 2024,

On November 7, 2024, the Court tssued an Order Denying Walker's Movon o Compel,
Girannng the Thomas Auto Defendants’ Motdon to Compel, and Semking Walker's Motion o Compel
for an wnpeoper capiion with a waming thar if further filings have improper capnons, he may be
subject to contempt. Ser Onder on Motons 1o Compel Dated August 6, 2024, and Seprember 5, 2024,
The Court also ordered Walker to respond to Thomas Auto Defendanis’ requests by November 13,
2024, and thar rhe parties must uze relephone communication o resolve future discovery disputes.

On December 2, 2024, the Court issued an Oreder Partally Granang the Ciry Defendanes’
Motion ta Compel and further Ordered that the City Defendants’ Requeses for Admissions were
deemed adputted, that the requirement to meet and confer reparding discovery dusputes was
suspended, that Walker's "Mouon to Stay” was denied, that Walker's Moton for Order of Transcripts
was denied in part and granted in part, and that Walker's “Motion to Protect Substangal Rights™ was
demed. Lo Order 1ssved on December 2, 2024,

On December 13, 2024, Walker sent an [nformal Request for Judpe Disgvalification to the
Court, which provided that he had “jdloubts about the judge [sic] ability to be mnpagtal, due process
of statemments made 1n couet, canons, religion’’ See Informal Request for Judge Disqualification, bled
om December 20, 2024, The Court dented this request. On December 16, 2024, Walker filed a Mogon
for Transcopts cost and Endorsement, wherein he requested that “each court reporter fill our the

Endorsement under the Penalry of Law, tus 13 used 10 know the cost and the rype of the Srenograph
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Machine Used.” Jer Plamuff's Modon for Transcripis cost and Endorsement, filed on December 16,
2024. The Court denied this Medon, noting that there was no legal authority for the request. [d

On December M), 2024, Walker filed an Affidavis for Change of Judge and a Moton for a
Change for ludge. On January 12, 2025, Walker subtaitted a Motion For a Court Heanng on the matter.
O Jartuary 21, 2025, Cireuit Court Judge Matt Brown Denied Walker's Moton for Change of Judge.

o January 3, 2025, Walker submitted a flash dove with a document fitled, “What's on the
Flash Diive.™ Also, on January 3, Walker filed a Monon for Brady Rule and Possible Violaton and a
Movon for Theft by Decepuon, Walkes also filed a 12%-page Mouon 1o Compel, wheremn be argues
that the Defendants’ attorneys are “hiding mformation.”™ S2 Motion to Compel, filed January 3, 2025

O January 10, 2025, the Thomas Auto Defendants fled a Motion for Rule 11 Sanctions and
Respomnse o Recenr Filings, wherein they asserred thar Walker gave them a "Nooce o Cemify a Class
Acton” See Defendunt Thomas Auto's Motion for Rule 11 Sanctions and Response to Recent Filings.
Walker informed the parties via email that he plinned to “start 2 Door to Door campaign with flyers
o get the Money needed for Deposidon to puat and [sic] end to the Defendants alleged theft,” and
that he'd be asking “his chizech, and communiny for assistance to put an end to the Defendants thefrs,
Assauls, battery and decepton’s of stealing from Indigent Ciazens.” S Thomas Aute Defendans’
Exhibit 1 to therr Motion for Rule 11 Sancoons and Response to Recent Filings.

On Januaey 16, 2025, Walker fled a Moton for Judicial Review, a Modon for Inspection of
Property, a Motion to Cuash Subpoenas, and a Motion for Theft E:}' De-:ep»tmn. Walker also filed a
Moton for Sufficient Probable Cause on |anuary 30, 2025. Walker filed a Motton for Aceess to Juance,
and Reports on February 12, 2025,

Deposinons by both parties were scheduled to rake place on [anuary 21, 2025 On that date,
the paraes conmcted the Court to explam vanous issues with the deposinons. Counsel for Defendants,

Attormneys David Hansen and Cash Anderson, mtormed the Court both on the phone on January 21,
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20257 and ar the motons hearng on February 18, 2025, that Walker failed to obtain a cowrt reporter
price to the depositons. Walker informed the Court that he was i the process of petting a court
reporter. T Anorney Hansen also informed the Court that Walker attempted to block Antorney
Anderson from gamming enory to the room where the deposinons were 1o ke place. Ja Walker
informed the Court thar he filed a Moson to Quash the Thomas Auto Defendants” subpoena for
improper service. Jd Attomey Hansen explamed that they provided Walker with a Noboce of
Deposinon. 1d.

The Court Denied Walker's Morion and ordered thar the parnes conduer Walker's deposition,
and thar Walker eould conduct the Defendanes’ depositon if he obtamed a court reporter and there
was sufficsent ime to do so. 1d The Court also informed Walker thas Attorney Anderson was allowed
to be in the room during the deposinon. Id Walker then asked whether the Courr would provide him
with accezs to 4 court reporter, and apain, the Court informed him that it was his responsibiliry to
obtain a court reporter.

A motions heanng was held on February 18, 2025, where the Court denied Walker's Bruady
Motion, Walkers Motion for Court to Settle Discovery Digputes, Walker's Motion for Thelt by
Drecepuon, and Walker's Motion to Compel for Requests for Adrussions.’ The Court found Walker's
Brady Monon, the Theft by Deception Motion, the Moton for [udicial Review, and the Mobion for
Access o Justice and Report to be favolows. The Court also found thar Walker's Moton oo Senle
Discovery Disputes licked sufficient detail for the Court to sule on. Walker requested that the Court
review a video recording he recesved in discovery to help explain the dispute,’ and argued that the

Thomas Auro Defendants did nor provide all thewr employees’ names. Aromey Hansen confitmed

2 B Monons Heamng Trnscopr, Januace 21, 2023, filed on Febmary 14, 3025

A S Monons Heanng Trnscetpe, February 18, 2023, filed om March 21, 2025,

F The Cours has ceviewed the video that Walker submatted and does mot find that it lends any credibalin: o his aogument
regarding the discovery dispure, Whalker also referenced a bander that he dropped off at the coucthouse, tat the Courres
wrreware of ey such binder™s existence. The Coutr teviewed all filed marcrials poor o the hearing,

Page B of 14



that they had complied with Walker’s discovery reguests and all names had been provided. The Cowurt
also heard arguments on Thomas Auto Defendants’ Motion for Rule 11 Sanetons. Attorney Hansen
argued that the motion was brought i response to Walker's Notice to Cernfy a Class Acbon, notng
that Walker 15 not an attomey and canpot represent 2 class of people,

Attomey Hansen forther informed the Court of Walker's behavior ar the deposinon.
According to Arorney Hansen, Walker did not have 2 court reporter, and Walker astempred 1o block
the Attommeys’ entry to the room, Walker also refused to answer mose than ten questions from either
attorney, citing the mles povemning expedited civil actions as the basis for s refusal Amorney
Anderson confirmed that Mr, Hansen's recount of Walker’s behavior at the deposition was accurare.
The Court found that no ceedible evidence was presented to sugpest that Walker had secured a court
reporter kned up prior to noncing of attending the deposinon, and as a resule, he wasted the parties’
and attorneve’ mme.

When asked by the Court about hes behavior at the deposinon and whether he refused to
atswer more then ten questions, Walker was evasive. Walker eventually agreed that he did not answer
more than ten questions, Walker also reterated that he believes he is being targered based on his
polineal or seligious beliefs. The Court informed Walker that it has no knowledge of his political or
religious bebefs, and 1t makes no difference what they are.

Based on Walker's volumunous fovelous filngs, his repeated refusal to comply with the
Court's discovery orders, and his behavior at the deposition, the Court ruled that the distissal of
Walker's case was appropoate. The Court also imposed sanctions, ordermg Walker to pay the
arorneys’ fees for the Defendanes.

Agam, in March 2025, Walker filed a decument tided “Plameiffs request Clerks Response,”
wherein he requesced to be provided with “the Coure Reporters Endorsement from [hus] last court

H-araﬂng_" Fee Phaintffs request Clerks Response, filed on March 19, 2025,
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DISCUSSION

“South Dakota utilizes the American rule that each party bears the burden of the panty’s own
atrorney fees.” Cor of Life Clarch v Nedvon, 20018 500, 42,9 34, 913 MW 2d 105, 114 (gquonng In re
3.0 Microsoft Antitraest Litig, 2005 5D, 113, 29, 707 N.W.2d 85, 98, "However, two exceptions o
this general rule exist, first when a contractual agreement between the parties entiles the prevailing
PAFTY 10 ATMOIney fees, and second when an award of attorney fees 18 authonzed by statuee.™ fo e
.0 Micraraft Amiitract Ligg, 2005 5D, 115,929, 707 NW.2d ar 98 {cinng Crvmar o Determan
Chimpravtec, Ine, 2004 5D 103, 9 26, 687 N.W.2d 507, 513}, SDCL 15-6-11{c) suthorizes a court o
“mmpose an approprate sanction upon the attomers, law firmis, of parties that have violated 4 15-6-
1 1{h) or are responsible for the violarion.™ S0ACL 15-6-11{c). Under this section, a party may make a
motion for sanctions, of the Court, “lo|n its own inidative ... may enter an order desenbing the
specific conduet that appears to vinlate § 15-6-11(b) and directing an attorney, law firm, or pary to
show causc why it has not violated § 15-6-11{b} wath respect therero,” SDCL 15-6-11{13{A}-(B).

A sanction imposed for violation of thas male shall be lmired to what is sefficient to

deter repetiion of such conduct or comparable conduct by others similardy simated.

Subjecr to the limitations in subparagraphs (A} and (B), the sanction may consist of,

ot mclude, directives of a nonmonetaty nature, an order 1o pay a penalty into court,

o, tf ;impm;ed on moton and wareanted for effective deterpence, an order directing

payment o the movant of some or all of the reasonable attomeys’ fees and other

expenses mcorred as a divect result of the violation.
SICL 15-6-11(c}2). However, "[sjectzons 15-6-11(a) through 15-6-11{c} do not apply 1o disclosures
and discovery requests, responses, objections, and motons that are subjece to the provisions of §%
15-6-26 through 15-6-37." SDCL 13-6-11{d).

SDCL 15-6-11{b} provides that:

By pr:senrjnp; to the court (whether by signing, filing, sulbimirting, or fater ﬂd'vnl:n:in.gj

a pleading, written motion, or other paper, an attomey or unrepresented party 13

cernfying thar ro the best of the person’s knowledge, informanon, and belief, formed

after an inguiry reasonable under the circumstances:

(13 It is oot being presented for any unproper purpose, such as to harass or
oy cause unnecessary delay or needless increase in the cost of hugation;
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(2} The claims, defenses, and other legal contennons therein are warranted
by existing law ot by a nonfovolows aggument for the extension, maodification,
or reversal of exastng law or the establshment of new law;

(3] The allegatons and other factual contentions have evidennary support
or, if specthically so identfied, are likely to have evidentary support after a
reasonable opportomey for further investgation or discovery; and

(4] The demnals of factual contentions are warmmanted on the evidence o, if
specibically so idennfied, are reasonably based on a lack of mformanon or
beliet.

Chaprer 15-6-37 outhnes the consequences for refusing to make discovery. SDCL 15-6-37h)
provides the following consequences for failing 1o comply with an order:

i1} Sancoons by court in cirenit where deposition is taken. If a deponen:t fails 1o be
SWOIM Of to answer a question after being directed w0 do so by the court in the cireuit
in which the deposition = being taken, the failure may be considered a coftermpl af
thar court.
[2) Sancrons by court in which action i1s pending. 1f a party or an officer, director, or
managing agent of 4 patty or a person designated under subdivision 15-6-300000) or
§ 15:6-31{a} to restify on behall of a party fails 1o obey an order to provide or permit
discovery, including an order made under § 15-6-37(2) or 15-6-35, the court in which
the action i pending may make such orders in regard to the failure as are just, and
among others the following;
{A) An oeder thag the matters regasding which the order was made or any othes
desipnated facts shall be taken to be established for the purposes of the acoon
in aceordance with the elaim of the party cbtaining the order,
{B} An order refusing to allow the disobedient party ro support or oppose
desipnated claims or defenses, or prohiiting that party from introducing
desipnated marters n evidence;
{}) An order sinking out pleadings or parss thereof, or staying Further
prunc::djng: writil the order 15 obeyed, or disnms'mg the action or proceeding
ot any part thereof, or rendering a judgment by default against the disobedient
party;
{13} In hew of any of the foregoing orders or i addimion thereto, an order
teeating as a contempt of court the falare 1o obey any orders except an order
to submit to a physical or mental examinaton;
() Whete o parry has Faled 1o comply wath an order under § 15-6-35(a)
requurmg that party to produce another for examinaton, such orders as are
listed n paragraphs (A}, (B), and {C} of this subdivision, unless the party failing
o comply shows that thar party 15 unable to produce such person for
examination,
[n liew of any of the forepoing orders or in addimion theveto, the courr shall E-I:L‘gl,LiI: the
party faling to obey the order or the antomey advising that party or both o pay the
rezsonible expenses, including arormey's foes, cavsed by the fadure, unless the court
finds that the faibare was substantally jusafied or that other cireumstances make an
award of expenses unjust.
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SDCL 15-6-37 (b}

Here, the Thomas Auto Defendants filed a Motion for Rule 11 Sanctions on January 11,
2025, relating to Walker's attempt to certify a class action. The Rule 11 Moton was joined by the
Cary Defendants. The Court heard arguments on the Rule 11 Moton ar the Motons Heanng on
Febsruary 18, 2025, At the heanng, the Courr found that Walker had viclated Rule 11 by filing
favolous mowons as well as through his behavior during the deposinons on January 21, 2025, and
s harassing communications with the Defendants.

Amorney Hansen likened Walker's behavioe throughour the proceedings o the actnons of the
phaintiff iy Ferebee &2 Hobarr, 2009 5.0, 102, 776 N.W.2d 58, In Fovber, the planaff “barraged the
court and opposing counsel with numezous pro se motons and requests, somedmes issuing multiple
pleadings and letters on the same day.” Jd 9 6 2t 60-61. The Court noted that the pluntiff would not
accept a ruling, and once the trial court addressed one motion, he would subsequen:ly file another
monon or letter that relimgated the prior argument. [

Regarding the frvolousness and maliciousness of the phintff's actons, the tnal court found:

The sontnual bngation stems from Me. Ferelree's mtransigent view that he 15 night and

M. Hobare, Judge Dravis, Judge Fuller, the South Dakota Supreme Court, and [edge

Bogue (and this Court) are all wrong in their positions and rulings. The very nature of

Mr. Fercbee's contnual ltiganon s favelous and malicious sice Mr. Ferehee

conunues 1o ralse the same lssues over and over, ¢ven thoupgh the ssues have been

previously decided in Mr. Hobart's favor.
1d. ¥ 26 ar 65. The South Dakota Supreme Court held that “[wlhile some of these practices could
perhaps be atmbuted to Ferchee's pro se status and lack of familianey with proper procedures,
Ferebee can claim no advantage from bus seatus,” and that this behavior “exhibitfed] a straregy
designed to unlize the court system and rules of procedure as tools to further harass and intimidate

|the defendant] as much as to obtain vabid redress fora wrong.” Id 9§ 27 (citing Cesferling o Clesteniing,

354 NLWL2d 735, 73637 (5.0, 1984)).
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Here, Walker's hehavior somewhar murrors the facts of Feretve. Walker repeatedly viclated
the Court's discovery onders by not responding to opposing counsel’s requests for admissions, He
dlso made several repetitive arguments on 1ssues that the Court had previoushy miled on, such as his
repeated requests for the court reporter’s “endorsement,” Walker filed several favolous mobons,
including his Brady Maotion, the Theft by Deception Maotion, the Motion for Judicial Review, and the
Mation for Access 1o Justice and Report.

Walker also exhibited harassing behavior throughout this case. Walker's Motdon o Amend
his Complamt to add Governor Noem and Artomey General Jackley, waithour mentomng their
culpabilicy, was harassing and had no leginmate purpose. The Coutt also found that Walker's email
10 Defendants’ counsel, wherein he mformed them that he was going to initate a doorao-door
carmpaign, was harassing, Walker's behavior at the deposinon further mdicares an intent 1o harass or
mntmudate the Defendants and their counsel, Walker's artempr to block Defendants’ counsel from
entenng the room where the deposittons were scheduled is clearly hamssing and inappropriate, It s
also clear that Walker did not secure a couse reporter priot to noticing or attending the deposition,
and therefore wasted the ime of the parties and their counsel,

Therefore, grven Walkee's mulnple frivolous lings, the Court Bnds it appropriste to grant
the Defendants’ Motion for Rule 11 Sanctons. The Court furdier finds that, given Walkes"s refusal
to comply with this Court's orders regarding discovery and his behavior duning the deposition, the
dismnizsal of Walker's claim, while severe, is appropriare.

The 1ssue currently before the Court is determimmng the amount to award the Defendanss
under erther SDCL 15-0-11 or SDCL 15-6-37(b). The South Dakota Supreme Court has previously
recogized that “the purpose of sanctions under SDCL 15-6-11 15 to deter abuse by parties and
counsel.” Smeser v Drey, 2016 500, 3, § 18, 873 N.W.2d 697, 703 (citing ~Andbror & Prod. Crealie s,

4RI N.W.2d 042, 645 (5.0, 1992)). In Tr-Yeake Refmng and e, Ca., v Apsdbens Co., the South Dakoa
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Supreme Couvst affirmed the trial court’s aling of imposmp a penalty ssnction under SDCL 15-6-11.
431 BNW.2d 311, 316 (5.D. 1988) (citinp Cheedt 0. Dloe, 828 F.2d 395 (Tth Cie 1987)). In Cheek, the
court held thar Federal Rule 11 permts “penaley” sanctions where there 1= obvious bad Faith and
imtent to harass, Cheek, B28 F.2d at 397 (Tth Cur, 1987).

In the present case, Attomeys Hansen and Anderson have provided Affidaviss of their
artomeys' fees for their respective cliears. The Court declines o grant the enre amount sequested
by the atrorneys in thas matter. While Walkes's behavior and filings throughout the duravon of this
case have largely been inappropriate, the amount in sanctions will be limited ro those atorneys' fees
earned while respondmg 1o Walker's Monors thar this Court found frivolous, costs assocmted with
the depositions, amd costs associated with the Rule 11 motion. Based on Anormey Hansen’s
Affidavae, & total of $5,014.72 will be awarded, Based on Attorney Anderson's Afhdavit, a ol of

5435200 wiall be awnrded.

ORDER
Considenng the foregoing, it is herchy ORDERED thar:
. Defendants Thomas Aute, Inc., Frank Thomas Trust, and Tern Guecione’s Moton for Rule
11 Sancdons is GRANTED in part and DENIED i par:.
2. Plangff Walker must pay $5,014.72 o the Thomas Auco Defendants.
5, Planaff Walker moust pay $4.586.00 to the Ciy Defendants,

Diated this :?- day of May 2025,

ATTEST:

CAMBER WATKING The Honomble Rebert Gusinshy

. SR OFCOURTS Cizcuc {:uunju-:fg: FILED
Seventh Judicnl CircuitPennington County, 5D
™ CIRCUTT COLIRT

Page 14 of 14 MAY -7 205

B et Amber Watkins, Clerk of Coans
By W D




& outlook

Motice of Go Fund me Page, and door to door Assistance

From Clayton Walker <walkerforsenate24TEgmai.coms
Date Tue 172172025 5:22 PMW
To Cash Anderson =cea@mayadam.net>; David Hansen <david®compassrosel awfirm.com =

The plaintiff hereby gives notice to the Defendants that the plaintiff will start a Door o Door
campaign with flyers to get the Money needed for Depeosition to put and end to the Defendants
alleged theft, it you have any objections | will review them, please let me know as i'll be making flyers
tonight and asking my church.and community for assistance to put an end to the Defendants thefts,
Assault, battery and deception's of stealing from Indigent Citizens.

It was the Judge Pfeifle that said the parties need to follow the Rule of ten for expedited civil actions.

ten interrogatories

ten admissions

ten request for production
ten Depositions Questions
and one MS5J
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Jurkdictiopal Shdement

L. Thate Tom Heartng was on Feb 18 2025, Ruling songht to be reviewed 15 the Ondes
triomy the 7 of May. First Motice of Appeal June 3™ 2025 The Appesl Fom Circuit
Carrd from Fadge Pieifle, and Robent Gusinsky, Appealed to Suuth Bakots Supreme
Couny, Order Grecred of Extension te Aup. 25, 20238 from Seeven B Jensen, Cliel
Justice, The appellant 15 working on his brief with lmited accass, Lon't Let Tert
Ciucriome *antle Bluck™ 1ncks decenve the court. Appellact reccived appelleas brizf
en October 147 2023,

Stake tneml

(5 Froedom of Speech and Freedorn of Religioo aliows=d m South Darata when asking
his cammmuney for help? The appell2as have diveecinn steres that were tald wo the policse
and o 1he courts, makime bad faith ropresemation abone with cogasing in fraedulent
behavior and fransaetions, Let’s be Honest, thes |ower court was pot goimg ic give a pro
sz plamuidf who iz g politician with strong wiews and prodection of eeligioous freedomy a
trial. A bliscarriage of Tosiic: a5 o3 slabe heae, alomgz with Jodges miseonducl being
imded. The appellants briel was nouincoberent, ey id Hansen can’t understand
Mumercal Mumbers, Walkst aseerts that Abomey misconduct s g2ening ol of contral
and overchareing atomey s fees, by mol [ollowing the Tlaited Staes Constioutin, incthe
Right wi Speedy Public Trial. the plaintiil has biougIn up the issue in both siace eows

axd 1 the Boweh Dakota supretne Covsd and yot o both be retused to defend his asnen,
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I'reedorn of Speech. in South Dakota Freedom of Speech protections are fiwnd in
Arlicle B 4 5 af the South Dakeda Constitetion, which guarantess cvecy person the
right 1 freehy speak, write and publish on all subpects Freedom of Spaech is alao
protgcted n Uniled States Constineion of the First Amcndmen a Jury wall have w
decide 10 sLatements are Lnieae, altbhough Mr Walker hbas shoeed the on naaialble
eecasions Thomas auto employees have wssanliad peopls belore under gouele
revvies, Freedom aof Relogon s alsa protected by the Firat Aamendment of the
Enited stares Constinwionm af free exercise wWhich profects individuals ogho e
practicr their eelivion: feeely, withowr sovemimont intes ference tram the
Ciovetnment . Tudze Robert Gustnsko was aware of my Kehgon n 2020 pags
(31 wnd 634, Moton on Judicial Xotice page 612 1711

The courts have developed the doctrme of constinutionally protected apiuon.
Ciartz v Bobent welch, 418 108 325 33%-d0 019732 [ “there 15 po such thing a5 4
faise idza™) sec Ollman v Evans, 750 FE 0970 (BRC.Cir 1084 petermimang of
opinon freedom of spesch mast be determ imed whether the proca2ss e siae
providerd was constiggivne]ly abeguate Znermeon v, Burch, 494 us 113 126110 5.
ot WIS, 108 LLEd 2 00 | 19H Mathews v, EMridee. 424 U5 319333,46 5 O
9337 Ted 230 1 801976 0 moest cesex ™8 meaningiul time™ neuns prior o the
deprivation of the liberty oF peoperty Tieht at sssue Zipenmon., 4 E15 a1 127010
g Ut UT3. Therc was n coort dutse set for The BvICHm Presaen, non papers

servcd by the ¢l
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N
o

Expedited Civil Procedure, pagz 35191, vh please the plaimiff assened m the

recond about net xelling a hearing apd ststmg in his brics about how the coucrs

Juast g8t o1 W alkars molons for 2 months when he was filed for & coaticn fora

Cout Hearmg see pape 992 N4, When i was Forwarded w Judge Brown, Brings
a question How can Indge Matthew Broown recused himsell as smen in page 44 91
that's persenad Hias dated the 67 day of Wes ember but then e comes back and
ele on motions page 993 996, s clear diat the judees in South Daketa will not et
him have a fair chance in cowrt and deprive hit of his constitational riphts o
know whe his accuser is, {reedom af religion, and frecdom of speccli, the rght 1o
a speady Expedited Cral Acoendnal In the caze of Williams v Pennsylvania
paze 11 T4 53 10 the walkers bncf of the Araoment. the atlomey makes no
referenees to dhispulz the 15suc of baving the Snupreme Count Bulz oo the Berwsal of
the Tietge, | when abjected Jodge Bronam 995 und 994 In the case of That's
personal prejudice against a party.

[n Facl the Revord has muable pagzes mizsiop when e Plaaeii fled a raction te
commpel. Suprems coutt 12mer of recesal. See appeidams Moton for Judwelal
Review pace 9809 4. A motion to Compel docaments page 390 and the plaictiff

answerng page 342 o get 3 speady tral page 351

umber of inlerroeatonizs, the Clerk was unawary iF she needed W itgue the
Subpoena see page 978-979, 1 discisery dispules. the cowr’ cerks conld not
handle the ameunt of vases as they wese Fuling to £et things dene and papery

oone mizeing. In discovery disputes the receipt shaves rent transferred ue the ciy,

wWalLkER Y. Thomas 6



A monen 1 eompel documanms page 3% plaintifl answering paoe 3%4 and o go
a spesdy Irial page 338 The Questioms being asked about clothes and hats an the
depazition by Cash Anderson did disruprt the flow af the teai for no gecad reason
and serve no wseful parpose of any kind, Kelin v Aronehick, §3A 2d 457,500 2

superior C1 2004

e Aftorney refused (e reply to all Federal Questions and shee issues questiony

oo the cowoet oy decide..

Substancial rigis Statute of Frawds and erough Lo make 2 binding contract, Seo
Cotram v, Remnedy, 140 L] App.3d 209, 203 158 N1 2d 482-H1: Appellate court,
3™ Diist. 1986, Te chiain retief walkar st shivw an emmor that is plain like bias
tram Judacs. that effects the faimess of inteenity or public reputalion ol Judicial
procecdings, United states v Mulb o 24-2822, 2025 W1 256458 a0 2 (8% Cir
Auvgust 14% 2025y lers Jook a1 the rulling o procect other witncss, the new judge
can 161, whange 1he substectial right 1he ciry would have o diselose who else had
& sloden vehicles or towed by the oy, Please see midion for sufficient probable
fovge asking for discovery thar judoe Preidbe said the defendanns smust protect and
save that discoverahle matetrals page 1018 motion v protecd subscantial rigls

paze 117, Bur the Maexr Judes did eot adheare to bz decision.

Blcase sec the Plawnnftfs Beply brief of chjections and cppesinions. The Swory of Einle
Muck™™ can be Jwmd ina reply broef nol placed in the recotd the cledo gane the Appellacc

Alhouuh slate suprene coul neines oo walces of federal 2w {eeretally mado under the
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State couns conclwrrent junsdiclm] can be appealed to the Scpreme oo of the Lnited
slires. The lew 4 ke lamid alsix kneswm as the supremacy clause bas presidents. The court
cant kegp deoying discinery i viher witness to be subpocna and e atomey 1 refuse 10
challenge the court most REMANT, Herg we zo again the counts are teying o hide other
thefts thar 1he appallant has 4 rieht wr subpoens witncss and use the this act:on t have
the vasz disnuizsed. Kev evidence was wroogly kept cul of mailheenng and impeopetly
admiited. Precedural ervoes affect the fuimess ol the 11l and hearings. Tae need for moare
evidemee and maore taers needs to be establizied befire a final decision cun be made. And
because the era) was made hefore e wricksry and raudilent slatemenis mal= in cem
for Banciion the coun muost 1emand. Judge Picitle stated the riphts ol others weas was
bz pretected and this Judge Kobert Gusimsky deniad e nght to have that discovery to
protect witnsss, Come om wou have the firsd jodge rulling on mations to pratect

substantial nefs and than the second jedzes demics that caight of other witncss.

A countability needs to apply Ter acts agains political candidares when she polico waomit,
The cight to call witness and goel discovery 15 @ [undamental aght and that was demed,
hepe are Lhe Tederal cases where David stretched ol the cases to dine s pockers with
mamey o fragiclent charges and atlome s Tees inost b demied. Federal cases are par
Exhitzd - the PlameiiTs Cahibae AE are sealed as pam ot SDCL . Exlubar € shoaws o
Dravad lied in conwt and 13 waner of fees Depaniment of Government Etficiency {DOGET
wis created with the stated goal of roducing wastcul spending and mavimizing
efficiency acrous feders] pgenees. Thase are presentgd here inowhich the atlomey
redusing Lo answer or defend o the record thar | 2ot a bet of raply briets s2em to be

misging or just my flazh drive tat was piven oome as pan of the recond. The court will

WaLKER V. Thomas B



have in review 21l the guestions that showld be decided and nat jast what the appellees
thinks he count should decide the appellant is referenciog his Briel {Tled with the

Suprere {iuort.

Conclusion

Tke courts are based on Objectivity and faimess, were “he approach for 2 fair and
unbiascd assessmaitt, cnaering that the casc 13 based on (he tubstance at the mater at
haml. The Erosqon of Public rust iz o tae hanos of this cowr, ehe appellant has a vidao
of the assaull und sooxls reviews show that this company hes a histery of assaulls, and
the 2ppellanc 1y entitled fo get discovens Gow the ermor hal nuppened before the sanctom
11 rule whrzh 1= uocornsineomal #nd he case shonld be hased on i meriks, The guase was
siinpee Term Cwecions’ Thome: awto knew whi the owner was bol celosed 0 refease the
Land Rover, what ghe Bdn s knomae was thar T Geht for Uneanstinotusnal Bighos: as a Pro
Se litigalor with stromg religious beliets and political visws, she was nving to take
advanlage +f me jusl a3 she did with cther peaple a3 seen In 1the Socgle reviews and Yefp
revizws | hol | leelieve she comnued oo sel avway wich dhese theis because of indizent
citzens and the unknowing of the lavws and Ceosteutional rights, don't let ber “Litle

hAuek”™ tricks deceise the court.
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Indge Przitle wold the dedendanis’ appellzes to protect evidence ahout the information
alwiat inher thedts ard the secomd Todge (weelb third hecawee Tudue Wlatl Briewn recuscd
hemselt end than l2ter came Baek en to cule o motions ) Judze {osiky overtumed the
ruling on Thscovery froon Tudie Preifle. Which is a vindation of consticutional rivhts with

Mizcovery and the public rust comldence in the Judicaal Systar.

Segled Documents -

Thiz 15 an oppormanity w cotrect sregr and tor faimess wieh Discovery of other witness

detued that ook restif.
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Reliel and Demands

Wherelure, the Appellant respectfully eogacsis diar this Coert:

A

E

I,

Croant a Beversal for the coror and send the cose back G i fair oal

Grant & “Leberally Copstraed ™ and - Grant "Baged on il Merts™

Award the appellant for David Hanzen lying at the hearing, schoitting aliered
dacimmeets. and 1gnoring discoveny. Awaed tie Appellant 573 00000 in
Compensatery Bamages and £3.2000,000.00 i Puminve Lrumages.,

Awar] the Appellant 73000 00 for Cash Andercon using the AG oftice tor the
appellanes records being placed ino the rocord.

Coemtact the Thseiplinary Board and refer for the aciton i vs brietcese.

Cirder Dope Lo Investizake alleged attomey fraud of the *Right to Specdy Trial™

Diemands 4 far hearing e hie may W be gble fooge discircery and call wilness 1o

ciMnE testify
Grant Basic concepl o Amensan Jusice.

Award the Appellant any other relicl the Court thinks s Tust,

Mraed dus 16 D o Ckoomer 20235

b

ll_'lilj.'r"nn i, Watker

1515 East Swint Patrick Streel 2336
Rapid Cirv &L 5773

G03-d51-408C H

roegliignnong 2w hatman g o elavipoga alkeroom

Eequest revponed by 115 Rai:
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South Wakota Supreme Court

Certificate of Service and Affidavit

I Claytim Cr. Walker the PLanmulT siates that all 15 tmic to the bast of my knowledze.
That 1 he Plamnuiff sene a copy of the fellawing:

[ecraty that the arigwal was macked 1o e clecks o the Suprese Ceort of Seatk Daka
at 30 E Cepital Ave Ficmre ST 37510
Cerified Mail = G547 287w &37c 1327 470 0T

1 certaty that & cony was served to Arlemeys tor e Delerndants with Robert 1. Galbeaith
al 320 Founders Park Drive Rapid Ceny S0 2772000030 b U 5 hiagl

| ceriify that a copy was served to David B, Hanzen at 1830 W Folton 31, Suve 102
Raipid Caty S0 3772 Seat By LS Mail

Veermife thar a copy was Sent o Cash Anderson ad PO Box 160 Pierre 373 57301 U5
il

A capt therend oo the United S12ees mael. poscaes paid for Fas Olass Mail w the

Talleeaing perdoms shot e,
=
Comalignes & [3-260A-00, Wird Count s DR Times New Roman. 12-pormnl 3 Margins.

recenved apneliees brizt on {letober 141 2025

. Dated this Lléah  Dav of Cetobee, 10023
UIJJ /{ !M.A 25
Claviem O, Welker

1515 Bast Samind ratrick Sweeet 2336

Raped Carye K0 57703
01 5-4 313080 EL

Frocsdittaation2 £ 2w haomail.cam or clastongwalker.cm

Feques: respond b LY A Mail

WALKER V. Tharmes 12



Cenled Dotumends
£\ lordt
A-F




R M
COUR T SISO SR
5% 9TH 57 STE am
R 0y
RAFD CITY, SO S7704
(B0} BT s

SALE
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.5, District Court

South Dakoea Mone - Rapid Chey

Rereirt Dabe; Aog L5, 2005 9:55P
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CaseRarty'Delendant Qty Price Amt
14 219 _9-!1
At
£
o Due Prion o payment, T 5 lgu
T e 5 g.:]
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Query  Reports

LHilities Help

U.S. Disirici Court

CLOSED

District of Scuth Dakota {Western Division)
CRINMINAL DOCKET FOR CASE #: 5:20-er-50035-KES-5

Case ttle: TISA v Tlying Hisrse et al

Azsigned w: L5, Distoer Judpse Kacen E.
Se hrejer

Refereed to: LS Mapisicate hidge Paner)
Wallmann

Defendant (5j

Blake Two Eagle
TERASINATED Q2 2n=r

Fending Counts

18 U.5.C, 83 922 (npand Hdia) 1D,
POSSESSLN OF A FIREARM WHILE
U DER [MDICTMENT

(7T

Highgst Offense Level ({hening)

Falony

Terminated Coynts

18 1;.5.0. 88 92241 and 1244232 and 2:
POSSESSION OF A STOLEM FIREARM
and ATDING AMD A BETTING

(3]

Hizhest Oifense Level (Terminated)
Felymy

reqrese nted by

Thate [iled: (b6 | 102A0Z0

Diate Terrmnated: 027142021

David . Hansen

{ompass FKose Law Fim

LB W, [Fallpe 51

Bunte 102

Rapid Cire, 3D 37712

G05-TE1-395K

Email: david Feompassrosslaefirm,com
LEATY ATTORNEY

APTORNEY TO BE NOTHOELD
Devignaring: U054 Appiinimes

I posiiion

12 months and | day imprissmment, 2 veors
supervised release, $100 VAF

[izposjtinn

Dismissed



Query Reporis Ltilities Help

CLOSLD

1.5, Dastrict Court
District of South Dakota (Western DHyiston)
CRIMINAL DOCKET FOR CASE #: 5:16-cr-530139-KLES-1

Case e URa v Makes Coocul Date Filed- 117005207015

Dare Teinuaated: 100242411 7

Assipnel to: (L8 District Fodge Karen E.
Schreicr

Fleferred to: US Mapisirate JTodue Thaneta
Willnenn

Lgfendant (1)
Stevie Hay Makes Crood represenied e Thaomas B Digaing
TERMINATED 1242047 Federal Muble Defender’s CHtice

635 Omaka Street. Suite [0

Rapid Ciry, S0 87701

(G5 345-21 1)

Fax: (605 143-1408

Email: Themas Digginsgiid arg
LEADY ATTORNEY

AFTORNEY 10 BE NI ED
Designotion. Frderal ulilic Defemder

David K. Hansen

Compass Rive Law Tiem

| B30 W, Fullon St

St 1102

Rapild Coe, 50 2772

605-721-3958

Email: davul@compassmoselavfirm.com
TERAMINATELY D3p52020
Designgtion: X4 Appaintien

Erin Bolinger

Federal Public Delendae's Office

35 Omaha Street, it 14H)

Rapid Ciry, S[3 57701

(¥ ) 3d5-5110

Faw: (6051 243144

Crvail: mary_kake'ntd org
TERAINATED, (Fa3l37200 08
Dagigwatior: Federal Fublic Defnder

Justin A. Dillona



ood. Segned by T8, Disarl Judge Karen B Schreier on 3719202, {CLIR) (Entercd:

i Q392021 ‘ 1™ iJU”GMEHT ON EEVOCATION of Supervised Befease a3 o Stevic Ray Makes
! - 019202

| . R - o e s
O3192021 0 [95  COMSENT to Video Conferenee signed by Skevie Bay Makes Goad | (Thgpeins,
Thomasy [Lotered: 037132421




Query Reports Hilities Help

CLOSET
.5, Disirict Court
District of South Dakota (Western Division}
CRIMINAL DOCKET FOR CASE #: 5:17-cr-S0033-JLY-1
Caze fitle: USA v Waber Duate Filed: 0222207
Drate Termimated; 0241372020
Assigned o Choef Judge JeMrey L. Viken
Felerred to; U5 bapistrate Judpe Daneta
Willmann
Appeals court case eumber: 20-13%1 3tk
Circuit
Defendanl {1]
Stanley Palrick Weber represcared by Joenathan T MeCoy
TEEAFEAATELD: 0270 32020 Cstelln Parier Hill Hesterkamp Biushnet]
& Carpenrer, LL]
PO Rox 290

HH At Jaseph 3

Fapid iy, S 377

(6f1a) 343-2410

Fae: (6023 343-4232602

Email: jrcsoy@eostelloportercom
LEADY ATTOIRANEY

ATTORNEY TO RE NOTICED

Dewigmatinn Retalmed

Ihavid B. Hansen

Compiss Rose Low Fioo

1E50 %, Fulton 51

Suire 1032

Rapid Clry, S0 37702

Gl -7E]-3958

Fuail: cavid@eompasseoselawlinm.com
TERMINATETY 11T 372021
Derignnfion: Retained

Harvey A, Steinberg

Springer & Sieinberp, PC

1600 Broadway. Swite 1200

Denver. CO #0242

FGBAH1. 2800

Fax: (3021 832-7116

Cmail: hateinberg@spricgostemberz corm
PRO A FICE



Eovernment counsgl. Dbjsetions to draft PSR due by 1272072019, (Leise ik, Dianap
{Entcml:l' 12“{#&*"-'[?]9'}

12207201 %

USA haz Mo {}hjlf\.-l]{ln-:h re J_.J DR.PLFT PJ‘-E:S-::ntl:'Ju, Repant as to S[m]]m Patrick
Weher {Cn]lnm Sarah] {Entered: | 2/24; 20]9}

12202019

L"}.

' IE’EHa'IU] 9

{FILEL* IN ERJ{URI OBIECTICN by Stﬁn]cv Fatrick ‘n.'u_hrr aw to ]34 Dafi
| Presentencs Repon {Sulcs Philliph Maodified on 12232019 (SAC)L (Fotersl:

Bl 32020

*"Lppllmlmn for Wil of Tlabeas Corpus ad Tes.mm..md um by TJ34 a5 10 ala_u]e-u Fatrick
Weber (ﬁuab"mmts i ] FJIL'IJ.'II:'JHE'L Orader ) Colling, Sarah) [l-mered 0171020240

15045200200

RO52020

CWRIT [35ULED as to Swanley Petrick Weber (19 Signed by 1.5, District Judze Jeftrey

| ORDER pranting Lo Application for Wal vl Habeas Corpos ad chnm.aru uimn andd

L Viken on 114020 (ST (Freered: 01714; UE'LIJ

FlHr‘LL ]‘Ith‘wl NTINCT REPORT as to Stanley Panick Weber I a inulri-delendant !
cdse, access e this documeant 12 restricted f Gounsel of record for the defandant and !
wneermment counscl, {Leiscth, Djana] J:nteved 020320241

e

2A1272030

fuu
wL

_-:]t:fcr'l:[ant and Zov n:nmlmt cownscl. {Le:.:.eth DCiana) {Fnwered: Q242 E{IEGH

ADDIEMNDIN 0o 138 FINAL F'n:icm-:nct' Bopoit o 10 Suanley Pateick Weher. In
Smuli-defendant case. aceecs 40 his docament is resieeted to counsel of record tor the

020320

_
=l

Recpmmeni [k "E-pl:cml Conditions g2 to Stanley Patrick Weber, (Leigeth, [Juna}
(Emtered: 02:01,208240)

2RO

AEALRTY Viclim Timpact SMatement as to Stanley Fatrick Weber, The filing attorey
MUST manuslly serve an exacr capy af thiz docurment and a copy ol the NEF reccipe
scTean on 1he appropriate cesc pammp&ms (Callina, Saah) [Lnba-red 12406 Eﬂim

i
| 2072020
I
|
|

SEALER QRIECTIONS by Defendant re 138 FINAL buppiememal J pacartence

| Report as 1o Stanley Matrick Weber. The filing aliemey MUST manually serve an cxact !

copy of 1his document and a copy of the MEF reccipt serecn on the appeopriate case
paticipants. (S0les, Fhillip) {Fniered: 007720200

WA 020

10:2076

Recond ADDENDTR 1o 138 FONAL Presentence Beport a5 10 Stanley Patrick Wobcr.
In a multi-defendant case, accass to this documen i3 resteicted to coonsel of record G
the defendant and govermment counacl, {Leizeth, Mana) (Encel ed' ﬂ"r RT20300

e et .

'DRI}ER as b Stanley Parrick Weber, Signed by 1L, Distoct .]u-dg-:: leffrey L. Wikan on
22000 (Anachments: & 1 Stamfing Order 18-03, ¥ 2 Crimanal Local Rule of

I'ran:tu:'., aT. S} ELLR] l:EJ'l'[CICd (21 O “‘U"DJ

i
[
1

{1~

2002020

:\.".{E‘xLJED B‘r’ {JEDER iJF THE E‘GURT FIN AL F'H_Eb ENTEHL E BEMOE] as i
Stanley Patnek Weber. In a mult-defendunt cuse, aceess (o this docoment 15 resinicied
trr counsel of recond for the detendan and povenment comsel. [Leisetl, Ciana)
(Entered: 2105307200

021072020

S years imprisorunen? consecurive to counts 2-3, 4-5, 7-8, and 11 and consecunve to the

Minuie Fnley lor procesdings keld hefure 115 Distocer Judge TefTrey [ Viken:
Senencing beld on 201073020 [or Stanley Pamck Weber (13, Coune(zy 1. 1=, 125, 15,
2-3, 2g-Gw A5 de-hs, 6 e, T TS, B, B, @410, @5-10s, Soperseded; Counrs) [0x5, 132

serence ie the Distoct ol Monlana case number 4:18-c0-00014, Lifetime supervised
velease, ST, 000 Moo, 3100 VAF, Bestirmiton Deferred: Couniis) 11ss. Ll
Imprsenmenl conseewive tocooois -5 4-5, 7-8, atd 10 and congecutine m the
gaarence inthe Distict of Montana case number 4; 18-cr-0014, lifetime superized
release, B LOQMHHE Bine, $100 WAL, Resttutan Deterred: Countis) 1285, 155, Gas, Bhs, |




Query Reporls Ltilitios Help
FIRS_STEP_ActINEERMEDIALE FRIORITYCT.OSER
U5, District Counrt

Dhstrict of South Dakota {Western THyisian)
CRIMINAL DOCKET FOR CASE #: 5:18-cr-50020-KES-3

Coser fitle: L&Ay, Pelees ef al Tiate THle=d: 920212018

Drate Torminpred: 120320 E

Aszigned io; L5, Distnied Judge Karen E.

Sehreier
[telerred oz V1S wapisicale Judpe Thaneta
Wiollmaan

Defendant (3)

David Jackson, Jr. represemicd by Mlallory Schulee

TERMINATED F2U372070 Y Birmingham & Cwach Law Offices, PLL
202 Fest 2nd Sireet
Yanktor, S0 37078

B0G-260-4747F

Cenail: malbosyi@hiemewae bl aw.coo
LEAD ATTORNETY

ATTORNEF 0 O NCQTICED
Dieglgraran: OFA Appeintnont

David R. Hansen

Compass Rase Law Fumm

[ 824 W, Fultoa St

Huate 1012

Rapid City, 3D 577402

Al5s-72 13937

Email: davidizcompasseeselawiirmeor
TERMINATEL 0470920210
Deyiynariog (A Appoiieisr

felodly C. Quinn

Federal Public Dctender's Otffiee

1071 Spuch Main Avenuae, Surle 4
Sious Falls. 5Tx 57104

(B02) 110-44E9

Fax: {GU3) 35444500

Email: mally goinngifilaere
TERASINATER, 1/ 77:202)
Lherignation: fFederal Public Defender

Poemiling Counl Dispasition



Cuery Reports Wtilities Help
CTAOSE LD MOTRRE

LLS, District Conrt
District of Soutk Dakoetra {Western Division)
CRIMEINAL DOCKET FOR CASE #: 5:19%-cr-50063-KES-2

Case 13tle: TI3A v, Sanders et al date Filed: G301 42014

Sagestrale wdge case number: 50 H-n-00049-JLY Poate Terminoted: 041 720240

Aszipned we U5, Disteict lodpee Karen .
Schrcicr

Relerred w15 Mapisorate Tedoe 1anety
Wollmano

Defendant (£

Grregary Charlez Murphsy represented By Junathan P dEeCoy

TERMINATER: (4172020 Cozrello Pomter Hill Heisterkamp Buzhnell
& Campontzr, LLF
PO Bl 20D

704 5t Joeeph Si.

Fapidl Ciry, ST 87709

(BO5Y 342-2414

Tax: (5] 24542062

FEmail: jmecoydceostelleporencim
LEAN ATTORNEY

ATTORNEY TQ BE MOTICED
Lrasigmation: Retaned

David R. Tlanxen

Cotpass Fose Law Finn

PR30 Fulton S

Suite 142

Rapid Ciry, 80 57H:2

0ll5-721-3058

Eroail: devid:@eempasseoselawdizm.com
TERMMMNATED: 030672021
Desigmanan: Reprined

Elery B Grey

{Grey & Eisenkbraun Law Poof, LLC
09 Raint Joseph Snea

Sune 1000

Rapid City, S13 $7H

&05-791- 3434

Fux; £15-721-5459

Email: ellzry @ areyarserbraunlaw,ciom



Buary  Reports

Htilifes Help

L%, District Coure

CLOSEDR

Dristriet of South Dakota {Yestern Division )
CRIMINAL DOCKET FOR CASE #; 5;19-cr-S0139-JLY-2

Cace title: USA v, Bartels et al

Assiegned to: Chief Judee JefTrey L, Viken
Breferrad o- 115 Mamistrate fudge Daneta

Wi llewaim

Defendant (2)

Raina Strickland
TERAMINATED: JO-30 262

Femiding Counts

211050 88 546, 841¢ap 1 and $41(BI(1}
(A} CONSHIBACT TO DISTRIBIITE A
CONTREOLLED SUBSTANCE

17
Highest Offense Level {Qpening)
Felony

Fermipated {oygts

Moz

Hirhest Offense Level (Terminated)
™eme

Complainis

Mime

repriscnted b

Date Filed: 125172019

Date Termmanated; 1073029124

David It Hansen

C'ompass Bose Toaw Tirm

1530 % Fultoe 5t

Suite 142

Raouid Ciry, 30 377412

G372 1=3955

Ematl: davidigeompassmoselawhrm.com
LEAD ATTVIRNEF

AFTORNEY IO BE XOTICED
(hexiymiidonn: 04 A Desrinrime v

Disposition

120 meaths nnposeament; = years
supervised releaze; S100 special aszessmcnt

LYizpositjen

Idis pasilion



duary  Raports Lnlities Help

CLOsED

{15, Dvistrier Court
Districé of South Dakota {Western Division)
CRIMINAL DOCKLT I'OR CASE #: 5:20-cr-50023-TLV-1

Chse Litle: 0054 v Leleau Miate Filed: 0292021

Nate Terminaied: 0SS0

Assioned tor DS Distael Judge Tetfrey L
Yiken

Refermed o: 115 Magizorale Judos 1raneta
Wolinsanm

Appieals couet caze number: 22-1091 h
Cireuit

Delendani {17

Michzel Jonathan Lebeau eepresenled by Stanivn A, Anker

TERMINATED, vrii2022 Anker Law Groop. '
1301 W Omsha 51,
Swate 207
Rapid Civ. S0 AT77H
GO5-71 B-THA0
Foy: 03-71 80700
Email- stanton e znkerlosproop. com
FEAD ATTORNEY
ATTORNEY TE BE NOTICED
Dwesipration OO0 Appodatmen!

David RB. Hanscn

Crmpass Rake Law Fiem

1830 W Fulton =t

Suie 102

Rapid Ciry, S0 7702

Bl5a-T21-3958

Froail: davidEcampassroselawtinm.eom
TERNINATED (377317240240
Cwsigmotfon: OO Appainrmen

Papl R Yinrer

Wwinter Law QOlMce, PC

731 5t Jozaph Street

Suite 267

Rapid Ciry, 50 37701
57162151

Fenail: pauliE wintctattorncy com



Yuery Feporis

Utillties  Help

CLOSED

.S, District Court

District of South Dakota {Western Division)
CRIMINAL DOCKET FOR CASE #: 5:21-cr-SH 84-RAL-1

Case title: 1’84 v Richurds

Asgioned to: Chiet Jwdpe Roberio A, Lange

Eeforred to: US Magistrate Judpe Daceta
Wi Imnynm

Drelendant (1)

(. hristine Richards
TERMINATED Q6303037
g mawn ar

Chnstne {ray
FERAMINATED: Q30720022

Pending Counts

21 TLEC, &8 §44, 341 (a0 10, and 841¢bX 1Y
(AE CONSPIRACY TO DIETRIBLTE
COMFROLLED SUBSTAMNCE

(1}

Llighest Offense Level {Opening}

[elnmy

Ternrinated Counts

Mone

Hipghest {¥fTense Level {Terminated)

*lone
Lomplaints

Mot

Thate Filed: 122172021

Date Tecominaced: 0632022

reprcaented by Dravid I Hansen
Compass Kose Taw Finn
1830 W, I'ultan St
Suitg [{2
Feprd Ciy, S0 37702
5. 7215438
Email: davidir compasstoselandinm. com
LEAD ATIVIENEY
ATTORNEY oy BE NOTICED
Dexiynaiive: CF4 Appoinimen

iz position
120 months mprisoament, 3 vems

supervised releuse, §FMredtition and
10 vAE

Pispoxition

Dispasttipn



Cuery Reporls  Lhliies  Help
FIRET STET _Act,Lot PRICE I CLOSEDY 2ROSLE

LIS, District Court
Drictriet of South Dattots {Western Divizion)
CRIMINAL DOCKET FOR CASE #: 5:21-cr-50113-KES-3

Casc oitle: USA v Jaramillo et al Dhate Filel. O7,22/2071

Trare Tepmiouted: QR 82032

Assipned to: LS Disicict hidpe Karen E

Sehreier

Referred o, US Magisvate Judge Dancta

Wollmann

[refonidani {1}

Amber Archley epresented by Amber Atciley

TERAMINATED, (M 82022 #47454-309
WASECA
FEDERAL CORREECTIOMAL
STTTOTITON
[nmate tAalParcels
FO BOX 171
WASEC A, AR 368093
I'ROSE

Thavid E. Hunsen

Compass Fosc Law Finn

LEIO W, Fulton St

Supre 102

Fapial Ciry, 50 57702

GO5-FX1-3958

Emal: davidiEcom passrose law irm.cam
TERVINATED. [14h:2(127
Brestgrieerion. CJ4 Appoinimgn

Nolly C. {ninn

Federal Public [relender's (Hbee

1071 Sowth Main Aschue, Suite 400
sioux Falls, STy 57104

(B3} 330=d3 549

Faw; (A05) 3 340-190%

EFrail: molly quinni@id.org
VTERAASMATED [ 27132200
Theajgenation: Federal Public Dofender

[rending Counis Lisnosition



Quary Rapons LilliLies Halp

CLOSENFORFFITIRL

.5, District Coure
Diktrict of South Dakota (Westerr Idvision}
CRIMINAL DOCKET FOR CASE #: 5:21-cr-5(0T8-KE5-4

Clase ttke: (T84 v, Provast et al Date Filed: (4225302

Mate Terminaled: 040072423

Acsigned o0 LS. Distrect Judee Karen E,

Schicier
Feferred oy 17% Magistrare ludge Danera
ol Lok
Ireiegclani {47
Jesse Garass reatcsenied by Terry 1. Fechota
TERMINATED: M:07:2523 Pechafs Law Oihee
1617 Shendan Lals K.
Rapid City, 50 57202
f5E-341 4400
Fax: 605-34 1074
Email; 1peshotaiz: ] Bofreily. conm
FTEAD ATTUMNEY
ATTQRNEY TOY BE NOTICED
Chestymgrtign: O dpmafmtmem
Uavid R. Hansen
Cumipivss Riese Law Firm
EB3 W Fuloon Se
Suile 102
Rapid City, 511 37702
H05-T21-3058
Emait: davidFoompasstosclanfinn.com
FERMINATED: (037372022
Designaiion S Appodaterent
Pentdling Cuvnfs Lisposition
20180, 64 946, $41(a0(1), and BAI{B} 1) o _
(C); CONSPIRACY TO DISTRIBUTE A 37 months imprisonment. 3 vears superyised
COWNTROLLED SUIRSTANCE release, §edb VAR
(L3
Hjchest Offense Level (O pening)

Felany



Query Feports Lhilities Help
CLOSED JORYEITL REE
1.5, Misteict Conrt

District of South Dakota {Western Division)
CRIMINAL DOCKET FOR CASE # 5:20-¢r-5H23-KES-1

Case file: TT8A v, Reddy Drate Filed. 9970 7/2020

Thate Tern nated: BENE202]

Assigtied o U5, Distict Judge Karen E.

Schrcier

Reterred wr; 15 Mapistrata Judpe Daneta

Wl lmaro

Delendant (1)

William Realdy reprcscnted by ravid B, Hansen

TERMINATED: (N8 202 Compass Rose Law Firn

alva e s 1830 % Fulton st

Bitly Eeddy Hure 102

TERLAIN AT 08T 1 Roqud City, S0 57702
E05.721-3058
Ematl; da'..'i:!'ihfijl_'um passrosedaw o cam
FEAD ATTCRNET
AT T B NOTHET
Lervigrin: U4 dnaiRrnent

Mne

Nighest Offense Level (penin}

Mz

Termingled Coug s Dispositinn

310847 55 846, 8d10a)i 1], aml §414h) 1)
(A COMSPIRALCY TO BHSTRIBLULE &
CONTROTLED SUBSTANWCE

(13

21080 55 R4S B4 (a1, and 34 {1}
(AL CONRPIRACY TO DISTRIEUTE A _— _anne
CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE Cownt pansterred 1o M-30065
i1s)

18 .80 85920 ah 5 and 924ial 2k Count rransfeered 1o 20-50M65
MOSSFSSON OF A FIREARM BY A

Bupersaded



Guery Repors Utilities Help

CLOSED

1.5, District Coert
Dristrict of South Dakota {Western Division)
CRIMINAL DOCKET FOR CASE #: 5:20-cr-30112-KES-1

Case tide. USA v Crosy Uranz Filed: 09172020

Drate lecenitiated: (72872021

Aszigned to: TLE, District Judpe Faren E.

ashreier
Referred i U8 hagisttare Jndze Dancea
Ynllmamn
[efendant (1%
Griffin Lee Cross roprrcsented by David R, Hansen
TERANATED, 07285041 Cureopas Rose Law Ficro
1530 W Fulton 5t
mute (02
Rapid Cinye. 5D 57702
al5-721-503%
Email; dlavidisteompassmoselaw irm.cim
IEAD STTORNET
ATTORNEY TO BFE NOTICED
Fresdpmarionr © 04 Appofetosmg
Alegia B Fuller (FFD)
Faderal Public Defcnder's Otfice
G55 Omahe Strect, Suite 100
Rapul Ciny, 50 5770
(B3] 343-5110
Fax: (4035) 243-1498
Cmail: alecia lullerZilare
TERMINATED: T12020020
Lesignaiimy Federal Pullc Delerdér
130050 8 111¢al Iy ASSAULT O A
FEDERAL OFFICER 2 vears probation and $100 VAF
(0
11jghest Cifense Level (Opendog)
Felonw



Query  Reporl

Utilities Help

L.S. District Court

CLOSED

Dristrict of South Dakota (Western Division)
CRIMINAL DOCKET FOR CASE #: 5:20-cr-58112-KF.S-1

Case wlz: USA v, Cross

Asarpned v L5, Thastner Tudpe Kanen C.

Lchreier
Leeterped to: US Magisicate udpe Daneta
ol lmann

Dyefendani {1}
Crillin Les Cross
TERAMINATED (7280

Peggling Connts

LB TELCE 11 ); ASSAULT O A
FEDFERAL OFFICER,

(L

Hirhesi {Hlenge Level {Opening)

Teliny

dermiggied Counis

Chue Filed; GG/ 7 2024

Date Terminated: 9728200

represenied

Navid K. Hunsen

Compass Woce Law Fitm

18205, Fulton 5t

Suite 1072

Rapid Citv, S0 57702

Gi5-721-3038

Email: davidigeompassoselawiim. cotn
LEADATTORNTEY

ATTORNEY 20 BEANOTCED
Desfenation O Appainsmeny

Alecia I, Fuller {FPLY)

Faderal Public Thelenders Qtfice

635 Omahs Sooer, Saite 100

Faapid Cine, 501 5770

(605 342-5110

Fav. (65) 333-1408

Email- alecia_fulleriiflprg
TERAAISN AT TLS ) 2
Desianuiion. Federa’ Public Defendar

Dz positien

2 vears prahation and $100 VAF
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S:2{-cr-30065-KLES-4 USA o Brewer el al
Irare filed: 07232020
Dale terminared: 021824022
Daie of last filing: 053073025

Modile Cncpy

Juery

Aliag
Asaocigled Cages
AlOmey
Llage Sumenary
DeadlinesHearings...
Diwzlor Renport
Eslers

H.r|}'_
Falatad Transaetions...

View 3 Docunnent

Selection Criteria for Query

'|?"-| dmie Criteria [[hanzen !

INumc AMatched||[hvid B. Hansc;




Query Reporis Ltilibeg Help
CLOSED

Li.5 District Court
District of South Dakota {Western Lhivision}
CRIMINAL DOCKET FOR CASE 4: 5:20-¢r-50063-KES-4

ke 1ille: TISA v Brewer el al Date Filed, 03232020

Diate Terttmared: 13016524121

Azsiaeed lo: U5, Dhstne Judge Karen E,

Sehrersr

Referred o US Magistrate Judpe Daneta

Wollmant

Defendant {4)

William Bedudy toprescnted by Jemnifer B, Alberdson
TRRAMINATED: 2710720218 Federal Pubdic Defender's (htice
also fHown as B5% Omaha Street, Suite 1K)
Billy Reddy Rapid Citw, S0 57701
TERAMINATEL: 1271 0/202 (G5 343-2110

Fax: (n05) 3431498

Email: penn_alberrsoniidd orgs

LEAD ATTORNEY

ATRORNEY T BE NQTICED
Fhecloration: Federal Prblic Dofender

David R. Hapsen

Compiss Rose Law Firm

1850 W, Fultan 51

Suile [0)2

Bapid Ciry, S1F 37702

65-721-3%58

Erail: david:@compazsroselawiirm. com
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Scot Armstrong,
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Quary Reports

U5, Districf Coourt

CLOSED

Diztrict of Scuth Dakota {Western Division)
CRIMINAL DOCKET FOR CASE # S:20-cr-30035-KFS-5

Case vile: V154 v Flving Tirse 2 af

Assipned o 1.5 Dhstrict Jodee Karen E.
mchreier

Referred m: UN Magistrare Indze Dansta
Wallmann

Defendant [}
Rlake Twa Eagle
TERMMNATED: 02007202

EPending Counts

18 DUSAC, 8 9220 and 924 a)n 10,
FOSSESSNON OF A FIREARM WHILE
LCHDEE INMDICIMENT

{7

Righest Qffense Level (Opening}

Felony

ipatcid C 15
1811 8.C. 85 92271 and %244a) 2 and 2t
POSSESSION OF A STTOLEN FIREARM
and AINING AND ABETTING
)

Highest Offense Level (Iermigated}

Felony

Crate Filed- Q0012021

Catz Terminaced: 02:.10:202]

representsd by David R, Hansen

Conmpass ose Law Finn

IR W, Fulion S¢

Suite 102

Bapid Citw, 50y 27702

AO5-T2[-3058

Email- david{Zemmpazseoselantinm.com
LEADATIORNEY

ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICR
Desimnarion. (04 Appeinmmen

Dispgeiition

12 mondhs and 1 day imprisonment, 2 vears
supervised release, 8100 VAT

Disnositi

[nsmussed



Ltilebie Help

Buery Repors
CEOSED

LLS, District Court

District of South Thakota {Western Division)
CRIMINAL HOCKET FOR CASE #: 5:20-cr-30035-KES-5

Case oile: [i85A v, Flvinp Homse e al

Aszigned ror U8, Dastriet Judge Karen E.
Echreier

Feterred 100 115 Magistrate Judps Daneta
"ol lmAnn

Delendant (5)

RBlake Two [Cagle
TERMINATEL: 021 03002

Peniding £ punts

[B1L5C. 88 8220ntand B244a) 1D},
MOSBESSION OF A FTIREARM SWHILE
UNDER IWDUH-TAENT

(1)

Highest Chlense Level (Qpening)

Felimy

Terminated Counis

B LLECBE B2 and 924(a)¢2) and 2
PMOSSESSION OF A STOLEN FIREARM
and ATTHN G ARTY ABETTING

(3

Highest Offense Level {Termipatvd)

Felomy

represented by

Mrate Tilecd: Q&0 17 M5 20

Drate Fermumated: 4241002021

Nzavid B Hansen

{ompass Kose Law T'erm

LR3HW, Fulton 5t

Sune 102

Bapid City, $D 37742

a5 T2 -5395R

Eitanl: davidigeorpassroselawtimicom
LEADATIVIRNET

ALTORNEY FOY O NedTICED
Designation. Cld Aupainrmant

Dispusition

12 monihe and 1 day anprisonment, 2 veors
superyised rel=ase, 5100 Val

[h=mnssad
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15-15-7. Fee ftor
Exception for indigents.

Unless ordered by the court to be
supplied to an indigent or an indigent's
counsel and paid out of the county
treasury where court was held, a fee shall
be charped to the person ordering a
oypewTitten ranscyipt by filing of an order
for transcript an appeal of a proceeding
taken by an officer of the court, which
shall be certified to be a correct transcript
of the reporter's notes of the evidence,

Source: 5DC 1934, 55 32,0503, 32.0504; 5L
1857, ch 173; SDCL, 6% 16-7-12, 16-7-13; SL
1970, ch 136, B§ 1, 2; 5L 1574, ch 152, & 1;
SL 1976, ch 148; SL 1980, ch 164; 5L 1984,
ch 146; 511986, ¢h 27, § 5; SL 1988, ch 177;
SL 2003, ch 116, § 1; SL 2022, ch 52, § 1, #[L
Jan. 1, 2023,

i e slative Research Council

B0 East Sanital Avenre | Miarre, B0 BT

7 20En - 50 Legaslabive Hesearch Councd

L¥C Hermszage | 50 Aomcpage
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SUPREME COLRT
STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA,
FILE

- LoE.

OCT 27 2025
ngﬁv&;a’
South Dakota Supreme Court
Certificate of Completion and Affidavit

I Clayton G. Walker the Appellant states that all is true to the best of my knowledge.
the APPELANT sent a copy of the following:
Appeliants Appeal brief, 9589 0710 5270 1583 8365 B8 Aug 25" 2025
Additional Copies sent by US mail
Appellants reply brief of David Hansen, Q589 0710 5270 1322 6270 19 Oct. 16" 2025
Additional Copics sent by US mail
Intercepted October, Oct 17" 2025
Appellants reply brief to Cash Anderson, 9589 0710 5270 1322 6268 83
Additional Copies sent by US mail
No Brief was sent from Robert Galbraith for his defendants

[ certify that the original and copics was mailed to the clerks of the Supreme Court of South
Dakota at 500 E Capitol Ave Pierre 5D 37501

Certified Mail # 9589 0710 5270 1322 6260 44

to Attormeys for the Defendants with Robert J. Galbraith at 326 Founders Park Drive Rapid City
SD 57709-8030,t0 David R. Hansen at 1830 W, Fulton St. Suite 102 Rapid City 8D 57702. to
Cash Anderson at PO Box 160 Pierre SD 57501 by US Mail

Compliance § 15-26A-66, Times New Roman, 12-pointl.5 Margins,

Ol

Clayton G, Walker
1515 East Saint Patrick Street #356

Dated this _20" _ Day of October, 2025

Rapid City SD 57703 walkerclayton | 50@ gamil.com
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15-15-7. Fee or
Exception for indigents.

Unless ordered by the court to be
supplied to an indigent or an indigent's
counsel and paid out of the county
treasury where court was held, a fee shall
be charged to the person ordering a
typewritten transcript by filing of an order
for transcript on appeal of a proceeding
taken by an officer of the court, which
shall be certified to be a correct transcript
of the reporter's notes of the evidence.

Source: SDC 1939, §§ 32.0503, 32.0504; 5L
1957, ch 173; SDCL, §% 16-7-12, 16-7-13; SL
1970, ch 136, §§ 1, 2; SL. 1974, ch 152, § 1;
SL 1976, ch 148; SI. 1980, ch 164; SL 1984,
ch 146; SL. 1986, ch 27, § 5; SL. 1988, ch 177;
SL 2003, ch 116, § 1; SL. 2022, ch 52, § 1, eff,
Jan. 1, 2023.

transcript--

Legislative Research Council

500 Easl Capitol Avenue'| Pierre, S0.57 501

@ 2025 =50 Lagislative Research Councll
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o SLUBREMNL CTURY
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FILF
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oCT 510 208
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IN THE SUFEEME COLUIRT
C}F TIIE
STATE OF SOUTH DAKCO LA

~ P —_—

Chawiom Walker,

AppellantPlaintiff.
v Supreme Court # 31111
Jeffery Beadt, Extra Slocage, Jodi X1 CTV 13 18
Bendt G5 Swrage Themas Auto e,
Frank Thomas 1rast, Terri Guccione
Jason Salamun, Michelle Schuclke.
Cit}' ﬂl-REl]Jil:l C]T]r. =4 | ﬂ”... A.PI."'E".“.“!S Rnpl}l Brin.r
ler Cash Anderson

Appel lee
D faredants

——r I — -

From ™ Circuit Court Bobert Gusinsky, and Craig Peifle to review
the dispositive Maotion 1o dismiss and Sanctions on May 7% 2025

havid K. Hansen at 1830 %W, Fulton S0, Suaite

Claton 43, Walker 12 Fapid City S0 37702 Anomey for Frank
1515 E. 5t. Paurick Si# 356 | Thomas Trust Terri Cuecions, Thomas A
Bapid City, S0 57703

Claywmpwalker.com Cash Anderson ar PO Box 160 Piacre S0

5750 by antoeney for Jason Salamuon, Michelle
Wulkerclavionl Mg gmail.com | Schualke city of Rapid City

Mease contact me by LS Robert ), Galbranh at 2246 Founders Park Dnve
Mail Rapid Ciy S0 37T09-8030 attormey for Jeffery
and Joddi T3ent G035 Scorage and Fxiea Storape
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Jurkdictional Statement

I. Daite from Hearing was on Feh 18 2025, Rubing scught to be reviewsd 12 the
Chler from the 79 of hay, First Wotice of Appes] June 392025, The Appeal
from Circuit Couwrt rom Judge Meifle, and Roberd dusinsky, Appealed Lo
South Dakota Supreme Cowrl, Order Granted of Extenszion to Aup, 23, 2025
irom Steven K. Jensen, Chief Justice, The appetlant is working on has brief
with limiteal seeess. Don'l Tel The Swates “Linde Moek” tneks deecive the
courl. Appellant received appellecs briet on Octeber 18" 2023,

Siztement

For case or a motion’s to be frivolows, it ofien invelves an intenl 10 canse a
protrlern, such s cowgying unnecessary delay, lack of factual basis, or imeneasing
cost. The motions filed did nor lack any factual basiz, it would not cause any
delay. and when getting cvidencs that the prior judge stated save, 15 not an
merease in lligation casl, The appedlants motins were “nod” madde 1 bad taith,
nar did i Lack of legal hasis and it was not used e wnproger putpose. Feeedom
of Speach and Freedom of Religion ace allowed io South DBakota. This lover cowurt
was nol going 1o give a pro se plamtiff, whe is a politician weth sirong views of
protecting of his religious Treadoms, a teial. A Miscamape of Justice i5 at sake

here, Judecs misconduct shaeuld ot be sgnored. This sitoahon 15 erucial for



fairness, and e ey of the legal sysiem. The appellants rights are bring
vielated and thes is a roader tweat o basic mehts under e United Slates
Constituticn, An cxpedited action was demed by Gusinsky after waiting 3 months
for g court heaning, The Supreme court can not rule its own Andings when asking
the Judge 1o reguse. The Appellant has mluple things for the conn 10 decide i
applicable law appliss. When the deprivation ol nghts eccumed firs and the
Sancirons second the Count mast remand. The plaingif also has a reply brief fran

Dravid Hansen, o Brief from Rebert ), Galbraith has been Reoccived.

Reply on Legal Isspes

1. The appellant atteinpted to gat an expedited eivil action. but this was
denied and defayed by the court. 'The appellant filed a mation o compel o
gel the discovery ian judgze Pfeifle erdered to proteet the appellants
Substantial Righls.
For a lack of good laith is often central to ihe conceptz of a frivolous
action, the planafT belicves that his motions were both facwally grounded
and legally warranted and there ate arguments b change existing laws if
neededl. The Tack of lepal hasis was nol there, asking die A0 alTice 1o
mvestigate thefis of the city. do net lack legal bases, they have lzgal

purposes when withholding evidence, { of other thefts the cigy wants to



hide witness). This Mling was mis hase|ess, The partiss have not set fonth
Ay case Taws 1hial state 3 Brady Motiom is for comnal cases only.
Freedom of Speech, in South Dakota Freedom of Speech protections are
found mm Article & § 5 of the South Dakola Constimution, which guarantecs
every person the right 1o (reely speak. write and publish on all subjects.
treedom of Speech s alse protected in Lnited States Consbitotion of the
Fust Armzandment a Jury will have 1o decide §F statements are Uniroe, The
counts have developed the decinne of constitutionally protected opimion.
{iert2 v Robed welch, 418 (150 323, 33040 { 19747 [ “there 15 no such
thing as a false idea™) see (Himan v, Fvans, 750 F2d 970 {0 Cir

198 h)determinng of opinion | frecdom of speceh must be deterrmined
whether the process the slate provided was constitutional ly adequate
Fmermion v, Rergh, 494 us [13 126,10 105 ¢ 975, 108 1.Td 2d 1O [ 1990
Matbiews v. Bldndge, 424 L5 31933396 5 UL 893, 47 Led2d 1R{1%78)
in most cases “a maamngful ime” means poor 1o the deprivation of the
hberty or property nght 31 sswe Finermon, 494 TLS a0 127 1105, Cr 975,
See AADSDR pape 369 1. There was aa court date set for the eviction
processes, nor papers setved by the city. Expediced Civil 'rocedure, page
33191, oh ploase the plaintiff asserted in the record aboul TR getting a
h=aring; and swaling o bis brcts about how the couns just sat on walkers

maoliens for 3 months when he was filed for 2 moaton {or a Court Heanng



sew page 993 9 4 When o was Forwarded o Tudge Brown. Brings a
quesion How ¢an Judge Matthew Brown recused himsclf as seen in pase
44 91 thats personal Bias daledl the 6™ day of November but then he
comes back and mle otomoticns paee 995 996, after a leier was sent from
the Supreme Cowt of Sowch Daktoa. its clear that the judpes m Souh
[akcia will not let him have a fair chance in court and dzprive him of Jus
Cunstitemional Rights we knoew whe b aceuser is, Freedom of Belizien,
and Teeedvm ol Speech, the neht e a speedy  Expedited Civl ActienfAmial.
In the caze of Williams v, Pennsvlvama page 11 | # 53 in the walkers
briet ol the Argamaenl, the gitomey makes no reference o dispaic the 1ssue
i haying the Supreme Couwn Rule on the Recwsal of the Tudge, 1 when
pbyected Judme Hrown 992 and Y4 Thal's personal prejudice apraingt a
party. 1o Fact ihe Record has mutable pages missing when the Plamtiff
filed a motion o compel. Supremc court loter of recusal, Soc appellants
Modion For Jodicial Review page 980 4| &, A motion 1o Compel documents
page 3 and the plamlidl answenny paye 304 1o get a speedy trial paoe
331, ln discovery dispuics the receipl shows rent transferred to the city, A
molien to compel documenis page 3946 plamtill answenng page 334 and to

el o specdy il page 351,



The Questions being sshed about clothes znd hats at the deposition by
Cash Anderson did disrupl the flow of the nal for pe good reason and
serve no useful purpose of any kind. Kelin v Aranchick, 85A 3¢ 457,500
Pa Supcrior Ct 20140, As the Defendants had oo case bul lairylades. See
the Appellants Desenptian of “Little Muck,” The Appellan quastions, it
1843 right 1o Speedy Trial cant be wiven than how can an cxpedited Trial be

Biven.

The Anemey refused g reply 1o all Federal Questions and other kssues
guestions 1or the cour 1o devide,. Substanial rights Statee of Frauds and
gnaugh 1o make 2 binding contract. See Cottom v Kennedy, 1400 1L
App3d 205, 293 448 NE 2d 682- 111 Appellate court, 3" Dist. 1986, To
obtain relief walker must show an error that 15 plan Like Bias from Judges,
that ¢ty the fmimess of megoly or public reputation of Judicial
proceedings. [lniled stares v, Mol o 24-2822 2025 W] 236450 a1 2 {F¥
Cir Augnst 13" 2025) lets look at the rulling to protect other witness, the
new judee can nol, change the substantizl del the city wouold have to
diselose who lse had a stolen wehizles or towed by the city. Please sec
mongn for sufficient peokable cawse asking for discovery that judga
Picifle sad the defendants must protect and save that discoverable

materials pupe 1018 rasion @0 protect substantial fighis pape 117 Bot the



MNext Tudge dnd non adhers 1o bis decision, Please see the Plaintitts Reply
brief of obyections and oppositions. The Stocy o “Lils Muck™ can be
found 11 a reply briefnot placed in the pecord the clerk gave the Appellant.
Although siate supremc court mlings on marters of federal law (peneraily
made under the state counts concurment junsdiction) can be appealed to the
supreme Court of the Linited Stales. The [aw ol the land also known as the
Suprenacy Clanse has presidents. The courl can not keep denying
dizcovery of other witness to be subpocna and the attorney to refuse o
challenge. the court must REMAND, And becawse the cmor was made
hresfure the inckery and raodolem siatements made mocond fer Sgneion
the cowet most remand. Judge PLeifle stated the rights of other ws was to
be prorectad and thic Judge Hobert Gusinsky demed the right to have that
discovery 1o protect witness, Come on you have the first judee presiding
on melions to protect substantial nghts and than the sccomd gudges denies

that tagli ol oiher withess.



Conclustn

The courts are based on {Mjectivity and faimess, were the approach for a Tair gl
unbiased asscssment, ensuring that e casa is based oo the subsmnce of the
matrer af hand. The Erosion of Public trust i5n the hands of this court, the
appellant has a video of the assaull snd @uegle reviews show that this company
has & histery of assaults, and the appellant @ eatitled to et discavery for the
ermor that happened bafore the sanction 1] rule which is unconstitutional and the
Lase should e based on its merns. Freedom of Spoeech i a Constitutional Right.
The Swopreme courl can not rule is own Ainding when ashng the Judee 1 recuse.
I'here was no court date set forthe eviclion procesces, nor papers served by the
citv. Thon't let the owy “Litlle Muck” sricks deceive the coun. Judge PEifle wold
the delendanty! sppellees to protect evidenes: ahonot the information abowl other
thefts and the secomd Judpe (well third becanse Judge Weat Brown recused
himsclf and than later came back on to male oa motionst Judae Gusinky
overumed the tubing on Discovery from Judge Bfcifle. Which 15 a violanon of
Camstinutional Rights with Descovery and the pobhic truse’ conldence in the
Judicial Systern. This is an apportunity 1o ooceecl emror and for fairness with

Discovery of other witness denied that could testify,
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The appellant had his bricl returmed For his margine being set ai one inch, aftzr
axking the Count 1o weive mles, it yven thas courl has alloowed Cash Anderson to
have hus breel with Magping at 1.25 and for this reason his bnel must [=l. A
frivolous morion would nead to be intentional. Tha Appeltant is koocking on your
glass door, you sec me. [ sce wowu. but you closc the blinds agam. open the blinds
giminsl corrumiion. The Appellant i zlking sboot Dee Process, the Fx Post Facto

doctrine wotld apply. The nphts were violated belore the Tricks were played.

When the Deprivaticoe of ights eccurred first and the Sancrions second the Court

nust remand.
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Reliel ant Thermamils

Wherelore, the Appellant respectully reqguests that this Court;

A, Citanl o Reversal for the error and semdl the case back for a Tair irial

B fimant a “Liberally Conslmed,” and  Grant YBased on s hemnes™

C. Award the Appellant for David Hansen lying at the hearing, submitting
aliered documents, and 1gnoring discovery, Award the Appetlant 575 0004}
i Compensatory Damages and 35 300000000 1 Punitive Damages,

Do Awcard the Appellant 15 000.00 for Cash Andersom osing the Al olfiee fir
the appellants records being placed inte the record,

E. Contact the Disziplinary Board and refer tor the action i this brief/case,

F. Order Dioge 1o Investieate alleped atiomey Frand ol the “Right i Speedy
Tral”

Cr. Demands a taie hearmge so he mmay o be able to oec diccovery and cali withess
Lo crmme testily,

H. Crmanl Bese concept of American Tustice,

L Awared the Appellant any other reliel the Court thinks is Must,

Dated thus 20" Dy of Oxclober 2025
y=1

T lavion G Walker

1505 Cast Said Patrick Streel 5356, Rapid Oy 817 57701
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South Dakota Supreme Court
Certificate of Service and Affidavit

| Clayton G. Walker the Plaintiff statcs that all 13 truc to the bestof my
know |cidgc.

Thar I the Plamiiff sent a copy of the followina:

I ceorify that e omzinal »was maled o the elerks of the Supreme Count of South
[aakota ol 300 E Capitol Ave Pictee S12 37301, seat Ouiak e b fleth ‘ﬁ

PR I PR P S
Cortificd Mail # 9589 0715201322 £265 K3

| certify that a copy was semved 1o Attomeys for the Defendants with Robert I
Galbraith at 326 Founders Park Drorve Raprd Cliy S0 37 WE-E030 by T S M)

I cortify thar a copy was served o David B Hansen at 1830 W, Folton 3. Soite
102 Rapid Cily SD 57702, Sent by LIS Mail

I cenity that g copy was Sent b Cash Anderson at PCrBox 160 Pieme ST
2150 e LIS Mual

A cnpy therent on the Hnited Staes wsail, postage paid fow Farsn Class Mail 1o the
fielJenwime persims abua, ipas pdre i

Compliance § 13-26A 060 Word Count s 352, Times New Eoman, 12-pomm 1,5
Marzing. received appellecs brief on October 13" 2025

Dated this 20ch  Bay ol Ok wober, 2025
[! 2

Clavion 0. Walker

1315 East Samu Patrick Sireet #3546 Rapit i 500 57700

B05-331-4086 11

Proselitiemion2d 7 ithoimail com or clavinngwalker cim

Koguesy respond by U5 Mail
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