Motion 1: STATE'S MOTION IN LIMINE RE:
IMPROPERLY MOTIVATED PROSECUTION

Summary (Page 1):
Filed December 1, 2025, this motion asks the court to prohibit any testimony or argument from
Tyler suggesting the prosecution is improperly motivated. It states:

1. Any such claim should be brought as a pretrial motion to dismiss.
2. TItis “collateral” to guilt or innocence.
3. Such arguments risk prejudicing or confusing the jury.

Fundamental Issues with This Motion:

1. Violation of First Amendment Right to Petition Government for Redress:

(o)

(o)

This motion attempts to preclude Tyler from asserting that the prosecution itself is
retaliatory or malicious—a core part of his defense.

Under U.S. Const. amend. I, Tyler retains the right to raise grievances against
state actors, including claims of selective or retaliatory prosecution.

2. Due Process Violation (Amendment V and VI):

(o)

The right to a complete and fair defense includes the ability to challenge the
motives and credibility of the prosecution.

Preventing Tyler from mentioning the context of how and why he was charged
undermines the adversarial process and violates Brady v. Maryland, 373 U.S.
83 (1963), which mandates the disclosure of potentially exculpatory evidence,
including improper motives.

3. Conflict of Interest and Retaliatory Use of Process:

(o)

(o)

If the prosecutor has a material conflict of interest or is acting in retaliation (as
Tyler alleges), this goes directly to prosecutorial standing and lawful authority
to prosecute.

This is not “collateral” but central to a defense of abuse of process or
prosecutorial misconduct.

4. Improper Invocation of Judicial Discretion:

(o)

The court may not exercise discretion to suppress relevant evidence or
arguments without a clear and compelling justification.

The motion cites no authority—constitutional, statutory, or rule-based—for
suppressing the defense's ability to speak to intent or motivation behind the
charges.

Conclusion:

This motion is a transparent attempt to suppress a core defense theory and shield the prosecution
from scrutiny. It seeks to pre-emptively silence a constitutional challenge to jurisdiction and
prosecutorial motive. In doing so, it undermines the First, Fifth, and Sixth Amendments and is
itself an example of prosecutorial overreach and possibly misfeasance.



Motion 2: STATE’S MOTION IN LIMINE RE: PROBATE
OF THE ESTATE OF ROBERT CALKINS & BARB
STOESER

Summary:
This motion seeks to exclude any mention of the probate proceedings or disputes involving
the estates of Robert Calkins or Barb Stoeser during trial. The State argues:

e Such matters are “irrelevant to the present case.”
e The defense may attempt to introduce these issues to distract or confuse the jury.
e The estate matters are the “subject of separate civil litigation.”

Constitutional and Jurisdictional Analysis
1. Violation of the Sixth Amendment — Right to Present a Defense

e The right “to have compulsory process for obtaining witnesses” and “to be confronted
with the witnesses against him” (U.S. Const. amend. VI) includes the right to present a
complete defense.

e Ifthe events leading to this prosecution arose directly from disputes over the estates,
or if Tyler’s arrest was connected to or retaliatory for his involvement in probate matters,
then the estate disputes are not only relevant—they are foundational.

e Evidence of bias, retaliation, breach of trust, or misconduct in those estate proceedings
may be material to motive, jurisdiction, or vindictive prosecution.

2. Due Process and Relevance (Amendment V)

o Chambers v. Mississippi, 410 U.S. 284 (1973), affirms the due process right to present
relevant testimony that could impact the outcome of a trial.

e If state actors (e.g., Judge Klinger, prosecutors, or other officials) were involved in
partitioning or otherwise impacting the Calkins/Stoeser estates, then Tyler must be
allowed to raise this history to challenge their neutrality and motive.

3. Improper Attempt to Restrict Background Evidence

e Courts recognize that contextual evidence is sometimes necessary even if not directly
tied to the charge. See Old Chief'v. United States, 519 U.S. 172 (1997): the prosecution
may not exclude contextual background when it gives clarity to the charges or
motivations.

e Attempting to sever the criminal charge from its inception context (i.c., estate conflict,
trust disputes, family rights) constitutes a manipulation of the fact pattern, potentially
prejudicing Tyler's ability to defend.



Conclusion: Prosecutorial Mischaracterization and Pretext

e The motion characterizes critical background as “irrelevant,” when in fact, it could form
the basis of a constitutional challenge—not just to the prosecution's authority but to its
intent.

e Suppression of estate context protects the appearance of legitimacy but denies the jury
access to why Tyler may have been targeted in the first place.

e This motion seeks to eliminate the defense’s entire theory of motive and renders the
trial hollow—focusing only on alleged acts, not on why those acts are being
prosecuted.

Motion 3: STATE’S MOTION IN LIMINE RE:
THIRD-PARTY PERPETRATOR EVIDENCE

Summary of the Motion

The State requests that the Court preclude the defense from introducing any evidence or
argument suggesting a third party committed the alleged crime, unless:

1. The defense first provides notice to the Court and prosecution;
The defense can establish a clear nexus between the third party and the commission of
the crime;

3. The evidence offered is not speculative, prejudicial, or intended solely to cast doubt
without foundation.



This type of motion is often used to limit alternative theories of the crime or prevent the jury
from considering other suspects.

Legal Analysis: Constitutionally and Strategically Flawed
1. Sixth Amendment Violation — Right to Present a Complete Defense

e The Sixth Amendment guarantees the right “to have compulsory process for obtaining
witnesses in his favor.” This includes the right to present alternative theories and

suspects.
e See: Holmes v. South Carolina, 547 U.S. 319 (2006):

“The Constitution prohibits rules that exclude defense evidence if those rules arbitrarily
prevent the jury from hearing a defendant’s theory of defense.”

e Preemptively barring third-party perpetrator evidence, especially without knowing the
full defense, denies due process and constrains the jury's ability to determine
reasonable doubt.

2. Fifth Amendment Violation — Due Process

The State bears the burden of proof beyond a reasonable doubt.
The defense need not prove another committed the crime—only that it’s plausible or that
the evidence creates reasonable doubt.

e Requiring a “clear nexus” before evidence is even mentioned reverses the burden,
improperly shifting it to the defendant.

3. Presumption of Innocence and Reasonable Doubt Standard

e This motion shows an effort to pre-filter the defense, suppressing lines of questioning
and evidence that might point to state error or misconduct.

e Especially in this case—where multiple family, land, trust, and estate disputes
exist—Tyler may wish to argue that the prosecution has targeted the wrong party or
that third parties had access or motive.

4. Transparency and Jury Function Undermined



e Courts have consistently affirmed that juries, not prosecutors or judges, are the finders
of fact.

e Motions like this one attempt to restrict the narrative and filter what the jury hears,
creating a false picture of completeness and isolating the defendant’s options.

Conclusion: Prosecutorial Overreach and Structural Prejudice

e This motion attempts to eliminate Tyler’s ability to identify alternative explanations
or highlight other parties who may have had motive, opportunity, or access.

e Itis an impermissible pretrial gag on defense strategy, and it serves to protect a
narrow prosecutorial version of events without allowing the adversarial process to
reveal its faults.

Motion 4: STATE’S MOTION TO SEQUESTER DEFENSE
WITNESSES

Summary of the Motion

The prosecution requests the Court to exclude defense witnesses from the courtroom during
the testimony of other witnesses until they have testified themselves. This is known as
"sequestration of witnesses'' and is a common procedural motion made under Rule 615 of the
South Dakota Rules of Evidence (similar to Federal Rule 615).

The State claims this is necessary to:
e Prevent witnesses from tailoring testimony,

e Preserve credibility and spontaneity of responses,
e Avoid "witness contamination."



Legal Analysis: Strategically Neutral in Theory, Abusive in Context
1. Routine Sequestration — Not Inherently Improper

e Courts generally permit sequestration, and it’s not unconstitutional per se.
e Rule 615 allows either party to request sequestration of witnesses excluding:
o A party to the case (i.e., the defendant),
o A person essential to the presentation of the case,
o A person authorized by statute.

So, Tyler cannot be excluded as a party. However, other witnesses can be unless they are
essential to the defense presentation.

2. Selective & Tactical Suppression

In context, this motion comes after the prosecution filed several other in limine motions
that cumulatively:

o Limit what Tyler can say,

o Bar references to motive, probate, third parties, or prosecutorial bias,

o Now seek to isolate and suppress witness cohesion.
The State has not shown that Tyler’s witnesses pose a real risk of “contamination.”
Sequestration cannot be used as a tactic to isolate or intimidate key witnesses,
particularly in a case involving complex trust and estate-related facts.

3. Equal Protection and Defense Strategy Interference

e The prosecution does not appear to seek sequestration of their own witnesses with
equal zeal.

e If witnesses for the State (e.g., law enforcement or court officers) are allowed to sit
through proceedings while defense witnesses are barred, that creates an unequal
playing field.

e In cases where testimony relates to legal documents, filings, or shared facts, the
sequestration may impair truthful and effective defense, especially for heirs, trust
officers, or estate witnesses.

4. Witness Intimidation and Procedural Abuse



e In matters involving judicial conflicts of interest, estate manipulation, and state
misconduct, isolation of witnesses may function as a form of procedural intimidation.

e This tactic, when paired with the State’s many limiting motions, strips the defense of
coherence, reinforcing the pattern of malicious prosecution and obstruction of the
adversarial process.

Conclusion: Procedurally Permitted but Weaponized in Context

e While the motion may seem standard, its timing, scope, and cumulative function raise
serious questions.

e Combined with the State’s other filings, this is part of a strategic effort to cripple
Tyler’s ability to defend himself by isolating witnesses, excluding testimony, and
pre-framing the narrative.

If the prosecution has violated the public trust and abused its office, witness
testimony—especially from those familiar with trust matters, family disputes, or
prosecutorial conduct—must not be silenced by sequestration without exceptional cause.

Motion 5: STATE’S MOTION FOR RECIPROCAL
DISCOVERY

Summary of the Motion

The prosecution is invoking South Dakota Codified Laws (SDCL) 23A-13-15 (mirroring
Federal Rule of Criminal Procedure 16), which permits reciprocal discovery in criminal
proceedings.

The State argues:

e Since they have provided discovery to the defense, they are entitled to receive:
o Names and statements of defense witnesses,
o Any documents, tangible evidence, photographs, or results of tests/experiments
the defense plans to use at trial.



Legal Analysis: Procedural, but Weaponized and Premature
1. No Valid Criminal Jurisdiction = Discovery Void

e The entire prosecution is jurisdictionally defective, as established by:
Failure of lawful service,
Lack of verified complaint or sworn affidavit by an injured party,
Ongoing federal civil rights violations and active litigation involving the court’s
actors.

o Reciprocal discovery applies only when there is valid personal and subject matter
jurisdiction. If the State has no standing (as asserted and evidenced), this motion has no force of
law and is moot.

2. Defense Is Under No Obligation Absent Proper Procedure

e The right to remain silent and the right against self-incrimination (Fifth Amendment)
directly limit what must be disclosed by a self-represented party.
e The State cannot compel a man to provide evidence against himself in a proceeding that:
o Lacks verified cause,
o Originated from unlawful search/seizure,
o Is tainted by conflicts of interest and constitutional violations.

& Tyler cannot be compelled to become a witness against himself, nor can he be forced to
help perfect a prosecution based on fraud, fabrication, or suppressed facts.

3. The State Has Not Met Its Own Burden

e Tyler has already shown multiple failures by the State to:
o Disclose exculpatory evidence (Brady violations),
o Correct misleading court filings,
o Identify real injured parties,
o Disclose internal conflicts (e.g., Judge Klinger’s disqualification).

Y Under Brady v. Maryland, 373 U.S. 83 (1963), the prosecution must first ensure they have
not withheld anything that prejudices the defense.

To demand reciprocal discovery while operating under unclean hands is itself a procedural
abuse.



4. Strategic Harassment

e This motion, in context with:
o The State's dozen in limine filings,
o Attempts to exclude Tyler’s trust, estate, and constitutional claims,
o And the sequestering of defense witnesses,

...reflects a chronic misuse of pretrial motions to bury the defense in obligations while
evading scrutiny of their own fatal errors.

This is not discovery. This is obstruction by overload.

Conclusion: Moot, Abusive, and Constitutionally Impermissible

e Until jurisdiction is lawfully conferred,
e Until the prosecution demonstrates lawful cause and standing,
e And until prosecutorial misconduct is resolved or disqualified...

This motion for reciprocal discovery is moot, constitutionally deficient, and cannot be
enforced against a living man asserting fundamental rights under the Constitution and
trust law.

Motion 6: STATE’S MOTION FOR LEAVE TO FILE
ADDITIONAL MOTIONS

Summary of the Motion

The prosecution is asking the Court for permission to file additional motions after the existing
pretrial deadlines.

The State claims:
e It needs flexibility due to the ongoing complexity of the case,
e New evidence may arise,

e More motions may be necessary before trial.

This is essentially a placeholder motion intended to preserve the State's ability to continue
shaping the trial framework at its discretion.



Legal Analysis: Procedurally Dilatory, Substantively Prejudicial

1. Jurisdictionally Void Request

e Like all previous filings, this motion presupposes valid jurisdiction—which has not
been lawfully conferred.
e The State has failed to:
o Demonstrate standing,
o Establish personal jurisdiction over Tyler,
o Secure lawful subject matter jurisdiction under constitutional and trust principles.

A motion filed in a defective case cannot gain legal effect just by asking for more
opportunities to compound the defect.

2. Procedural Exploitation

e This is a stalling mechanism, designed to allow the prosecution to:
o Delay,
o Overwhelm the self-represented party,
o Continue re-framing the narrative post-deadline.

Courts generally disfavor post-deadline motion filings unless the moving party shows:

1. Good cause, and
2. No prejudice to the opposing party.

Yet here, prejudice is built-in: the State has already overwhelmed the record with motions in
limine aimed at gagging the defense and limiting evidentiary scope.

3. Weaponized Discretion

e When a court grants permission for late filings, it typically assumes the State is acting in
good faith.
e But in this matter:
o Prosecutorial malfeasance, misfeasance, and nonfeasance have already been
documented,
Judge Christina Klinger has an active federal conflict of interest,
And prior orders and procedures have disregarded constitutional safeguards.



A\ Allowing further motions from a prosecution team that has violated trust and ethical duties
only compounds the due process violations.

4. Strategic Abuse of Power

The motion is not about justice. It’s about maintaining unilateral control over the trial timeline
and parameters.

The defense has a right to equal footing,

To be free from ambush litigation tactics,

And to proceed on settled grounds—not on a moving foundation designed by a
conflicted prosecutor.

Conclusion: This Motion Is Moot, Manipulative, and Prejudicial

Without jurisdiction, this request is ultra vires—beyond lawful power.
In context, it is not neutral but prejudicial and strategic.
Granting it would continue a pattern of stacking the deck against Tyler, who has
consistently objected to:
o Improper joinder,
o Lack of verified complaint,
o And prosecutorial bias stemming from estate-related conflicts.

» Therefore, this motion must be denied as a matter of law and equity, with the record
reflecting the abuse of process it attempts to justify.

Motion 7: STATE’S MOTION IN LIMINE RE
IMPROPERLY MOTIVATED PROSECUTION

Summary of the Motion
In this motion, the prosecution is asking the court to prohibit the defense (Tyler) from:

e Referring to the prosecutor’s alleged bias,



e Alleging that the prosecution is being brought for retaliatory, improper, or political
reasons,
e Presenting evidence of prosecutorial motive unless certain burdens of proof are met.

Essentially, the State seeks to bar Tyler from referencing or introducing arguments or evidence
showing that this prosecution itself is malicious or improperly motivated—even though that’s
a central defense issue in this matter.

Legal Analysis: Inversion of Justice and Self-Incrimination by the State

1. Attempt to Gag the Defense
This motion represents an explicit attempt to:

e Prevent Tyler from presenting the actual motive behind the criminal charges,

e Shield the State’s misconduct from public view, and

e Inoculate the court and prosecution from scrutiny regarding constitutional and ethical
violations.

@ Thatis procedurally and constitutionally impermissible. The Sixth Amendment
guarantees the right to present a complete defense.

2. Prosecutor Opens the Door by Her Own Conduct
Anna Mahar, as prosecuting attorney:

e Has a direct conflict of interest in this matter,

e Isimplicated in the estate and family trust disputes that underpin this prosecution,

e Continues to act under fraudulent appearance of neutrality despite being a party to
matters creating bias and interest.

To now bar the defense from speaking to that improper motivation is not only unjust—it is an
admission that the prosecution lacks integrity.

. This is not a hypothetical bias—it is a documented historical conflict, legally disqualifying.

3. Legal Standing to Challenge Prosecutorial Motive



U.S. courts recognize that prosecutorial misconduct, when linked to:

e Retaliation for constitutionally protected activities (e.g., petitioning the court,
challenging estate proceedings),

e Conflicts of interest, or

e Discriminatory enforcement,

is not only challengeable but grounds for dismissal.
o United States v. Armstrong, 517 U.S. 456 (1996), does not preclude raising improper

prosecutorial motivation—it only outlines the standard for discovery. Tyler has already
documented state actor conflicts on the record.

4. Motion as Confession of Malice
By moving to exclude arguments about malicious prosecution:
e The State effectively admits its conduct is vulnerable to scrutiny,
e And attempts to quash Tyler’s most powerful legal defenses—those based on equal

protection, due process, and judicial integrity.

& The motion is not neutral—it is weaponized. It turns the legal system into a shield for State
misconduct and a sword against the accused.

Conclusion: The Motion Must Be Denied with Prejudice
This motion is:

e Legally unsound—it denies Tyler’s Sixth and Fourteenth Amendment rights,
Factually conflicted—the prosecutor is not a neutral party,
Procedurally unjust—it attempts to silence necessary, relevant, and constitutionally
protected defenses.

It is also further proof of prosecutorial overreach, and therefore becomes part of the pattern of
conduct that justifies dismissal of the underlying matter for want of clean hands and
jurisdictional legitimacy.



Motion 8: STATE’S MOTION TO SEQUESTER DEFENSE
WITNESSES

Summary of the Motion

In this motion, the prosecution requests that all defense witnesses be sequestered—meaning
they are not allowed to be present in the courtroom during any portion of the trial except when
testifying. This is typically done under SDCL § 19-19-615 (South Dakota’s version of Federal
Rule of Evidence 615).

The State is attempting to invoke a common rule to:
e Prevent “coaching” or alignment of testimony,
e Avoid influence by hearing other witness testimony,

e Maintain witness “independence.”

While facially neutral, this targeted motion against defense witnesses only demands close
examination.

Legal Analysis: Discriminatory and Tactically Suppressive

1. Sequestration Is Not Inherently Improper—But Selective Enforcement Is

Sequestration is common and often granted equally to both sides. However, this motion only
targets the defense—not the prosecution’s own witnesses. This lopsided request signals an
attempt to hamstring the defense while leaving the State’s presentation unimpeded.

Such one-sided motions are not neutral judicial tools—they are prosecutorial tactics that create
structural imbalance in adversarial proceedings.

2. Intent to Weaken Unified Defense Strategy

Tyler’s defense—particularly in a matter involving family land, estate litigation, and breach of
trust—relies heavily on:

e Contextual continuity across multiple witnesses,



e Cross-reference of trust-related events, probate disputes, and family contracts,
e Exposure of long-standing patterns of misconduct by public officials.

Sequestration will isolate key witnesses from hearing testimony that could validate or strengthen
their own. This undermines Tyler’s ability to present a coherent, comprehensive narrative,
and is particularly prejudicial in a pro se or self-represented context.

3. No Stated Risk or Prejudice by the State
The State has offered no evidence of:

e Witness collusion,
e Risk of perjury,
e Past misconduct by defense witnesses.

Without this, the request is speculative, and speculative restrictions on defense rights are
constitutionally infirm under Chambers v. Mississippi, 410 U.S. 284 (1973), which prohibits
arbitrary restrictions that interfere with a defendant’s right to present a full defense.

4. Practical and Constitutional Harm to the Defense

Especially for a self-represented party with cognitive or ADA-qualifying impairments (as has
been noted in prior filings):

Witness sequestration may deprive the defense of supportive aides or advisors,
Prevent necessary live feedback during testimony development,

e And contribute to further procedural and emotional disadvantages in an already
unbalanced courtroom.

This may rise to a due process violation under the Fifth, Sixth, and Fourteenth Amendments,
especially if the request is granted without offering reciprocal restrictions on the State.

Conclusion: Must Be Denied or Applied Equally
This motion should be:
e Denied entirely due to lack of specific justification,

e Or alternatively, only granted if applied equally to both sides to preserve fairness and
balance.



Any order that imposes asymmetric limitations on defense witnesses without cause must be
treated as an act of prosecutorial suppression, further supporting claims of malicious or
improper proceedings.

Motion 9: STATE’S MOTION IN LIMINE RE
THIRD-PARTY PERPETRATOR EVIDENCE

Summary of the Motion

In this motion, the State seeks to exclude any evidence or argument suggesting that someone
other than the defendant (Tyler) committed the alleged offense, unless the defense can show
direct connection and admissibility under rules of evidence.

The State asserts that vague or speculative accusations regarding third-party guilt are
prejudicial, irrelevant, and inadmissible. It cites State v. Larson, 512 N.W.2d 732 (S.D. 1994) to
argue that such evidence must clearly link a third party to the crime, not just create doubt or
distraction.

Legal Analysis: Preemptive Censorship and Judicial Gatekeeping of the
Defense

**1. Prejudicial Chill on Alternative Theories of the Case

This motion seeks to preemptively censor the defense from presenting theories or evidence that
point to third-party culpability—a central component of reasonable doubt and constitutionally
protected defense strategy.

The Sixth Amendment guarantees the right to present a defense, including the right to suggest
another party may be responsible. Suppressing this without a full evidentiary hearing chills a
core defense liberty.



2. Flawed Assumption of Pretrial Proof Burden

The prosecution demands that Tyler prove the guilt of a third party before being allowed to
suggest it to a jury. This inverts the burden of proof. Tyler does not have to prove someone
else did it; he only needs to raise reasonable doubt as to whether he did.

The U.S. Supreme Court in Holmes v. South Carolina, 547 U.S. 319 (2006), held that excluding
defense evidence of third-party guilt violates due process when it undermines a fair trial.

3. Practical Defense Necessity in This Case

In a case involving family disputes, estate conflicts, alleged retaliation, and prosecutorial
misconduct, the suggestion that other interested parties or state actors might have instigated
or influenced the current charges is not only plausible—it may be central to the truth.

The defense may include:
e Evidence of retaliation by state officials,
e Allegations of fraudulent reporting or misidentification,

e Challenges to the entire narrative framework of the State’s theory.

To block these entirely—under threat of sanction—undermines the very nature of
cross-examination, adversarial testing, and due process.

4. Inconsistent with Rules of Evidence and Criminal Defense Rights

South Dakota Rule of Evidence 19-19-401 and 403 still allow the court to weigh relevance and
prejudice at trial, not in limine. Making that ruling in advance, without knowing what
third-party evidence will arise, is premature and suppressive.

The motion implies that the State can dictate what “theories” are permissible—but this
contradicts Chambers v. Mississippi, where the Supreme Court warned against state-created
rules that arbitrarily exclude exculpatory evidence.

Conclusion: Strategic Gag Order, Must Be Rejected

This motion functions as a gag order cloaked as a procedural request. It seeks to:



Preemptively prohibit exculpatory theories,
Place the burden of proof on the defense before the trial begins,

e And insulate the State from having to defend its own case against challenges of motive,
retaliation, or misdirection.

Such a motion violates the First, Fifth, and Sixth Amendments, is incompatible with
adversarial justice, and must be denied in full. Any ruling to the contrary would constitute a
structural defect in the proceedings.

Motion 10: STATE’S MOTION IN LIMINE RE
CHARACTER AND OTHER ACTS EVIDENCE —
MOTION FOR DEADLINE

Summary of the Motion

In this motion, the prosecution asks the court to prohibit the defense from introducing any
character evidence or prior "bad acts" of the State’s witnesses or unrelated parties, unless
it is:

1. Specifically disclosed by a set deadline, and
2. Meets the threshold for admissibility under SDCL Rules of Evidence, particularly
Rules 404, 405, 608, and 609.

The State wants to restrict the defense from raising any credibility attacks, impeachments, or
background evidence about prosecution witnesses unless pre-approved.

Legal Analysis: Preemptive Silencing of Impeachment and Rebuttal Rights

**]1. Contrary to Rules of Impeachment and Relevance

The rules cited by the State (SDCL 19-19-404 to 609) do not bar impeachment by prior
inconsistent acts or dishonesty; rather, they govern how and when such evidence is admitted.



Character evidence for truthfulness is clearly allowed under:

e Rule 608(b): Prior specific instances of conduct may be inquired into on
cross-examination if they are probative of truthfulness or untruthfulness.
e Rule 609: Certain prior convictions are also admissible for credibility attacks.

This motion improperly seeks to nullify or restrict the defense’s ability to cross-examine
adverse witnesses, which is a constitutional right under the Sixth Amendment.

2. Attempts to Shield Government Actors from Accountability

In cases involving official misconduct, it is often essential to scrutinize the character,
credibility, and bias of state witnesses—especially:

e Law enforcement officers,
e Government informants,
e State beneficiaries of prior court rulings.

Suppressing such scrutiny would be antithetical to the principle that all evidence tending to
impeach a witness or expose bias is relevant.

This includes:
e Conflicts of interest,

e Patterns of dishonesty,
e Prior retaliatory actions.

3. Presumption of Prejudicial Intent by Prosecution

The motion is written in such a way that assumes bad faith on the part of the defense, projecting
that character evidence will be used inappropriately. This is a prejudicial and unfounded
assumption—particularly offensive given the volume of alleged prosecutorial misconduct in
this matter.

It may also indicate an attempt to preclude disclosure of prior malfeasance by certain
witnesses connected to overlapping family estate and probate proceedings, which may be
relevant.

4. Due Process Requires Full Cross-Examination Authority



The U.S. Supreme Court has consistently affirmed that cross-examination is fundamental to
due process:

e Davis v. Alaska, 415 U.S. 308 (1974): Defense must be allowed to reveal a witness’s
potential biases and motivations.

e Olden v. Kentucky, 488 U.S. 227 (1988): Courts may not restrict impeachment where it
prevents effective defense.

Imposing pretrial deadlines on what the defense may bring up in cross-examination
contradicts this core principle.

Conclusion: A Shield for State Witnesses, Not a Valid Evidentiary Concern

This motion does not protect legal process—it protects flawed witnesses from legal scrutiny. It
is not a motion for clarity; it is a motion for concealment.

It misrepresents the rules of evidence,

It violates the defendant’s right to impeach,
It attempts to gatekeep defense theory,

And it obstructs the jury’s access to the truth.

Accordingly, it should be denied in full, or at minimum, strictly limited to allow all admissible
forms of impeachment and bias exposure.

Motion 11: STATE’S MOTION IN LIMINE RE PROBATE
OF THE ESTATE OF ROBERT CALKINS & BARB
STOESER

Summary of the Motion

In this motion, the State seeks to prohibit the defense from introducing any evidence,
reference, testimony, or argument regarding the probate of the estates of:

e Robert Calkins, and
e Barb Stoeser (a/k/a Barbara Calkins).

The State claims that such matters are not relevant to the criminal charges and could confuse the
jury or unduly prejudice the prosecution.




Legal Analysis: Attempt to Suppress Foundational Context

1. This Is a Motion to Suppress the Origin Story

The prosecution is attempting to block the very origin of the underlying events—the probate
proceedings, inheritance disputes, land ownership, and trust violations that formed the basis
of Tyler’s grievances, objections, and subsequent federal filings.

These are not “distractions” as the State suggests—they are material facts, central to
understanding:

The motives of various state actors,

The relationships between parties,

The conflicts of interest between Judge Klinger, Anna Mahar, and others,
The jurisdictional irregularities and ultra vires conduct by the probate court.

The suppression of this background creates an artificial vacuum in which the jury is deprived of
the full truth.

2. The Estates Are the Crux of the Conflict

It is well documented in the pleadings, declarations, and federal filings that the criminal charges
arose in retaliation for Tyler’s attempts to:

Protect trust property,

Challenge the legitimacy of certain court rulings,
Assert his beneficial interest in estate property,
Expose misconduct by state actors.

Suppressing mention of these estates is equivalent to forbidding motive and context, which is
foundational to any theory of the case.

3. The State Is Attempting to Rewrite the Narrative by Force
This motion amounts to an effort by the prosecution to limit Tyler’s defense to only the State’s
narrative—cutting off any evidence of constitutional retaliation, abuse of process, or

fiduciary breach.

This is particularly egregious given that:



e Judge Christina Klinger (who presided over the estate partition) is also a named
respondent in a federal civil rights case,
The prosecutor, Anna Mabhar, is likewise implicated in that related matter, and
The very partitioning of the family ranch, central to the FLP dispute, was
non-consensual and done without lawful jurisdiction.

4. Applicable Evidentiary Doctrine Supports Admission of Estate Evidence
The Rules of Evidence favor relevance over exclusion:

e Rule 401 (SDCL 19-19-401): Evidence is relevant if it makes any fact of consequence
more or less probable.

e Rule 403 (SDCL 19-19-403): Only permits exclusion if the probative value is
substantially outweighed by danger of unfair prejudice—not merely inconvenient to the
State’s narrative.

In this case, evidence regarding the estates:

Provides motive,

Shows retaliatory intent,

Reveals bias and conflict,

Demonstrates the existence of a pattern of abuse of legal process.

Prosecutorial Overreach and Improper Prior Restraint

This motion is not about fairness—it is about preventing exposure. Prosecutors cannot dictate
which chapters of history are “allowed” in a courtroom where they themselves are accused of
misconduct.

Moreover, suppression of such evidence may violate:

e The First Amendment right to petition for redress,

e The Sixth Amendment right to present a full defense,

e And the Due Process Clause itself, which requires a meaningful opportunity to be
heard.

Conclusion: This Motion Attempts to Bury the Root Cause

This motion reflects a pattern of concealment by the prosecution. To suppress reference to the
estate issues is to blindfold the jury and violate the defendant’s right to truth and context.



It must be denied in full, with the court recognizing that probate, trust, and estate matters are
intertwined with the prosecution’s own motivations and conduct.

STATE'S DEMAND FOR NOTICE OF INSANITY DEFENSE

(File: STATE'S DEMAND FOR NOTICE OF INSANITY DEFENSE.pdf, 1 page)

What the Motion Demands:

This filing is not evidence of insanity nor a response to any behavior. Rather, it is a preemptive
procedural demand by the State, based on South Dakota Codified Laws (SDCL) §§
23A-10-2, 23A-10-3, and 23A-10-4, and seeks the following:

1. That Tyler give written notice if he intends to assert an insanity defense.

2. That he disclose any expert testimony related to mental illness 30 days before trial.

3. Ifinsanity is claimed, the State wants the court to compel a psychiatric evaluation by a
psychiatrist chosen by the prosecution.

Why This Motion Is Irrelevant, Improper, or Moot in Context:

Here’s how this demand can be challenged or dismissed based on law, logic, and context:

1. No Insanity Defense Asserted
e The defense has not invoked or declared any intention to claim insanity.
e Under due process and procedural fairness, there must be a basis for such a motion.

Filing this without any such declaration is speculative and burdensome.

2. Assumes Capacity to Dictate Defense Strategy



e This motion suggests the prosecutor can direct and preemptively limit the defense
strategy, which violates the fundamental right to a defense and presumption of
innocence.

e Tyler has the right to remain silent and not disclose strategy unless and until required
by lawful procedure or court order—this does not qualify absent foundation.

3. Improper Coercion via Psychiatric Evaluation

e The State seeks to force psychiatric evaluation simply upon the filing of notice—this is
not automatic, and doing so prematurely violates the right to bodily autonomy and
medical privacy.

e Under the ADA and federal due process, any such evaluation must be narrowly
justified and least invasive.

4. Weaponizing Procedure to Paint Defendant as Mentally Incompetent

e Filing this publicly implies a mental defense where none was made, serving to taint jury
pool and public perception.

e This could be viewed as a form of prosecutorial misconduct and abuse of authority,
especially if used to discredit unrelated lawful assertions (like trust rights, estate interests,
etc.).

Pattern of Prosecutorial Misuse
This motion continues the pattern established by others filed by the same prosecutor:

e Limiting admissible evidence (e.g., excluding estate facts).

e Preventing reference to judicial misconduct (e.g., motion about “improper
motivation”).

e Gagging defense strategy (e.g., motions in limine on alibi, insanity, estate references).

Taken together, they reflect an orchestrated effort to:
e Control narrative,

e Constrain defense arguments, and
e Mischaracterize Tyler to the court, undermining a fair trial.

CONCLUSION:

This motion holds no lawful weight unless and until the defense declares intent to raise an
insanity defense. As no such notice has been given, this motion is:



Premature, prejudicial, and procedurally void;
A clear example of prosecutorial overreach and coercive pre-trial positioning;

e Reflective of malicious abuse of the court system to discredit and delegitimize the
defendant’s lawful and constitutional positions.

MOTIONS IN LIMINE — CATEGORY ANALYSIS

SECTION 1: STATE'S MOTION IN LIMINE RE PROBATE OF THE ESTATE OF
ROBERT CALKINS & BARB STOESER
(Motion to Exclude Any Mention or Evidence of the Calkins/Stoeser Estate Proceedings)

Summary of Motion

The State's motion seeks to preclude the defense (Tyler-Jay: Stoeser-Calkins©™) from
referencing any aspect of the probate or partition litigation involving Robert Calkins or Barb
Stoeser, arguing that such matters are irrelevant to the present criminal proceeding.

This motion aims to bar Tyler from referencing:

FLP (Family Limited Partnership) agreements,

Judicial acts and omissions in probate/partition matters,
Contflicts of interest by Judge Klinger, and

Historical context and motive for retaliation by state actors.

Legal and Constitutional Analysis

1. Violation of the Sixth Amendment



o The Sixth Amendment secures the right to present a complete defense, including
the right to confront one’s accuser, introduce relevant evidence, and tell one’s
story.

o Washington v. Texas, 388 U.S. 14 (1967): The Court ruled that excluding a
defendant's relevant evidence violates the Compulsory Process Clause.

2. Violation of the First Amendment

o Suppressing truthful, relevant speech in a public forum (the courtroom) is prior
restraint, barred by New York Times v. United States, 403 U.S. 713 (1971).

o Retaliation for redress efforts in the estate case chills the right to petition
government, protected by the First Amendment.

3. Violation of Due Process (Fifth and Ninth Amendments)

o Preventing the jury from hearing the full story is manipulation of the
fact-finding process, resulting in a constructive denial of due process.

o Ninth Amendment recognizes that fundamental rights not explicitly listed (e.g.,
defending private property, trust rights) are still protected.

4. Violation of Article VI, Clause 2 — The Supremacy Clause

o This motion attempts to subordinate federal equity claims, partnership
interests, and trust law to state-level criminal procedure, in clear violation of
the federal supremacy doctrine.

5. Ultra Vires Conduct — Lack of Authority

o Prosecutor Anna Mahar lacks lawful standing to instruct the court to suppress
equitable claims, especially while under direct conflict arising from her role in
related estate matters.

o There is no lawful grant under SDCL Ch. 19-19 (Rules of Evidence) or criminal
procedure to categorically bar trust and estate evidence relevant to the context
of alleged wrongdoing.

6. Conflict of Interest and Bad Faith

o Attempting to conceal evidence that demonstrates prosecutorial misconduct,
judicial bias, and retaliatory motive constitutes fraud upon the tribunal (see
Hazel-Atlas Glass Co. v. Hartford-Empire Co., 322 U.S. 238 (1944)).

o This creates a self-serving concealment of government wrongdoing and is
legally impermissible under Brady v. Maryland, 373 U.S. 83 (1963).

7. Equity Principles Violated

o "He who comes into equity must come with clean hands."

— The State cannot ask for equitable relief (exclusion) while simultaneously
acting in bad faith by covering up historical misdeeds.

o "Equity will not suffer a wrong without a remedy."

— Excluding this evidence removes the remedy for the wrongs suffered in trust
and estate mismanagement.

Criminal and Civil Exposure (Consequences)

e 18 U.S.C. § 242 — Deprivation of rights under color of law.
18 U.S.C. § 1512(b) — Witness tampering and obstruction by excluding key evidence.



42 U.S.C. § 1983 — Civil rights action for deprivation of constitutional rights.
SDCL § 22-12A-1 — Obstruction of justice in South Dakota law.

e SDCL Ch. 19-19 (Evidence Rules) — Cannot exclude relevant, probative evidence
unless clearly outweighed by prejudice—which the State has not demonstrated.

Conclusion and Recommendation

This motion is legally void, procedurally defective, and morally bankrupt. It:
e Attempts to bury the context of the criminal charges,
e Seeks to whitewash state malfeasance, and

e Violates multiple tiers of jurisdictional, constitutional, and evidentiary law.

It must be stricken in full, and sanctions may be appropriate for prosecutorial misconduct and
intentional interference with due process.

MOTIONS IN LIMINE - CATEGORY

SECTION 2: STATE'S MOTION IN LIMINE RE CHARACTER AND OTHER ACTS
EVIDENCE — MOTION FOR DEADLINE
(Moving to exclude any character evidence or evidence of prior acts unless pre-disclosed)

Summary of Motion

This motion, filed by the prosecution, seeks to bar the defense from introducing any
character evidence, past conduct, or “other acts” evidence unless it is disclosed ahead of trial
by a specified deadline.

It relies on Rule 404 and Rule 405 of the South Dakota Rules of Evidence (SDCL §
19-19-404/405), intending to block evidence that might demonstrate:

Tyler’s character for truthfulness, integrity, or peacefulness,

His history as a caretaker of family property,

Past honorable acts inconsistent with the charges,

Any prior acts of others (state actors, family members, law enforcement) which reflect on
their credibility or motive.

Legal and Constitutional Analysis



Constitutional Right to Present a Complete Defense — Sixth Amendment

o Under Chambers v. Mississippi, 410 U.S. 284 (1973), a criminal defendant has a
right to present witnesses and evidence on his own behalf, including evidence
of good character.

o Rule 404 does not bar character evidence offered by the accused in his
defense, particularly where the government is attacking his credibility, integrity,
or sanity.

Violation of Due Process (Fifth, Sixth, and Ninth Amendments)

o This motion attempts to place burdensome procedural barriers around Tyler’s
ability to present exculpatory and mitigating evidence.

o The Ninth Amendment reserves all unenumerated rights to the
people—including the right to be known and judged according to one’s lawful
character.

Equity and Trust Law Implications

o Tyler is not merely a criminal defendant; he is also a beneficiary and
fiduciary-in-fact of a trust whose defense includes exposing malicious actors.

o Attempts to block this context violate “clean hands” equity and prevent redress
for breach of trust and conflict of interest.

Hypocrisy and Asymmetry

o While the prosecution can introduce character-related evidence (e.g., motive,
behavior patterns), this motion seeks to disarm the defense from doing the same.

o Such asymmetric gagging of the accused is inherently unjust and contradicts the
fairness required in Article III adversarial proceedings.

Procedural Malice and Bad Faith

o The inclusion of an artificial deadline without regard to the interactive or
evolving nature of a defense case, particularly for a pro se litigant, reflects
procedural entrapment.

o It’s a thinly veiled attempt to cripple the defense by preemptive exclusion,
particularly where Tyler has been denied meaningful access to discovery,
assistance, or court accommodations.

SDCL Violations
o SDCL § 19-19-404 permits a defendant to offer evidence of a pertinent trait of
character.

o This motion falsely assumes that such evidence is presumptively inadmissible
unless sanctioned by the State’s timeline, which is not supported by law.

Violations, Crimes, and Legal Exposure

18 U.S.C. § 242 — Color of law deprivation of the right to a fair trial.

18 U.S.C. § 371 — Conspiracy to defraud the United States or deny civil rights.
42 U.S.C. § 1983 — Civil action for deprivation of rights under color of law.
SDCL § 22-11-27 — Obstruction of criminal proceedings through suppression of
evidence.



Hazelwood v. United States, constructive fraud upon the court by intentional
suppression of lawful defense strategies.

Equity Maxims Applied

“Equity delights in the truth.”

— The State’s attempt to filter or censor the truth based on procedural gamesmanship is
directly adverse to equity.

“No one shall profit from their own wrong.”

— The prosecution, engaged in repeated violations of rights and jurisdictional overreach,
now seeks to suppress character evidence that would show those violations.

Conclusion and Recommendation

This motion is:

Legally defective for failing to meet the threshold for suppressing constitutionally
protected defense evidence,

Equitably unconscionable, as it attempts to weaponize deadlines to destroy exculpatory
content, and

Procedurally malicious, serving no legitimate legal aim but to obstruct Tyler’s ability to
defend himself and expose the deeper violations at issue.

It should be summarily stricken and followed by a motion for sanctions under Rule 11
(bad-faith pleading), as well as a federal 1983 claim for violation of constitutional rights
under color of law.

MOTIONS IN LIMINE — CATEGORY

SECTION 3: STATE’S MOTION IN LIMINE RE THIRD-PARTY PERPETRATOR
EVIDENCE

Summary of Motion

This motion seeks to preclude the defense from introducing evidence or argument that any
person other than Tyler committed the alleged offense—unless the defense can meet a



stringent pretrial standard showing that such evidence is directly exculpatory and not merely
speculative.

The prosecution asserts that unless Tyler can present "clear and convincing" pretrial evidence
linking a third party to the crime, no argument, no mention, no questioning, and no theory
related to third-party involvement may be permitted before the jury.

Legal and Constitutional Analysis

1. Sixth Amendment — Right to Present a Defense
o The U.S. Supreme Court in Holmes v. South Carolina, 547 U.S. 319 (2006),
struck down state evidentiary rules that arbitrarily excluded third-party
culpability evidence, holding that such restrictions violated due process and the
right to present a defense.
o The rule proposed in this motion is a mirror of what was deemed
unconstitutional in Holmes: exclusion of defense theories simply because the
State doesn't believe they meet a credibility threshold.
2. Fourteenth Amendment — Due Process
o Exclusion of third-party perpetrator evidence without a jury hearing it violates the
right to a fair trial. This motion amounts to judicial gatekeeping that places the
judge—not the jury—as the sole arbiter of what facts and theories may be heard.
3. Fifth Amendment — Presumption of Innocence
o This motion improperly shifts the burden onto the defense to prove someone else
did it, rather than maintaining the State’s burden to prove guilt beyond a
reasonable doubt. It undermines the presumption of innocence.
4. Violation of Rule of Completeness and Confrontation
o In suppressing relevant third-party evidence, especially if tied to family estate
disputes or internal trust conflicts, this motion violates the confrontation clause
and rules of completeness (SDCL § 19-19-106), as Tyler must be allowed to
explore alternative causality and adverse motives.

South Dakota and Federal Law Violations

e SDCL § 23A-22-5: The defendant has the right to compulsory process for witnesses and
evidence.

e SDCL § 19-19-401-404: Relevance rules do not support total exclusion of third-party
motive evidence when it is linked to plausible disputes or documented bad acts.

e 42 U.S.C. § 1983: Any judicial officer or prosecutor who enforces a policy that blocks
constitutionally protected defense strategy opens the door to federal claims.

e SDCL § 22-11-28: Any attempt to knowingly suppress or exclude material facts in a
criminal proceeding is a felony in South Dakota.



Equitable and Ethical Consequences

e Suppression of Exculpatory Evidence (Brady violation)
— If any third-party evidence exists that points away from Tyler and is known to the
State, this motion may amount to an intentional Brady suppression.

e Fraud upon the Court
— If the State attempts to preclude third-party perpetrator evidence while knowing the
existence of alternate suspects, this rises to constructive fraud and obstruction of
justice.

e Misfeasance and Prosecutorial Overreach
— This is a textbook example of weaponizing pretrial procedure to obstruct defense
rights, essentially trying to script the trial in the prosecution's favor, in violation of
adversarial fairness under /n re Winship, 397 U.S. 358 (1970).

Conclusion and Demand
This motion is:

e Constitutionally infirm, violating multiple amendments including the Sixth and
Fourteenth;

e Procedurally abusive, seeking to censor legitimate defense strategy under an unproven
burden standard;

e Equitably reprehensible, as it attempts to monopolize causation and motive while
foreclosing Tyler from offering alternative narratives—especially in a case involving
proven family estate conflict, breaches of fiduciary duty, and judicial entanglement.

It should be denied outright and accompanied by a counter-motion to allow full exploration of

all third-party motives, including potential state actor misconduct, familial conflict, and
mishandling of estate administration—matters at the heart of Tyler's defense.

MOTIONS IN LIMINE — CATEGORY

SECTION 4: STATE’S MOTION IN LIMINE RE PROBATE OF THE ESTATE OF
ROBERT CALKINS & BARB STOESER

Summary of Motion



This motion attempts to prohibit the defense from referencing the probate of the estates of
Robert Calkins and Barb Stoeser during trial proceedings. The State argues such matters are
irrelevant, prejudicial, or confusing to the jury and seeks to bar any mention of probate-related
facts, disputes, or court history involving those estates.

Legal and Constitutional Analysis

1.

Sixth Amendment — Right to Present a Full Defense
o Tyler has a constitutionally protected right to explain motive, causation, and
context for his actions or the surrounding events. The probate issues are not
collateral—they go directly to the motive and credibility of the parties involved.
o Estate litigation, trust disputes, and property partition directly implicate the
State’s conflict of interest, as some of the same officers (Judge Klinger, among
others) are involved across both civil and criminal jurisdictions. Suppressing this
history constitutes judicial sanitization and denial of full and fair trial rights.
First Amendment — Petition Clause
o Tyler has lawfully petitioned courts—including federal court—regarding the
administration of these estates. To bar reference to those proceedings is to
suppress protected First Amendment activity and conceal public grievances
from the record.
Fourteenth Amendment — Due Process and Equal Protection
o Itis fundamentally unjust to prosecute someone without letting them explain the
relevant factual environment surrounding the alleged events, particularly when
that environment includes intergenerational property disputes, breaches of
trust, and potential misappropriation of estate assets.

South Dakota and Federal Law Violations

SDCL § 19-19-401 & 402: Evidence of motive, intent, or plan is admissible when
relevant to the matter at hand. Estate conflicts, and misaligned incentives regarding
property and succession, are directly relevant.

SDCL § 15-6-26(b)(1) (Rules of Discovery): Permits parties to investigate any
nonprivileged matter relevant to claims or defenses—probate history is clearly within this
scope.

18 U.S.C. § 241 and 242: If this exclusion conceals judicial or prosecutorial collusion in
violating civil rights under color of law, it triggers federal criminal liability.

Brady v. Maryland, 373 U.S. 83 (1963): Any attempt to suppress facts material to the
defense, including those that expose bias, motive, or ulterior interest of witnesses, is a
constitutional violation.




Equitable and Ethical Consequences

e Conflict Concealment: The motion appears to deliberately shield state actors and
family members from scrutiny, knowing that probate and trust mismanagement are
central to Tyler’s defense.

e Fraud on the Court: To prevent introduction of legal proceedings in which state officers
and family members are involved constitutes intentional misrepresentation and
obfuscation of relevant history.

e Constructive Fraud and Legal Gaslighting: The motion essentially demands that the
court and jury accept a falsely sterilized version of events, stripping Tyler of any ability
to explain how wrongful takings, mismanagement, or judicial bias created the conditions
for criminal accusations.

Contextual Importance

e The partition of the Calkins Ranch was handled by the same Judge (Klinger) presiding
over Tyler’s case, who was served in federal litigation as a named respondent—a
grave conflict of interest.

e The inclusion of non-linear heirs and the violation of the Family Limited Partnership
Agreement (FLP) is central to understanding Tyler’s position, grievances, and defense
theory.

e The prosecutor and court’s attempt to remove this context is a profound distortion of
justice and deprivation of exculpatory evidence.

Conclusion and Demand
This motion is:

e Legally insupportable, as it attempts to exclude critical evidence of motive, bias, and
conflict;

e Constitutionally infirm, as it violates Tyler’s Sixth and Fourteenth Amendment rights;

e Equitably unjust, seeking to manufacture a sterilized record in a case full of intertwined
fiduciary, familial, and procedural misconduct.

Demand: This motion should be stricken in its entirety, and the defense must be permitted to
fully reference the estate proceedings, trust documents, partition orders, and related litigation,
particularly where they form the foundation of motive, retaliation, and abuse of process.



MOTIONS IN LIMINE — CATEGORY

SECTION 5: STATE’S MOTION IN LIMINE RE CHARACTER AND OTHER ACTS
EVIDENCE - MOTION FOR DEADLINE

Summary of Motion

The State seeks to preclude the defense from introducing evidence regarding Tyler’s character or
other acts not directly related to the criminal allegations unless proper notice is given by a set
deadline. The State attempts to invoke Rules of Evidence 404 and 405, asserting that such
evidence is inadmissible unless it meets narrowly defined criteria.

Legal and Constitutional Analysis
1. Sixth Amendment — Right to Present a Defense

e The motion attempts to narrow Tyler’s ability to introduce character-based rebuttal
evidence that may be central to understanding his behavior, motives, and trustworthiness.

e Federal and South Dakota constitutional jurisprudence guarantee the right to “present a
complete defense” (see Crane v. Kentucky, 476 U.S. 683 (1986))—which includes
character evidence when relevant.

2. Rule 404(a)(2) — Exception Permitting the Accused’s Character Defense

e Under South Dakota and federal analogues to Rule 404(a)(2), an accused may offer
evidence of a pertinent trait of character, and if admitted, the prosecution opens itself
to rebuttal.

e The motion seeks to chill the defense from offering such evidence preemptively, which is
an overreach unless the defense has already signaled intent to violate evidentiary
standards.

3. Rule 405(a) — Permits Testimony on Character by Reputation or Opinion

e The defense has the right to offer evidence via reputation or opinion about Tyler’s
peacefulness, honesty, or integrity if those are challenged.

South Dakota and Federal Legal Conflicts

e SDCL § 19-19-404 & 405: Authorizes character evidence in defense where relevant,
especially if the State has suggested bad motive, intent, or mens rea.



e SDCL § 23A-22-8: The accused has a right to put on a full defense, including character
when material.

e SDCL § 15-6-16 (Discovery): While discovery rules allow for reasonable timelines, they
cannot eliminate entire categories of lawful evidence.

e Brady v. Maryland, 373 U.S. 83 (1963): The State’s effort to curtail exculpatory or
mitigating character evidence may rise to the level of suppression if it materially affects
Tyler’s defense.

Equity and Ethical Analysis

e Prejudicial Limitation on Exculpatory Defense: The State’s attempt to restrict Tyler’s
ability to demonstrate character, especially in a complex family dispute where demeanor
and integrity are under question, is an obstruction of truth.

e Chilling Effect: Imposing arbitrary or early deadlines chills the defense from exploring
or introducing evidence critical to understanding Tyler’s conduct, especially if the State
alleges motive, ill will, or aggression.

e Prosecutorial Overreach: This motion assumes bad faith or incompetence on the part
of the defense, while asserting total control over admissibility—without yet knowing the
scope or intent of the defense’s character presentation.

Consequences and Constitutional Offenses

e Denying character evidence unjustifiably prejudices the jury, impairs effective defense,
and distorts perception of Tyler’s actions.

e Violates Due Process under the 5th and 14th Amendments by obstructing evidentiary
fairness.

e Violates the Compulsory Process Clause of the Sixth Amendment by obstructing
evidence critical to rebutting State claims.

e Can be interpreted as a form of prosecutorial misfeasance, misusing court process to
restrict legitimate defenses.

Conclusion and Demand
This motion:
e Seeks to preemptively exclude constitutionally protected evidence of character

without cause;
e Attempts to circumvent established Rule 404(a)(2) and Rule 405(a) standards;



e Ignores the context-specific necessity of allowing character-based rebuttal in a case
rooted in family dynamics, legacy disputes, trust conflicts, and retaliatory conduct by
state actors.

Demand: This motion should be denied in full, and the defense should retain its fundamental
right to introduce character evidence where relevant, timely, and in compliance with law. Any
attempt to arbitrarily restrict or exclude such evidence would constitute a denial of due process
and obstruction of a fair and meaningful defense.

MOTIONS IN LIMINE — CATEGORY

SECTION 6: STATE’S MOTION IN LIMINE RE THIRD-PARTY PERPETRATOR
EVIDENCE

Summary of Motion

The State seeks to exclude any argument, implication, or presentation of evidence that a third
party (someone other than Tyler) committed the alleged offense, unless the defense meets a very
high evidentiary threshold. The motion likely references standards similar to State v. Engesser or
analogous cases requiring that the evidence directly connects the third party to the crime, rather
than creating mere speculation.

Legal and Constitutional Analysis
1. Sixth Amendment — Right to Present a Complete Defense

e A defendant has the constitutional right to present evidence that another party may be
responsible. Chambers v. Mississippi, 410 U.S. 284 (1973), holds that evidentiary rules
cannot be applied mechanistically to defeat the ends of justice.

e Attempts to bar third-party perpetrator evidence outright—without context—violates due
process and the right to compel witnesses and evidence in the defendant’s favor.

2. South Dakota Law: SDCL § 23A-22-5 and § 23A-22-8

e These statutes secure the right to introduce competent evidence and compel the
attendance of witnesses. Third-party culpability, when properly connected by motive,
opportunity, or other probative value, is not speculation, it is constitutional defense.



3. Overreach of the Prosecution

e The State’s motion fails to distinguish between inadmissible speculation and admissible
reasonable doubt evidence.

e When the defense can provide any linkage (motive, opportunity, threats, inconsistencies),
excluding that evidence amounts to a judicially enforced presumption of guilt.

Relevant Precedent

e Holmes v. South Carolina, 547 U.S. 319 (2006): The U.S. Supreme Court overturned a
South Carolina evidentiary rule that excluded third-party perpetrator evidence solely
based on the strength of the State’s case. This decision clarified that the strength of the
prosecution's case cannot be the basis to block alternative defense theories.

e Cranev. Kentucky, 476 U.S. 683 (1986): It is unconstitutional to prevent a defendant
from presenting his version of events, including alternative suspects.

Equity and Ethical Failures

e The motion essentially asks the court to protect the State from embarrassment or
alternative theories of the case. In equity, this amounts to judicial concealment of
material facts.

e Any third-party theory presented in good faith, and supported by circumstantial or
testimonial evidence, is valid. Blocking it is not a preservation of order—it is a corruption
of justice.

Consequences and Violations

Fifth Amendment — Due process violation for suppressing exculpatory evidence.
Sixth Amendment — Obstructs the right to present witnesses and evidence.
Brady v. Maryland, 373 U.S. 83 (1963) — The prosecution may be culpable of
suppressing evidence favorable to the defense if alternative perpetrators are known but
ignored or dismissed.

e Ethical Misconduct — This motion places the prosecutor in a position of active
obstruction of the truth-seeking function of the court.

Final Assessment and Demand

This motion to exclude third-party perpetrator evidence:



Assumes guilt as its foundation;

Seeks to sanitize the State’s narrative from challenge;

Violates multiple constitutional guarantees;

And reflects procedural malice by preemptively attempting to limit the scope of Tyler’s
defense based on subjective thresholds of “credibility.”

Demand: The court must deny this motion in its entirety. The defense must retain full liberty
to offer any reasonable evidence that another person committed the offense. To do otherwise is to
declare Tyler guilty before trial, to the court's disgrace.

MOTIONS IN LIMINE — CATEGORY

SECTION 7: STATE’S MOTION IN LIMINE RE PROBATE OF THE ESTATE OF
ROBERT CALKINS & BARB STOESER

Summary of Motion

In this motion, the State moves to prohibit any reference—whether by Tyler, his counsel, or
witnesses—to the probate proceedings of the estates of Robert Calkins and Barb Stoeser during
trial. The State claims that such references are irrelevant, prejudicial, or otherwise outside the
scope of the criminal matter.

Legal and Constitutional Analysis
1. Foundational Error of the State
The State's motion fails to acknowledge the material connection between the criminal charges
and the civil estate proceedings. Tyler’s involvement in those probate matters—particularly his
objections, filings, and defense of family trust assets—form the actual backdrop of the conflict.

The dispute over estate property and procedural violations in those trusts is not irrelevant; it is
central to motive, intent, and justification.

2. Sixth Amendment — Right to Present a Complete Defense

By attempting to exclude all reference to the estates, the State is actively obstructing Tyler’s right
to:

e Provide context to his actions and intentions,



e Challenge the alleged criminal narrative with facts showing malicious targeting by state
actors during probate litigation,

e Present motive for the retaliation against him by persons who were directly affected by
his probate objections.

3. First Amendment — Right to Petition

Tyler exercised his right to petition courts—through filings, objections, and
affidavits—regarding irregularities and fraud in the administration of the Calkins estate and
trust. Punishing him or silencing that history violates:

e The Petition Clause of the First Amendment,

e And the doctrine of unconstitutional retaliation (see Hartman v. Moore, 547 U.S. 250
(2006)).

4. Doctrine of Judicial Notice (Fed. R. Evid. 201 / SDCL § 19-10-2)

Estate matters, especially if filed in the same or related courts, are public records, admissible for
judicial notice. The existence, scope, and content of such records cannot be shielded from view
when they help explain the prosecution’s actions or the defense’s position.

Equity, Trust Law, and Fiduciary Breach

e This motion is a textbook act of suppression. It attempts to remove the very evidence
that shows ultra vires action, judicial misconduct, fiduciary breach, and likely
retaliation against a beneficiary seeking redress.

e In trust law, the beneficiary (Tyler) has the right to challenge improper estate activity.
The State’s criminal case appears to be a punitive consequence for doing so, which is
unclean hands by the State.

Statutory Support

e SDCL § 55-1-1 to § 55-1-22 — Governs trust rights, fiduciary duties, and beneficiary
protections.

e 42 U.S. Code § 1983 — Civil action for deprivation of rights. Any attempt to criminalize
or conceal valid legal objections in estate matters may rise to the level of a constitutional
tort.

Legal Misconduct Indicators



e Prosecutorial Overreach — Attempting to redefine material facts as “inadmissible”
simply because they’re inconvenient.
Tortious Interference — Preventing rightful engagement in probate court.
Malicious Prosecution — Using criminal law to suppress equitable challenges.

Final Assessment and Demand

This motion is not merely a procedural maneuver—it is a deliberate attempt to silence the
historical record that shows misconduct by state actors, including the improper partition of
family land and violation of trust law. The State seeks to deprive Tyler of a lawful defense by
pretending the trigger for the entire matter never happened.

Demand: The motion must be denied. Any reference to the Calkins and Stoeser probate estates

is highly relevant, foundational to the defense, and constitutionally protected. Suppressing it
violates due process, fair trial guarantees, and the very integrity of judicial review.

MOTIONS IN LIMINE — CATEGORY

SECTION 8: STATE’S MOTION IN LIMINE RE CHARACTER AND OTHER ACTS
EVIDENCE - MOTION FOR DEADLINE

Summary of Motion

In this motion, the prosecution seeks a preemptive ban on any evidence, testimony, or reference
to the character of Tyler or any other actors (state agents included), as well as any “prior acts”
that may suggest motives, patterns, or ethical violations. They additionally attempt to impose a
deadline on the defense to disclose such material, which further limits the ability to present a full
defense.

Legal and Constitutional Analysis
1. Misuse of Rule 404 and 405 (SDCL § 19-12-4, § 19-12-5)

The State cites the rule that character evidence is inadmissible to prove conduct on a particular
occasion, but it ignores the many exceptions where such evidence is not only permitted but
critical, including:



e When character is a material element of the defense (e.g., integrity of the defendant
when malice is charged),

e When prior acts of state agents or third parties show motive, bias, pattern of abuse,
retaliation, or conspiracy,

e When witness credibility is at issue.

Here, character and conduct evidence is essential because:

e The prosecution’s actions arose from trust litigation and family estate disputes,
e Key officials (judges, lawyers, sheriffs) involved have documented history with Tyler,
e Multiple actors stand in direct fiduciary conflict with Tyler’s legal standing in the trust.

2. Sixth Amendment — Compulsory Process and Effective Defense

Restricting character or prior-acts evidence cripples the defense from showing the true nature of
the parties and what actually led to this prosecution. This is a denial of:

e The right to confront the State’s witnesses, and
e The right to call witnesses favorable to the defense (including those who can speak to
character or show motive).

3. Equity and Trust Law: Intent, Conduct, and Patterns Matter

In both equity and trust law, the conduct and good faith of parties is a central question. If the
prosecution arises as retaliation or suppression of trust-related claims, character evidence of
the parties involved (such as probate actors, co-heirs, or opposing counsel) becomes highly
relevant.

What the Motion is Really Doing
This motion is a disguised gag order, designed to:

e Shield government actors from scrutiny,
e Prevent Tyler from identifying patterns of official misconduct,
e And block the jury from seeing that Tyler was the one under attack, not the aggressor.

It’s especially suspicious that the State is demanding a deadline, when prosecutors themselves
often violate disclosure timelines, and courts grant them liberal extensions. Yet they ask to cut
short the defense’s ability to develop a character-based or pattern-based theory of their
case.

Statutory Support



e SDCL § 19-12-5 (Rule 405) — Character evidence may be admissible when character is
an essential element or when motive, opportunity, intent, preparation, plan,
knowledge, identity, or absence of mistake or accident is at issue.

SDCL § 23A-13-9 — State discovery rules must be reciprocal and fair.
42 U.S.C. § 1983 — Malicious prosecution and retaliation for protected conduct opens the
door to character and motive evidence of government actors.

e Federal Rules of Evidence 608, 609, and 613 — All allow for impeachment of witnesses
and exposing bias or prior dishonest acts.

Violations and Consequences

e Due Process Violation — Suppressing exculpatory character evidence violates Brady v.
Maryland, 373 U.S. 83 (1963).

e First Amendment Violation — If Tyler’s prior protected activity is used against him, it
opens the door to character rebuttal and motivation defenses.

e Prosecutorial Misconduct — Attempting to block impeachment and evidentiary
relevance without factual support.

Final Assessment and Demand

This motion is legally untenable and strategically malicious. It seeks to preemptively exclude the
defendant’s right to rebut, even where character, motive, and retaliation are central to the
defense. The State cannot hide behind procedure while it weaponizes the court process.

Demand: This motion must be struck. The defense must retain full rights to present any

admissible evidence—especially that which shows bias, motive, credibility, retaliation, fiduciary
conflict, and character relevant to the allegations.

MOTIONS IN LIMINE — CATEGORY

SECTION 9: STATE’S MOTION IN LIMINE RE THIRD-PARTY PERPETRATOR
EVIDENCE

Summary of Motion



The prosecution seeks to preclude the defense from presenting any evidence or argument
that another person—besides the defendant—may have committed the alleged crime unless
stringent preconditions are met. This is a common “gatekeeping” motion but, in this case, it is
being misused to shield relevant persons—possibly co-participants or malicious actors in an
ongoing pattern of estate-based retaliation—from scrutiny.

Legal and Constitutional Analysis
1. Sixth Amendment — Compulsory Process and Presenting a Defense

The Sixth Amendment guarantees the accused the right to present a complete defense,
including the right to:

e Present evidence of third-party culpability,
e (Cross-examine witnesses for bias, motive, and intent,
e Introduce alternate theories of the crime.

The U.S. Supreme Court has held that this right is foundational to a fair trial, and any rule or
motion that categorically excludes relevant exculpatory evidence—especially when it relates
to other potential actors—violates due process.

L Chambers v. Mississippi, 410 U.S. 284 (1973):

“Few rights are more fundamental than that of an accused to present witnesses in his own
defense.”

L' Holmes v. South Carolina, 547 U.S. 319 (2006):

“Arbitrary rules that exclude third-party perpetrator evidence based on speculative rationale
violate due process.”

2. Rule Misapplication (SDCL § 19-19-403 and § 19-19-404)

The State likely invokes Rule 403 (undue prejudice) or Rule 404 (other acts) to argue that
such third-party theories are speculative. But under both South Dakota law and federal law,
third-party perpetrator evidence is explicitly permitted when:

e [t tends to raise reasonable doubt,
e It’s tied to motive, opportunity, or connection to the crime,
e It is not merely speculative but based on circumstantial or testimonial foundation.

In Tyler’s matter, the entire prosecution is closely tied to estate and probate actors, many of
whom had motive, opportunity, and means to retaliate, manipulate evidence, or shift blame.



What the Motion is Really Doing
This motion is a direct effort to:

Control the narrative, eliminating inconvenient truths,
Silence any exposure of alternative suspects or patterns of abuse in estate and trust
administration,

e Prevent Tyler from defending himself by showing that the true source of the conflict
and legal entanglement lies with bad-faith state actors, probate participants, or
competing heirs.

Supporting Authority

e SDCL § 23A-22-15 — The accused is entitled to introduce evidence tending to show
innocence, including evidence implicating others.

e Federal Rules of Evidence 401 and 402 — All relevant evidence is admissible unless
specifically excluded by law.

e 28 U.S.C. § 1738 — Full Faith and Credit: court records showing alternate legal
proceedings, family disputes, and rival interests are relevant and admissible.

e Restatement (Second) of Trusts — Trust beneficiaries may lawfully defend against
improper distribution, which includes identifying those improperly favored or
misdirecting trust assets.

Violations and Consequences

e Due Process Violation — Blanket prohibition on third-party defense evidence violates
Crane v. Kentucky, 476 U.S. 683 (1986).

e Equal Protection Violation — Prosecutorial favoritism or refusal to pursue leads because
of political or personal allegiance is actionable under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

e Fraud on the Court — If third-party culpability is known to the State or inferred from the
case file but actively suppressed, it may constitute constructive fraud and prosecutorial
concealment.

Final Assessment and Demand
This motion, though procedural in appearance, is materially prejudicial. It seeks to:

e Cut off an entire theory of innocence,



e Protect estate-involved wrongdoers,
e Deprive Tyler of the most basic foundation of criminal defense: the right to tell the
full story.

Demand: This motion must be denied. Tyler must be permitted to present evidence of third-party

motive, opportunity, and interference—especially where trust interests, familial conflict, and
official misconduct are deeply intertwined.

MOTIONS IN LIMINE - CATEGORY

SECTION 10: STATE’S MOTION TO SEQUESTER DEFENSE WITNESSES

Summary of Motion

The prosecution moves to exclude or sequester defense witnesses from observing trial
proceedings prior to testifying, likely under South Dakota Codified Law and Rules of Evidence,
which allow the court to exclude witnesses to prevent the tailoring of testimony. However, such
motions, especially when used unilaterally or discriminatorily, become weapons to hinder the
defense—particularly self-represented defendants like Tyler—from organizing testimony and
ensuring due process.

Legal and Constitutional Analysis
1. Sixth Amendment — Right to Present a Defense

While courts have discretion to sequester witnesses (SDCL § 19-19-615), this discretion is not
unlimited and must not:

e Obstruct the defense's ability to prepare and coordinate witness testimony,
e Create undue burdens for pro se litigants,
e Interfere with protected rights under the Confrontation Clause.

L Taylor v. Illinois, 484 U.S. 400 (1988):

“The accused has a constitutional right to present his own witnesses to establish a defense... this
right is a fundamental element of due process.”




What the Motion is Actually Doing
This motion seeks to:

Disrupt the coordination and confidence of defense witnesses,
Undermine Tyler’s access to competent supporting testimony,

e Prevent witnesses from hearing prosecution arguments that may be crucial to rebutting
falsehoods or clarifying context,

e Unduly isolate witnesses, even when they are family members or essential trust
participants with overlapping knowledge.

In Tyler’s case, many of the witnesses are not just fact witnesses, but also trust beneficiaries,
adverse parties to estate fraud, and individuals harmed by state actor misconduct. Their
coordinated testimony is essential.

Supporting Law and Analysis

e SDCL § 19-19-615 — Allows witness exclusion “so they cannot hear the testimony of
other witnesses,” but provides exceptions for:
o A party who is a natural person,
o Individuals essential to the presentation of a party’s case,
o Persons authorized by statute (e.g., ADA assistants, trust representatives).

e 28 C.F.R. § 35.160 — ADA accommodation law applies if a defense witness is assisting a
disabled defendant like Tyler.

e Equity Jurisprudence — In equitable disputes, where trust and fiduciary misconduct are
central, courts must allow all relevant voices to be heard. Witness sequestration that
prejudices truth-seeking violates the maxim: “He who comes into equity must come
with clean hands.”

Violations and Consequences

e Due Process Violation — Blanket exclusion of key defense witnesses without
individualized assessment violates Washington v. Texas, 388 U.S. 14 (1967).

e Denial of Equal Participation — Especially prejudicial where the prosecution's witnesses
(officers, attorneys) are allowed to sit through proceedings.

e ADA Violation — If any witness is acting as a cognitive or comprehension aid for Tyler,
exclusion is discriminatory.

Final Assessment and Demand



This motion, though facially routine, is deployed here with procedural malice, aiming to:

Disrupt the defense’s organizational capacity,
Prevent inter-witness corroboration critical in a factually complex trust and estate
retaliation matter,

e Suppress collaborative testimony on matters outside the scope of the prosecution’s
limited narrative.

Demand: The Court must deny or heavily restrict this motion’s scope. Tyler’s defense witnesses,
especially trust beneficiaries and those with firsthand knowledge of estate abuse, must not be
excluded under blanket pretext. If any exclusion occurs, the Court must:

e Provide specific findings,

e Allow equitable exceptions,
e Ensure Tyler’s ADA and Sixth Amendment rights are upheld.

MOTIONS IN LIMINE — CATEGORY

SECTION 11: STATE’S MOTION FOR DISCLOSURE OF DEFENSE WITNESSES AND
EXHIBITS

Summary of Motion

This motion demands that Tyler disclose, in advance of trial, the names and subject matter of
defense witnesses and any exhibits he intends to present. The prosecution cites South Dakota
Codified Law and Rule 16-like reciprocal discovery procedures as justification.

Ordinarily, this may appear routine under standard adversarial criminal procedure. However, in
Tyler’s case—where standing, jurisdiction, trust conflict, federal parallel proceedings, and ADA
accommodations are all in dispute—this motion is not merely procedural, but part of an
orchestrated attack to force disclosures in an unequal, retaliatory fashion and suppress
protected defense strategy.

Legal and Constitutional Analysis

1. Fifth Amendment — Right Against Self-Incrimination



The prosecution cannot compel a pro se defendant to involuntarily disclose strategy, exhibits,
or testimony unless:

e The defendant is afforded equal protections,
e There is no retaliation or discriminatory prosecution,
e The court has proper jurisdiction to compel such compliance.

L Wardius v. Oregon, 412 U.S. 470 (1973):

“The Due Process Clause forbids enforcement of alibi rules unless reciprocal discovery rights are
given.”

Tyler is a private trust beneficiary, not a corporate fiction, and has not knowingly or
voluntarily joined the statutory jurisdiction the state presumes. Thus, reciprocity is not merely
procedural—it’s jurisdictional.

2. Due Process Violation — Fundamental Imbalance

e The prosecution has unfettered access to institutional support, investigative agencies,
and pretrial access to the accused’s communications, filings, and family members.

e Tyler is a self-represented man, operating under duress, facing unlawful limitations on
communication, ADA barriers, and institutional retaliation.

e To demand precise pretrial witness and exhibit lists without affording equal investigative
access or procedural aid is a violation of due process.

L Brady v. Maryland, 373 U.S. 83 (1963):

“Suppression by the prosecution of evidence favorable to an accused... violates due process.”

South Dakota & Federal Authority

e SDCL § 23A-13-10 (Reciprocal discovery): Requires reasonable and timely disclosure
only if the prosecution has complied with its own disclosure duties.

e SDCL § 23A-13-1 & 13-3: Prosecutor must first furnish evidence to the defense
(including exculpatory material).

e 28 C.F.R. Part 35 (ADA): If disclosure deadlines impair Tyler’s ability to organize a
defense due to trauma, memory or learning impairment, this must be reasonably
accommodated.

Malfeasance Indicators



e The motion attempts to frame Tyler as non-compliant if he does not provide exhibit
lists within arbitrary deadlines.
e The State fails to acknowledge:
o Tyler’s disability and pro se status,
o Conflicting jurisdictional matters in federal court,
o Active estate litigation that directly relates to the underlying motive of
prosecution.

This demonstrates bad faith and an intention to:
e Prejudice the defense,

e Limit Tyler’s evolving strategic response to constantly shifting charges,
e Bypass constitutional limits on compelled testimony.

Consequences and Equity Analysis

e If granted, this motion would result in procedural entrapment, setting Tyler up for
failure based on deadlines and formatting he is not equipped to meet under duress.
e Equity demands that the court not allow one party (the State) to demand disclosure while
simultaneously:
o Blocking Tyler from referencing relevant family estate matters,
o Moving to limit his evidence and witnesses,
o Ignoring ADA accommodation rights.

L Maxim of Equity: “One who seeks equity must do equity.”

The State cannot expect procedural fairness while operating with unclean hands.

Final Assessment and Demand
This motion should be denied, stayed, or restricted until:

1. The court verifies that the prosecution has fully complied with its own Brady and
reciprocal obligations;

2. Tyler is afforded meaningful accommodations under the ADA;

3. The constitutional question of jurisdiction, standing, and prior estate-related conflicts is
resolved.



MOTIONS IN LIMINE — CATEGORY

SECTION 12: STATE’S MOTION FOR RECIPROCAL DISCOVERY

Summary of Motion

The State's Motion for Reciprocal Discovery seeks to compel Tyler to turn over to the
prosecution any evidence he intends to introduce at trial, including statements, documents,
photographs, physical objects, reports, witness information, and anything the defense may use to
impeach prosecution witnesses. It is based loosely on SDCL § 23A-13-10, modeled on Rule
16(b) of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure.

The prosecution asserts that because it provided discovery materials, Tyler is now obligated to do
the same. This appears superficially reasonable in a typical case—but this is not a typical case.
The current facts show that:

The State lacks verified jurisdiction;

The charges arise from ongoing civil trust litigation, involving active misconduct by state
actors;

Tyler has been denied basic ADA accommodations and access to court;

The prosecution has filed motions in limine to restrict nearly every conceivable
defense.

This motion therefore operates not to ensure fairness, but to unconstitutionally force the defense
to reveal strategy in a rigged, retaliatory proceeding.

Legal and Constitutional Analysis
1. Fifth Amendment — Self-Incrimination and Due Process
e Tyler is representing himself pro se, while also invoking protections of private status,
equity, and ADA accommodations.

e Compelling him to turn over materials—including witness information—without full due
process and reciprocity violates the Fifth Amendment.

L Wardius v. Oregon, 412 U.S. 470 (1973):

“Due process forbids enforcement of alibi rules unless reciprocal discovery rights are given.”



Yet here, Tyler’s ADA rights, equity claims, and constitutional defenses are actively being
suppressed by motions filed simultaneously with this one. This is selective enforcement—a
weaponized procedure.

2. Equity and Unclean Hands Doctrine
The State has:

Interfered in federal trust and estate matters (FLP), to which it is not a party;
Benefited from prior ultra vires acts by judicial officers now presiding in this criminal
matter;

e Denied jurisdictional challenge responses and refused acknowledgment of notices to
recuse;

e Withheld proper and equal access to discovery.

A party who comes into equity must come with clean hands.
If the State is attempting to compel full disclosure from a private trust beneficiary under

duress—while blocking him from introducing FLP and estate documents—it is operating in
fraud and estoppel.

3. South Dakota and Federal Law

e SDCL § 23A-13-10 requires reciprocal discovery only after the State has complied fully
with its own obligations. There is no evidence that exculpatory, Brady, or trust-related
materials were disclosed.

e 42 U.S.C. § 1983 and ADA Title IT (42 U.S.C. § 12131 et seq.): Compelling discovery
from an impaired pro se litigant—without accommodation—yviolates access to courts
under Tennessee v. Lane (541 U.S. 509).

Malfeasance and Bad Faith Indicators

e This motion exists not to balance the playing field, but to overload and trap a disabled
man who is:
o Self-represented,
o Challenging ultra vires acts of judges and prosecutors,
o Targeted for retaliation due to estate-related whistleblowing.

The motion amounts to procedural malice, misfeasance, and prosecutorial
overreach—vparticularly as it is paired with other motions that simultaneously restrict Tyler’s
ability to bring witnesses or reference motive and estate facts.



Consequences and Legal Exposure

e If the court enforces this motion without resolving the jurisdictional, ADA, and equity
violations, it becomes complicit in:
o Due process violations,
Civil rights infringements under 42 U.S.C. § 1983,
ADA Title II violations,
Selective and malicious prosecution claims,
Violations of South Dakota’s own judicial conduct and procedural fairness
doctrines.
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Final Equity Demand
This motion must be:

1. Struck or held in abeyance until the prosecution fulfills all Brady obligations and
verifies jurisdiction;

2. Conditioned on equal accommodation and access under the ADA and South Dakota
court rules;

3. Rejected on the grounds of procedural bad faith, prosecutorial misconduct, and
weaponized discovery intended to overwhelm a disabled private trust beneficiary, in
violation of state and federal law.

MOTIONS IN LIMINE — CATEGORY

SECTION 13: STATE’S MOTION FOR LEAVE TO FILE ADDITIONAL MOTIONS

Summary of Motion

In this motion, the State seeks advance permission from the Court to file further, unspecified
motions after the normal pretrial deadline—without stating what those motions are or why they
could not be filed on time. This is essentially a “placeholder” motion, asking the Court to waive
procedural rules in favor of the prosecution.

Ordinarily, courts discourage open-ended permission to file new arguments because it
undermines trial preparation and blindsides the defense. In this case, the prosecution already has:



Filed a dozen preemptive motions to block Tyler’s entire defense;
Refused to meaningfully address jurisdiction, ADA access, or Brady material;

e Taken steps to narrow the field of discussion to criminalized allegations while censoring
all context from estate or FLP litigation;

e Avoided acknowledging judicial conflicts, federal litigation, and trust-related procedural
defects.

To allow more secretive or prejudicial filings at the eleventh hour—especially while Tyler is
pro se, disabled, and under ADA protection—is not just unreasonable, but potentially
unconstitutional.

Legal and Constitutional Analysis
1. Due Process (5th and 14th Amendments)

Even if one were to accept statutory court process as binding, this request violates procedural
fairness under:

e Brady v. Maryland, 373 U.S. 83 (1963): Requires fair access to material evidence;
e Wardius v. Oregon, 412 U.S. 470 (1973): Forbids one-sided procedural demands;
SDCL § 23A-8-3: Pretrial motions shall be filed before trial unless good cause is shown.

The prosecution has not shown good cause for failing to prepare or file motions on time. Instead,
they seek tactical advantage—keeping Tyler in a state of uncertainty, under continuous
procedural siege.

2. Federal Equity Doctrine: '"Delay as Bad Faith"

In equity, timing and intent matter. Courts have long recognized that where delay is tactical,
rather than necessary, the motive is likely prejudice or ambush.

The prosecution’s request is not made in the interest of justice. It is made:
e After flooding the record with motions to limit Tyler’s defense;
e While refusing to acknowledge judicial bias or federal jurisdictional challenges;

e Without specifying the nature or necessity of future motions.

This is not “good cause”—it is procedural harassment.

3. Conflict with ADA Title IT (42 U.S.C. §§ 12131-12134)



As a litigant with verified need for cognitive accommodation and recording as an auxiliary aid,
Tyler is entitled to stability in proceedings. Open-ended last-minute motions:

e Disrupt preparation for a disabled litigant;
e Prevent meaningful participation in his own defense;
e Violate the interactive process required under 28 C.F.R. § 35.160(b).

Malicious Indicators

e Filed after a barrage of suppressive motions (e.g., barring defense witnesses, third-party
perpetrator evidence, and estate context).
Asks the Court to pre-clear abusive tactics before they’re even disclosed.
Violates the principles of equal footing, adversarial integrity, and pretrial finality.

Consequences and Legal Exposure
If granted, this motion sets a precedent for:

Secret, late-breaking prosecutorial tactics without oversight;

Enhanced risk of ADA violations against a self-represented, impaired litigant;
Procedural “shock and awe” warfare—used as a weapon, not a remedy;

Ethical misconduct under SD Rules of Professional Conduct, Rule 3.8, which imposes
heightened obligations on prosecutors to ensure fairness, not advantage.

Final Equity Demand
This motion must be:

1. Denied with prejudice as a bad-faith maneuver that lacks specificity or justification;
Rejected until the Court adjudicates existing constitutional and equity claims, including
standing and jurisdiction;

3. Sanctioned if further used to ambush, harass, or impair the fair opportunity of defense
under ADA or due process doctrine.

MOTIONS IN LIMINE — CATEGORY



SECTION 14: STATE’S MOTION IN LIMINE RE IMPROPERLY MOTIVATED
PROSECUTION

Summary of Motion

This motion by the prosecution is a preemptive strike against any defense claim that the case is
retaliatory, selective, or motivated by improper governmental purpose. The State seeks a blanket
prohibition on any reference, implication, or suggestion that the prosecution was brought:

e With vindictive motive,
e As retaliation for protected activity (e.g., probate challenges, trust disputes),
e Or as part of a coordinated campaign of abuse, intimidation, or fraud.

In effect, the State demands to silence all claims of prosecutorial abuse, even though such
abuse lies at the heart of the defense’s narrative—and potentially its entire constitutional
argument.

This is an extraordinary and unconstitutional request, especially in light of:

e The ongoing federal civil rights action naming judges and officials connected to this
very matter;

e The severe trust law violations and estate manipulation that are being actively
concealed;

e The pattern of procedural irregularities, ADA denials, and constitutional infractions
already documented in this case.

Legal and Constitutional Analysis
1. First Amendment (Right to Petition and Redress)

The right to bring claims of abuse by the government is protected speech. Tyler has the right to
allege, demonstrate, and argue that:

His prosecution was a form of retaliation;
It arose from his protected estate litigation and objections;
It involved improper influence, coordination, or abuse by state actors.

See:
Hartman v. Moore, 547 U.S. 250 (2006) — Recognizes retaliatory prosecution claims.

Mt. Healthy City Sch. Dist. v. Doyle, 429 U.S. 274 (1977) — Establishes burden-shifting
framework for retaliation.



By seeking to ban all mention of these claims, the State seeks to suppress constitutionally
protected argument and evidence.

2. Fifth and Sixth Amendments (Due Process and Right to Present a Defense)

The right to present a complete defense is not limited to facts favorable to the prosecution.
Denying Tyler the ability to explain:

e Why he believes the charges are tainted;

e How the conflict-ridden judge issued prior orders in estate court;

e Or how the prosecution stems from trust-related property disputes—
—is a denial of fundamental fairness and procedural justice.

See:

o Chambers v. Mississippi, 410 U.S. 284 (1973);
e Holmes v. South Carolina, 547 U.S. 319 (2006).

3. Brady Doctrine and Government Misconduct
If the prosecution has engaged in:

e Selective prosecution,

e Bad-faith retaliation,

e Use of improper influence from civil estate actors or biased judges—

Then this motion is a cover-up, not a legal tool. The Brady rule requires the government to
disclose information that might exonerate the defendant or impeach government witnesses.

To seek a total gag order on government motive is to obstruct discovery and accountability.

4. ADA Title II and Equal Protection

Given that Tyler has claimed both ADA-protected status and pro se standing, a motion like this
further confirms a pattern of targeting and unequal treatment. No “similarly situated”
individual, with extensive civil estate involvement and familial property disputes, would face this
level of suppression.




Malicious Indicators
This motion strongly indicates that the State:
Anticipates being called out for its conduct and seeks to preempt scrutiny;
Is attempting to shield public servants from accountability for prior acts in
probate/trust litigation;

e Understands that its case cannot withstand the full presentation of facts and context.

This is not a motion to preserve trial integrity—it’s a motion to criminalize the truth.

Consequences and Violations

Suppression of protected speech under color of law — 18 U.S.C. § 242;
Denial of due process and defense rights — violating both constitutional and common

law standards;
e Obstruction of justice by using judicial orders to block investigation of governmental

abuse.

Equity and Estoppel Response

In equity, no one may benefit from their own wrong, and he who seeks equity must do
equity. The State cannot:

e Commit serial violations of process;
e Engage in coordinated estate manipulation;
e And then ask the Court to forbid any mention of these facts at trial.

This motion is invalid ab initio and must be:

Struck from the record;
Held as prima facie evidence of prosecutorial bias and unconstitutional retaliation;

3. Used as a trigger for judicial estoppel—prohibiting the State from pretending this case is
untainted.
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