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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 

FOR THE EIGHTH CIRCUIT 

          

David Schied, one of the Sovereign American People 

                        recognized by the U.S. CONSTITUTION; 

     a totally and permanently disabled RECENT  

       QUAD-AMPUTEE; CRIME VICTIM;  

  Common Law and Civil Rights sui juris  

  GRIEVANT / CLAIMANT / BENEFICIARY 

     “BENEFICIARY”  

 

v. 

 

U-HAUL INTERNATIONAL, et al 
Counterclaimant / Defendant / Respondent / Trustee 

    “CO-TRUSTEES” 

 

 

With DEMAND FOR FEDERAL SPECIAL GRAND JURY INVESTIGATION  

(under 18 USC §3332) 

__________________________________________ 
 

 

 

 

 

 

_____________________________________________________ 

 

INTRODUCTION TO THIS “BRIEF” ON “CLAIM” AND “APPEAL”   

BENEFICIARY/RELATOR David Schied, an alleged victim of an attempted 

murder (just recently in 2018) and criminal coverup by agents of the CO-

TRUSTEES of the UNITED STATES, the STATE OF MICHIGAN, and DTE 

ENERGY, was horrendously transformed into a totally and permanently disabled 

quad-amputee.  

On CLAIM and APPEAL 

from the USDC-SDWD 

Civ. No. _21-5035_______ 

CHIEF JUDGE: 

Roberto Lange 

JUDGE: Lawrence Piersol   

 

 

Court of Appeals  

# 21-2873 

DISABLED / BENEFICIARY 

David Schied - RELATOR 

P.O. Box 321  

SPEARFISH, S. DAKOTA 

57783 

605-580-5121 (all calls 

recorded) 

Lawrence Piersol and Roberto Lange and 

Matthew Thelen; acting as the latest in a 

long line of “UNITED STATES” principles 

and agents usurping the Powers otherwise 

“Reserved to the States respectively”, and/or 

“Retained by the [Sovereign] People”. 
 

versus 
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Thereafter – just this year (2021) while living as a totally and permanently 

disabled man living peaceably and reasonably safely under self-quarantine by sworn, 

notarized DECLARATION in compliance with the longstanding 2020-2021 “CDC 

ORDER OF EVICTION MORATORIUM” – BENEFICIARY/RELATOR was 

subsequently criminally “evicted” in the dead of Winter. He thus was forced – during 

a NATIONAL PANDEMIC and without being provided required ADA 

“accommodations” or constitutional “due process” by STATE or UNITED STATES 

court officers – to flee the numerous crime syndicates and domestic terrorists 

operating under the false auspices of being usurpers and insurrectionists otherwise 

masquerading as the “government” of the STATE OF MICHIGAN. Throughout this 

period, the UNITED STATES agents and principals were all notified and remained 

silent in “tacit agreement” with criminal coverup of these proven crimes.   

BENEFICIARY/RELATOR now is declaring himself as a “state refugee” 

living in safety with the sovereign People of the STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA 

jurisdiction. Herein below BENEFICIARY/RELATOR, as persistent “CRIME 

VICTIM,” as repeated “GRIEVANT,” and as long-lasting common law 

“CLAIMANT,” now STATES: 

These instant COMMON LAW actions of “CLAIMS” and “APPEAL” come 

in opposition to the dated and signed – and undated and unsigned – actions 

deliberately taken by the actors and jesters who have long been collectively 

operating a “continuing financial crimes enterprise” as the so-called “UNITED 
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STATES DISTRICT COURT”; one usurping the Federal jurisdiction of the 

“EASTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN, SOUTHERN DIVISION” (hereafter 

“USDCEDM”) in the CITY OF DETROIT in the CHARTER COUNTY OF 

WAYNE, and the other usurping the Federal jurisdiction of the “DISTRICT OF 

SOUTH DAKOTA, WESTERN DIVISION” (hereafter “USDCSDWD”) in RAPID 

CITY (and/or SIOUX FALLS) of the STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA.  

The FACTUAL basis for this “notice” is by Reason and Evidence that the 

“official” acts of the “Court Clerks”, the and the so-called “Judges” of USDCEDM 

and the USDCSDWD have long been engaging in much more than the mere 

“appearance” of a “DEEP STATE” criminal conspiracy to commit SEDITION, 

TREASON, and INSURRECTION against the sovereign People, against the 

sovereign States of Michigan and South Dakota, and against the sovereign (i.e., the 

organic body politic or “True State”) of The United States of America, using a 

plethora of combined RICO CRIMES and DOMESTIC TERRORIST ACTS. 

This is my country! Land of my birth!  

This is my country! Grandest on earth! 

I pledge thee my allegiance, America, the bold, 

For this is my country to have and to hold. 

 

This is my country! Land of my choice! 

This is my country! Hear my proud voice! 

I pledge thee my allegiance, America, the bold, 

For this is my country to have and to hold. 

CORPORATE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT 

 

 

(Lyrics by Don Raye 

and music by Al 

Jacobs) 
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CORPORATE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT 

Pursuant to Federal Rule of Appellate Procedure 26.1, 

BENEFICIARY/RELATOR David Schied, as well as all others “similarly situated” 

by “backward-looking-access-to-court” cases being presented by 

BENEFICIARY/RELATOR acting in the capacity of a “Private, Public Proxy” in 

COMMON LAW – which is akin to working in the capacity of a “Private Attorney 

General” in the “statutory” realm – herein certify that he/they are all natural persons 

being presented (not “represented”) with a “sovereign” status as “We, The 

[American] People”, the posterity of those “Founding Fathers” who created and/or 

established and ordained the original, “organic” Constitution for the united States of 

America.  

On the other hand, those designated as “CO-TRUSTEES” by this case – 

though many are named and being sued in their “private” capacities in one (of two 

“inextricably intertwined” cases) as natural persons – are named in this both cases 

in their “CORPORATE” capacities as well. As such, virtually every one of these CO-

TRUSTEES are neither operating under the Common Law nor under 

“Constitutional” forms of governments; but are actually instead being disclosed 

herein – and in the “other” case (i.e., of David Schied v. UNITED STATES, et alia) 

– as an illegitimate CORPORATION licensed to do business in illegitimate fashion 

by FEDERAL and/or STATE administrative agencies otherwise masquerading as 

legitimate “governments” through various forms of meaningless rhetoric and the 
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dumbing down of the American “body politic” through propagandizing and outright 

FRAUD, SEDITION, and TREASON. This they do in both “wheel” and “chain” 

conspiracies, using unconstitutional applications of the “codified” and “statutory” 

systems, along with the misuse and misapplication of “administrative procedures”, 

in gross violation of both the “letter” and the “spirit” of both STATE and UNITED 

STATES laws and the RULES ENABLING ACT.  

Thus, while U-HAUL INTERNATIONAL, INC. and its varied agents are 

clearly acting as a CORPORATION and with CORPORATE status, even those 

named CO-TRUSTEES that are licensed “officers” and “franchises” of FEDERAL 

and STATE “governments” are also being “disclosed” herein as 

“CORPORATIONS”, pursuant to Federal Rule of Appellate Procedure 26.1. 
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“JURISDICTIONAL STATEMENT” WITH “STATEMENT OF  

‘ISSUES’ PRESENTED FOR REVIEW” 

In his very opening paragraph of his fraudulent “SCREENING ORDER OF 

DISMISSAL”, the so-called “senior judge” Lawrence Piersol, himself acknowledged 

as FACT that a “second lawsuit filed in the DISTRICT OF SOUTH DAKOTA” 

existed, and that this “first COMPLAINT was dismissed as frivolous”.  

 

 What Piersol’s fraudulent “ORDER” grossly omits however, is the FACT that 

HE was the very one to dismiss “first Complaint” case; and that he had been, 

immediately prior, “ordered” (just the very day before dismissing this “first 

Complaint”) by his supervisory “chief [federal] judge” Roberto Lange, to 

(unconstitutionally and criminally) throw this instant “second [previously 

unrelated] case” in the same UNCONSTITUTIONAL and CRIMINAL fashion. 

See below as EVIDENCE of Roberto Lange’s admitting his “AID [AND ABET]” of 
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these crimes under the mere conclusory (i.e., without supporting EVIDENCE) and 

FRAUDULENT “color” of his CONSPIRACY to criminal acts being carried out as 

somehow constituting the “administration of justice” in this instant “Schied v. U-

HAUL INTERNATIONAL, INC. et alia” case. 
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Notably, on p.9 of the Lawrence Piersol’s "Memorandum and Opinion and 

Order" DISMISSING that first of these two inextricably intertwined cases 1, 

Lawrence Piersol – himself acting as the embodiment of "the Court" – stated 

"[Beneficiary] has set up his own court to deal with such issues...[and] seeks 

empaneling of a Grand Jury and Petit Jury...damages...and other relief." 

 

 
1 For “the RECORD” these two “inextricably intertwined” cases are herein defined 

as being: 1) “David Schied v. UNITED STATES, et alia, Lower Court #21-5030, 8th 

Cir. COA #2809 and, 2) “David Schied v. U-HAUL INTERNATIONAL. INC., et alia, 

Lower Court #21-5035, 8th Cir. COA #21-2873. 

This statement demonstrates 

that this federal "judge" has 

acknowledged Beneficiary's own 

assertions that he seriously 

distrusts his own government, as 

embodied in part by the Federal 

"Judiciary"; and that indeed, 

acting in the COMMON LAW 

tradition, Beneficiary has claimed 

the creation and/or reinstatement 

of "The People's" own ARTICLE 

III "COURT OF RECORD".  
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THE SOVEREIGN PEOPLE’S GRANTING “ORIGINAL” JURISDICTION TO 

THE “DISTRICT COURT” DOES NOT GRANT ANY “JUDGE” ENTITLEMENT 

TO “EXCLUDE” THE PEOPLE’S COMMON LAW JURISDICTION  

 

The opening above is significant in terms of this "Jurisdictional Statement" 

because it proves the intent of the SEVENTH AMENDMENT, being that "[I]n suits 

at common law..." reexamination of facts ‘tried’ by a jury” (of the sovereign 

American “People”) is to be conducted ONLY "according to the rules of COMMON 

LAW".   

Thus, the Seventh Amendment holds a GUARANTEE to "We, The People" – 

including Beneficiary as a "statutorily protected" disabled "person" – that "the right 

of trial by jury shall be preserved". As one of those sovereign People, Beneficiary has 

clearly “tried” applying his JURY DEMAND – only to no avail, due to the conspiracy 

to corruption, sedition, and treason taking place at the lower court levels, which is 

beyond the reasonable control of Beneficiary as one of “We, The People”, the highest 

form of “government” in the Constitutional Republic of America. 

Yet, relative to the “Issues Presented for Review”, Lawrence Piersol acted 

outside of this mandate by the U.S. CONSTITUTION, and unilaterally overstepped 

his permissive bounds of “Original” jurisdiction to usurp “Exclusive” jurisdiction 

by substituting his own "Opinion" and “Order” for both a “Trial [Petit] Jury” and 

the "Grand Jury" of the People. He did this seditiously and with malicious intent – 

after initially working with the “Clerk of the Court” to “SEAL” the contents of this 
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case from the scrutiny of the Sovereign American People. He then summarily 

"dismissed" the entirety of the ORIGINAL COMPLAINT, which was chock full of 

stated COMMON LAW CLAIMS – as well as “statutory” ones – for DAMAGES 

and OTHER RELIEF. Piersol did this tortuously; while treasonously barring 

Beneficiary’s rightful access to any such “Court” comprised of such other 

Sovereign American People.  

 

Piersol even did all of this without the so-called “Defendants”, on whose 

behalf he “appeared” to be acting, even knowing that they were being sued – 

precluding their being properly and legally “served” by the U.S. Marshals with 

copies of the complaints against them; precluding the due process “discovery” of 

FACTS; and precluding all else reasonably and meaningfully defining “access” 

to the so-called “U.S. DISTRICT COURT”.   
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These actions by Lawrence Piersol are substantive constitutional 

violations, as well as violations of the RULES ENABLING ACT OF 1934.  

Moreover, Piersol did so fraudulently using the very same “conclusory” 

process of “threadbare recitals” of the law that he alleged Beneficiary to have used 

in his “first case” against the “UNITED STATES, et alia”; in feeble attempt to justify 

his own unfounded claim that “Schied’s entire complaint is frivolous". Piersol 

repeatedly cited the “color” of 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e) (as his FALSE CLAIM that 

Beneficiary had been all along (in that “first Complaint”) been “making claims” and 

“assertions” that are “frivolous”, while “rest[ing] on … mere labels ,,, and legal 

conclusions”, so “has no private right of action”.  

 

 

 

These CRIMES 

were committed 

just two (2) 

workdays apart. 

The date (7/27) 

that Roberto 

Lange reassigned 

the case to Piersol. 
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Not only did Piersol make direct reference and instruct reviewers of this 

instant “second case” against U-HAUL INTERNATIONAL, INC to “see” and refer 

to the “first [inextricably intertwined] case” when considering the invalidity of 

Beneficiary’s numerous “allegations” and “assertions” of FACTS about both the 

“UNITED STATES, et alia” and this instant “U-HAUL INTERNATIONAL, INC. et 

alia” case. Piersol also used the 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e) (“granting leave to proceed 

forma pauperis [without payment of fees and costs]” as his sole justification for 

“dismissing” ALL of the FACTS and EVERY one of Beneficiary’s CLAIMS 

against these U-HAUL “CO-TRUSTEES”, to include the following: 

1) RACKETERING INFLUENCED CORRUPT ORGANIZATION (“RICO”):  

 

2) AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT (“ADA”) VIOLATIONS:  
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3) CIVIL RIGHTS CLAIMS – Violations of the 13TH and 14TH AMENDMENTS: 

 

4) GENERAL CRIMINAL CLAIMS:            5) COMMON LAW TORT:           
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Yet, compare the above as Piersol’s FRAUDULENT assertions about the 

captioning of Beneficiary’s “COUNTS” to the ACTUAL COUNTS that 

Beneficiary filed as pictured below as copied from Beneficiary’s “TABLE OF 

CONTENTS”: 

  

So how in “Hell” does the convoluting, combining, and “generalizing” 

Beneficiary’s specific CLAIMS – as supported by a verifiable and unrebutted 

SWORN AFFIDAVIT OF TRUTH – become “liberally construed” for purposes 

of DISMISSAL OF ALL CLAIMS by this so-called “senior judge” of the UNITED 

STATES?  
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The EIGHTH CIRCUIT is otherwise “bound” by law to “liberally construe” 

the CLAIMS of Sovereign Americans – i.e., those “unrepresented” by the BAR 

members operating the U.S. DISTRICT COURTS nationwide otherwise as an illegal 

MONOPOLY and “Continuing Financial Crimes Enterprise” – as Piersol himself 

admits, though doing so for fraudulent underlying purposes to “obstruct” justice 

rather than to facilitate “equal access” of pro per or pro se litigants to these (what 

are supposed to be and otherwise believed to be by most unwary “ordinary” 

American People) “ARTICLE III COURT(s) OF RECORD”.   

 

Lawrence Piersol, having dismissed the entirety of Beneficiary’s 

“COMPLAINT(s)” summarily as “frivolous”  – not just once but TWICE within 

two business days, and in a clear conspiracy to deprive of rights with the 

criminal “aiding and abetting” of three tiers of hierarchical authority (i.e., the 

“chief judge”, the “senior judge”, and the “court clerk”) – served to undermine 

both the constitutional “letter” and the “intent” of SEVENTH AMENDMENT 

– by replacing the "trial of the facts" and the "trier of the facts", i.e., being the 
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(written) DEMANDED "jury" and "grand jury" of one of the sovereign People 

(David Schied), with the “judges’” own LIMITED and BIASED "opinion(s)". 

Moreover, such a conspiracy between these two “judicial usurpers” (Lange 

and Piersol) and this "Clerk of the Court" Matthew Thelen, went even further to 

simultaneously “deny” and dismiss Beneficiary’s ancillary "MOTIONS", which the 

lower “court” designated as “Docs #3, 4, 5”. 2 

 
2 These documents (#3,4,5) were respectively named as follows and are to be found 

at the link designated at the end of this instant Footnote. Any rational person will 

instantly see, upon viewing the actual contents of each of these “Motions” filed 

by Beneficiary, why these USDC “judges” would not want these incriminating 

documents released to the public as a matter of official “record”; and therefore, 

dismissed them under the fraudulent pretense of being “moot” in the context of 

the superseding levels of other FRAUD committed by Piersol and his criminal 

accomplices, Lange and Thelen.  

Doc. #3:  

 

Doc. #4: 

 

Doc. #5: 

 
Altogether, the full content of these files are currently found in 

Beneficiary’s own TRUTHFUL – “Common Law ARTICLE III COURT OF 

RECORD” – at: http://www.ricobusters.com/?page_id=478  

http://www.ricobusters.com/?page_id=478
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These SEDITIOUS and TREASONOUS acts by Piersol and his accomplices, 

Lange and Thelen, not only (criminally) deprived Beneficiary of his rightful (i.e., 

constitutionally guaranteed) access to the courts (under "color of law") as a 

declared “whistleblower” (in the “first case” against over 115 listed “CO-

TRUSTEES” captioned as “David Schied v. UNITED STATES, et alia” ) and “totally 

and permanently [recently] disabled quad-amputee” swearing upon EVIDENCE 

to support his SWORN allegations of being the subject of an ATTEMPTED 

MURDER by the CO-TRUSTEES. 3 So too this “lower court judge” has 

deprived "The Accused" of their constitutionally protected individual due 

process rights to a "speedy trial" on the (criminal) allegations of BOTH cases.  

 
3 Again, these criminal co-conspirators were named specifically as agents and 

principals of the UNITED STATES, the STATE OF MICHIGAN, and DTE 

ENERGY in the “first” case of “Schied v. UNITED STATES, et al”.  
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These above described acts of INSURRECTION by these so-called "officers 

of the court" (Lange, Piersol and Thelen) are all reviewable by (a GRAND JURY of 

“We, the People” as well as) this COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE EIGHTH 

CIRCUIT having “Personal Jurisdiction” over all the judges and clerks of the lower 

federal courts. This is particularly as these acts relate to “Judicial Misconduct” 

complaints as provided by articulation herein, which is descriptive of numerous 

“errors and omissions” that should be financially covered by some form of 

SURETY of “performance bonds”, “blanket bonds”, or other forms of 

“insurance” against the “bad behaviors” of government officials and employees 

like this who are NOT entitled to “immunity” for these types of SEDITIOUS  

and TREASONOUS acts.  

These above described acts of INSURRECTION by these so-called "officers 

of the court" (Lange, Piersol and Thelen) are all reviewable by this COURT OF 

APPEALS FOR THE EIGHTH CIRCUIT (and/or any other future “COURT OF 

RECORD” organized by “We, The People” for such purpose) in context of all three 

of the basic categories of lower court decisions "on appeal" – ACCORDING TO 

THE COMMON LAW – precisely because the "right to trial by jury" has been 

both perpetually "preserved" (even until now) and previously DEMANDED in 

writing as a matter of this instant “ARTICLE III COURT OF RECORD”.  
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Notably, the “Three Basic Categories of Decisions Reviewable on Appeal”, 

each with its own standard of review are: 1) decisions on “questions of law” being 

“reviewable de novo”; 2) decisions on “questions of fact” being “reviewable for 

clear error”; and, 3) decisions on “matters of discretion” being “reviewable 

for 'abuse of discretion’".  

As such, all three of the above – in light of the above concisely stated latest 

FACTS about these newest "agent provocateurs" 4 to be added to the extensive list 

 
4 Being a French term for “inciting agent”, this term is entirely appropriate here 

in describing CO-TRUSTEES – particularly those holding “discretionary” powers 

such as STATE and UNITED STATES “judges” and those otherwise operating in 

the many hierarchical branches of the “ADMINISTRATIVE STATE” where the 

Sovereign American People are being COERCED to “exhaust” themselves on 

chasing after a never-ending “chain” of “due process” options and “administrative 

remedies” – because, as is demonstrated in the “first case”, and by its reference to a 

near eighteen (18) year “backward-looking-access-to-court” history of DENIAL by 

“procedure undermining substance”, it is clear that the judicial usurpers of 

Lawrence Piersol, his federal “chief judge” CO-CONSPIRATOR Roberto 

Lange, along with “clerk” Matthew Thelen, have all three committed these 

CRIMINAL ACTS of TORT against Beneficiary as a means for setting up 

David Schied for “entrapment” … by monitoring his response to such acts that 

would “shock the conscience” of any other “normal” Sovereign American 

People, such as those who may be sitting on a constitutionally recognized “petit” 

or “grand” JURY.  

In other words, by repeatedly DENYING Beneficiary David Schied his 

“right to access” the STATE and UNITED STATES courts, the underlying 

implication is that these named “insurrectionists” and “domestic terrorists” are 

“just waiting” for this sovereign, law-abiding American man to eventually “lose his 

self-control” amidst the never-ending “redress of grievances” channels being 

COERCED upon him; occurring under the alternative threat of Beneficiary 

persistently “losing” each successive “battle” and “The People’s War” overall 

against this overwhelming “government” CORRUPTION.  
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of “CO-TRUSTEES” of the UNITED STATES, et alia (being named in the “first 

case” to now include Lange, Piersol and Thelen) – are to be reviewed consistently 

with the COMMON LAW jurisdiction and "according to the rules of common 

law" as constitutionally commanded; being in accordance with the mandates 

upon the Federal government by the Sovereign “We, The People” under the 

SEVENTH AMENDMENT to the U.S. CONSTITUTION as the “Supreme Law 

of the Land” and the premiere “Public Trust” document.  

In such light of their being “parallel” jurisdictions running concurrently 

throughout this matter in which the COMMON LAW “MAXIM” applies, that “Fraud 

vitiates everything”5, this COA for the EIGHTH CIRCUIT is hereby put on 

 

These named “insurrectionists” and “domestic terrorists” thus, are just 

waiting for Beneficiary to take “due process shortcuts” and/or to execute “illegal 

force” (or offer the hint to even the THREAT of force) of his own, which are 

otherwise his only true options for asserting a more realistic and tangible “remedy” 

more within his available level of “rational” and “peaceful” control. Some refer to 

this form of “legal abuse” and its consequences in “Post-Traumatic Stress 

Disorder” as “Legal Abuse Syndrome”. Others simply say, “Those who make 

peaceful revolution impossible will make violent revolution inevitable." (Quote 

from U.S. President John F. Kennedy) 
5 See also, UNITED STATES v. THROCKMORTON, 98 U.S. 61 25 L.Ed. 93. “There 

is no question of the general doctrine that fraud vitiates the most solemn contracts, 

documents, and even judgments.” In Beneficiary’s “first case”, the “Judgment” 

was so prima facie fraudulent, it was levied by Piersol and Thelen against 

DEPOSITERS INSURANCE COMPANY, et al, who was never even named or 

involved in that case in any way whatsoever; that is, until Piersol and Thelen 

“discretionarily” pulled that “fictional” entity from their own collective 

“posteriors” by ABUSES of that joint discretion.  
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“CONSTRUCTIVE NOTICE” by the following linked twenty (20) pages captioned, 

“CRIMINAL COMPLAINT OF TREASON”, located at:  

https://constitutionalgov.us/SupremeCourtOfLaw/Treason-USA/1-

TreasonComplaint-ConstrctiveNotice-AllOfficers%26Agents-V1.5.pdf              

 
 

https://constitutionalgov.us/SupremeCourtOfLaw/Treason-USA/1-TreasonComplaint-ConstrctiveNotice-AllOfficers%26Agents-V1.5.pdf
https://constitutionalgov.us/SupremeCourtOfLaw/Treason-USA/1-TreasonComplaint-ConstrctiveNotice-AllOfficers%26Agents-V1.5.pdf
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Piersol also intentionally ignored the CODE OF FEDERAL REGULATIONS 

(“CFR”) on how the laws cited by Beneficiary were supposed to be applied by this 

so-called “judge, which was thus, a blatant abuse of discretion.  

For instance, 31 CFR 594.311 defines the term “domestic terrorism” as it 

applies to “acts dangerous to human life” 6, particularly acts of gross negligence 

and intentional torts where “inherently dangerous activities” are involved.  

In this case, minimally, there are significant FACTS and EVIDENCE against 

“CO-TRUSTEES” U-HAUL INTERNATIONAL, INC. (in this “second” of two 

“inextricably intertwined” cases) and the government “officials” (in the “first case” 

against the UNITED STATES, et al) that this U.S. DISTRICT COURT “judge” in 

South Dakota summarily dismissed as “frivolous” in BOTH cases – without trial, 

 
6 Note that in the “first” of these two inextricably intertwined cases, Beneficiary 

clearly detailed the laws defining "domestic terrorism" and the “case law” 

defining "dangerous to human life" as certain acts which threaten the Rights to 

Life, Liberty, Property, and to the Pursuit of Happiness of OTHER PATRIOTIC 

AMERICANS.)  See p.209, New York Supplement (Vol. 143) (New York State 

Reporter, Vol 177) containing the decisions of the Supreme and Lower Courts of 

Record of New York State, in discussion of the judge’s address to the jury in Herman 

v. City of Buffalo, et al while referencing Cochran v. Sess, 372, 61 N.E. 639, when 

defining “defects” of a “defendant’s work, which as a reasonably prudent man knew, 

or should have known, was of such character as to render the structure [of that 

“work”] a menace or danger to human life … one so threatening as to constitute 

an impending danger to persons in the enjoyment of their legitimate rights”, being 

embodied in the DECLARATION OF INDEPENDENCE, as written by Thomas 

Jefferson, as the Rights to Life, Liberty, Property, and to the Pursuit of Happiness. 

This New York Supplement is located at: 

http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/New-York-

Supplement-ActsDangeroustoHumanLife-p209244.pdf    

http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/New-York-Supplement-ActsDangeroustoHumanLife-p209244.pdf
http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/New-York-Supplement-ActsDangeroustoHumanLife-p209244.pdf
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without “Discovery” proceedings, and without any other form of “due process” 

being applied – constituting both “inherently dangerous activities” and “acts 

dangerous to human life” being underscored as follows: 

1) In the “first case”, the CO-TRUSTEES of the FBI were involved in an 

ATTEMPTED MURDER of David Schied and the U.S. DEPARTMENT OF 

JUSTICE has been covering it up by denying “requests for documents” under the 

laws of government transparency; 

2) In the first case, he LOCAL and STATE governments in the STATE OF 

MICHIGAN were instrumentally involved in the CRIMINAL EVICTION of a 

totally and permanently disabled quad-amputee (David Schied) just after a 

blizzard, in the middle of a Michigan winter, during a nationwide COVID 

pandemic, in spite of a Federal “Eviction Moratorium” (containing both civil and 

criminal penalties for violation); and in spite of the disabled person issuing his 

sworn DECLARATION in compliance with federal mandates. Similarly, 

numerous named CO-TRUSTEES of the UNITED STATES gross 

negligently engaging in that “criminal coverup” reside in WASHINGTON, 

D.C., the STATE OF MICHIGAN, and (now as recently revealed with that 

first case) in the STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA.  

3) In this “second case”, Beneficiary documented fully sixteen (16) different agents 

of U-HAUL INTERNATIONAL who were serving the principal as the U-HAUL 
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founder and its corporate “Board” members in carrying out “policies and 

practices” that deprive disabled persons such as Beneficiary David Schied of his 

inalienable and sacred Rights to “Life, Liberty, Property, and the Pursuit of 

Happiness” using unscrupulous CORPORATE tactics.  See again, the TABLE 

OF CONTENTS (below) for Beneficiary’s lower court filing listing each agent 

and the pages for the specific activities in which these agents engaged to 

tortuously deprive Beneficiary resolves of his numerous “compounding” 

FACTUALLY RECORDED complaints.)   

 

The lower court “judge” Lawrence Piersol also fraudulently stated that the 

above detailed 7 CLAIMS are "frivolous"; and that those – who are like Lawrence 

 
7 In the “first case”, Lawrence Piersol cited Beneficiary’s “262-page, 460-paragraph 

Complaint” while implying that specifically naming over one-hundred CO-

TRUSTEES as being involved in several multi-tiered hierarchies of STATE and 

UNITED STATES “Departments, Bureaus, Divisions, Sections, Units, Agencies, 

and Offices” engaging in “chain” and “wheel” conspiracies of “Racketeering” and 



20 
 

Piersol in acting OUTSIDE of their official capacities as usurpers of the People's 

enunciated and delegated sovereign powers – are to be granted "[sovereign and 

other]immunity"; in spite of his (and their) committing what amounts to "war 

crimes" and "crimes against humanity", being also characteristic of "domestic 

terrorism" as defined by the U.S. CONGRESS in 18 U.S.C. §2331(5). 8 (See top of 

next page) 

 

“Corruption” (“RICO”), Sedition, Treason, Insurrection, and Domestic Terrorism, 

was somehow NOT written “concisely”!  
8 For proper reference to 18 U.S.C. §2331(5) as the authority defining “domestic 

terrorism”, see page 14 (of 21) of Beneficiary’s final lower court filing captioned as 

shown below…   

 
…as located publicly at the following link since the lower court “clerk” (Matthew 

Thelen) has failed to provide any date-stamped copies of these documents after 

acknowledging his receipt of this and other specific documents (i.e., all of which 

remain SEALED in the “first case”) filed to the USDC’s own record.  

http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-

content/uploads/2021/08/080821_CORAMNOBISDefaultNoticeofAppeal.pdf   

NOTE ALSO: Since Beneficiary was never given ANY “access” to the electronic 

record and numbered pages of documents by the “lower court” in either case, his 

only determination of proper page designation is by reference to his own 

http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/080821_CORAMNOBISDefaultNoticeofAppeal.pdf
http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/080821_CORAMNOBISDefaultNoticeofAppeal.pdf
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In this instant “second” case, Piersol went so far as to fraudulently state 

that somehow – in spite of Beneficiary clearly naming up to twenty (20) DOES in 

this case and detailing the tortuous actions of “U_HAUL Agents #1-16” with page 

numbers in his TABLE OF CONTENTS, that some he “finds” (somehow) while 

wearing virtual “blinders” to “obstruct” justice and his use of common sense (as 

shown below) – that Beneficiary “does not allege any facts against” DOES #1-

20. See the final paragraph of Piersol’s 

FRAUDULENT ORDER 

 

 

 

“ORIGINAL” filings and page numbers, which he has uploaded to the Internet with 

full access to the public for these two cases in his own ARTICLE III COURT OF 

RECORD for this case, established under the authority of the Sovereign People 

under the COMMON LAW, as located at: 

http://www.ricobusters.com/?page_id=345  

 

http://www.ricobusters.com/?page_id=345
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OPENING SUMMARY ABOUT THE LOWER COURTS’  

FRAUDULENT DISMISSALS OF NOT JUST ONE, BUT TWO (2) CASES 

NEAR SIMULTANEOUSLY 

 

 Significant to the proper review of this case "dismissal" is the FACT that from 

the onset of being provided with the DOCKETING SHEET for the “first case” 

Beneficiary had filed his "OBJECTION TO SEALING OF CASE and MOTION TO 

SHOW CAUSE" listing numerous aspects of the UNITED STATES' (i.e., the "Clerk 

of the Court's") own "Court of Record" as fraudulently constructed.9 Such 

fraudulence in the construction of that DOCKETING RECORD clearly was 

duplicated by unauthorized “pattern and practice” in “setting up” this “second case” 

for the “Big Fall” (i.e., “Summary Dismissal”). 

Having every opportunity to address these factual challenges to these 

"administrative" (i.e., not "judicial") manners in which “Clerk” Thelen 

nevertheless maintained his mischaracterization of Beneficiary's actual 

"status" – IN BOTH CASES – as was originally "presented" (as opposed to being 

"REpresented") to this court with a JURY DEMAND – whereas the clerk’s 

“Docket Sheet” also fraudulently reflected "Jury Demand: NONE" in the “first 

case”.  

 
9 This document is posted public in Beneficiary’s own ARTICLE III COURT OF 

RECORD as located at: 

http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-

content/uploads/2021/08/060421_ObjectionShowCauseDemand4SpecGJInvest

ig-ALL-1.pdf  

http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/060421_ObjectionShowCauseDemand4SpecGJInvestig-ALL-1.pdf
http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/060421_ObjectionShowCauseDemand4SpecGJInvestig-ALL-1.pdf
http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/060421_ObjectionShowCauseDemand4SpecGJInvestig-ALL-1.pdf
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While listing Beneficiary as a civil "Plaintiff" instead of a common law 

"Grievant/Claimant/Crime Victim/Beneficiary", Thelen had also listed Beneficiary 

as acting “pro se” when the ORIGINAL COMPLAINT and other “original” filings 

had specifically delineated David Schied as acting with a status of a “sui juris” 

litigant. 10 See 28 U.S.C. § 1654.  

 

 
10 See the graphic below as a third-party clarification as to the difference between 

“pro se” and “sui juris”. See also again, the graphic on page 5 herein showing that 

Beneficiary not only filed this (as well as the other) case with a “Jury Demand”, 

but also a “Demand for Criminal Grand Jury Investigation” for each case. 



24 
 

         

Additionally, Thelen misrepresented "The Accused" as civil "Defendants" 

instead of "CO-TRUSTEES" as otherwise named by Beneficiary in both their 

individual and "official" capacities, so to ensure that – particularly in the “first 

case” – "immunity" is applied ONLY to the instances where the JURY decides 

that the acts committed by “The Accused” (calling themselves “government 

officials”) were indeed executed within the "enunciated" confines of 

constitutional authority "delegated" by the Sovereign People as any “office 

duty”.  

In fact, as shown graphicly to this EIGHTH CIRCUIT COA in BOTH cases, 

Beneficiary had constructed BOTH of his “ORIGINAL COMPLAINT(s)” with just 

such a “DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL” to ensure and that all acts alleged to have 

been committed would be determined by the JURY "according to the rules of 

common law"; being also known to be similar in certain standards as the “rules” for 
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adjudicating the “merits” of cases using "Trust Law". 11 This was particularly 

appropriate for the “first case”, which was filed as a “WHISTLEBLOWER” case 

given that the U.S. government was founded under a "PUBLIC TRUST" and the U.S. 

 
11 On 8/25/16, Beneficiary had submitted his date-stamped scholarly research on this 

topic of TRUST LAW to the USDC for the EASTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN 

and to the SIXTH CIRCUIT COA. Although neither “federal court” dared to 

acknowledge this scholarly legal research, much less address its merits, this 

“MEMORANDUM ON RIGHTS OF (WE), 'THE PEOPLE'” states, “The 

constitutions of the States and the United States of America were originally designed 

as a ‘Public Trust’ document, establishing fiduciary obligations of ‘Trustees’ toward 

the ‘Trust Beneficiaries,’ with certain penalties for breaches of duties for public 

“servants” constituting crimes of Treason against both the people and the States”. 

This “original” reference EXHIBIT is posted in its entirety at the following 

Internet location as a matter of Beneficiary/Relator’s COMMON LAW 

COURT OF RECORD:  

http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-

content/uploads/2021/08/MemorandumofPeoplesRights_KhalilCase.pdf 

 

http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/MemorandumofPeoplesRights_KhalilCase.pdf
http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/MemorandumofPeoplesRights_KhalilCase.pdf
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CONSTITUTION was founded as a "TRUST" contract (or “Compact”) between the 

“Masters” (i.e., the Sovereign People as both “Trustors” and “Beneficiaries”) and 

the “Servants” – i.e., the government officials as "Trustees" subject to penalties and 

criminal prosecution for their dereliction, gross negligence, and malfeasance in 

mishandling the Peoples' "trusted" enunciated and delegated powers and authorities.  

Nevertheless, these agent provocateurs of the UNITED STATES instead 

did the same as all others of "The Accused" in that “first case”, by first 

acquiescing and remaining (“affirmatively”) completely silent and in TACIT 

AGREEMENT about these FACTUAL CLAIMS, before then turning around 

Seditiously and Treasonously to create a fraudulent USDC "court record" 

GROSSLY OMITTING and/or MISCHARACTERIZING Beneficiary’s 

significant "objection" details that were summarily denied any "reasonable" 

address as a matter of that  –  what Beneficiary deems as his own more accurate 

and truthfully revealing "ARTICLE III COURT OF RECORD".  

These above-described DECEPTIVE “facts” were established based upon 

Beneficiary’s simultaneous challenge against the unexplained "SEALING" of that 

very same "court record" 12 – which remains "sealed" through today – that 

resultingly has been undermining both the letter and the spirit of the laws governing 

 
12  Supra. See the above reference to Beneficiary’s "OBJECTION TO SEALING OF 

CASE and MOTION TO SHOW CAUSE" and Footnote #9.  
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the purpose for filing Federal "WHISTLEBLOWER" cases in the first place, being to 

report GOVERNMENT FRAUD, being ultimately against the “Sovereign”, the 

American “taxpayers”.   

Theoretically, Whistleblower Cases are supposed to be "unsealed" once 

the CO-TRUSTEES of the USDOJ have decided either to manage the case 

(which herein is against THEMSELVES as the named “CO-TRUSTEES”) or to 

allow the private individual to do their work instead 13, to the best of his or her 

“faithful” duty to the “Sovereign”.  

Either way, that “first [whistleblower] case” was supposed to be “litigated on 

the merits” IN THE PUBLIC VIEW, something that the American population is 

currently being barred from by this lower court "judge" Piersol. 14 

Altogether, what is described above is really a microcosm for the alleged 

"pattern of practice" of the other CO-TRUSTEES named in the “first case” as "The 

Accused" who have acted similarly in the past to "affirmatively" acquiesce in "tacit 

 
13 See p.7 of the document published by the FEDERAL JUDICIAL CENTER titled, 

Sealing Court Records and Proceedings: A Pocket Guide, posted at: (link next page) 

http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/Sealing-Court-

Records-and-Proceedings_-A-Pocket-Guide.pdf 
14 Piersol is herein being named now in BOTH that “first case” and this “second” 

case – along with his supervisory “Chief Judge” Roberto Lange – as agent(s) for 

"The Accused" CO-TRUSTEES, being principals acting on the behalf of the 

"UNITED STATES, et alia" and “U-HAUL INTERNATIONAL, INC. et alia” to 

further obfuscate and obstruct justice. Again, “Justice delayed is Justice denied”.  

http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/Sealing-Court-Records-and-Proceedings_-A-Pocket-Guide.pdf
http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/Sealing-Court-Records-and-Proceedings_-A-Pocket-Guide.pdf
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agreement" with Beneficiary's many previous "original complaints". 15 These are 

public officers who only then later – when Beneficiary escalated his complaints 

using his FIRST AMENDMENT "Right to Redress Grievances" – continued to rely 

upon their “government” co-conspirators to do their “tag-team” takeover of the 

situation by addressing these escalated matter(s) through “FRAUD BY 

OMISSIONS” and “MISSTATEMENTS OF FACTS”, usually always submitted 

by BAR members.  

This is a SYSTEMIC pattern and practice – instituted BY DESIGN – that has 

been demonstrated repeatedly at the STATE and UNITED STATES levels in both 

“chain” and “wheel” conspiracy patterns; being again demonstrated in BOTH the 

“first case” and in this instant case by both Piersol and Thelen (along with the 

“affirmative” complacency of “chief judge oversight” by Roberto Lange), while 

acting OUTSIDE of their official DUTIES and OATHS, on the UNITED 

STATES' behalf as the named principals steering this case on behalf of the CO-

TRUSTEES.  

 
15 These “original complaints” have been in the form of both “civil court” complaints 

submitted to “judges” and “criminal complaints” submitted to “law enforcement” 

and “prosecutors” – with all governing decisionmakers being connective and “co-

conspiring” members of multi-faceted and multi-tiered STATE and “AMERICAN” 

BAR organizations carrying on in RICO fashion to hold a MONOPOLY over the 

UNITED STATES “judicial” system; and, in fact, over ALL THREE BRANCHES 

of American civil and criminal governance.   
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The above point has been more recently exemplified by the EIGHTH 

CIRCUIT Clerk, Michael Gans, in his correspondence dated 8/23/21 whereby he 

detailed the “Addresses For [the] Case Participants” by listing ONLY “Mr. David 

Schied” and “Mr. Matthew W. Thelen” (without Thelen’s “official” status applied 

as shown below by exact photocopy).  

   

 In fact, it appears that the two “clerks of the [two] courts” of the CO-

TRUSTEES “District Court” and the “Court of Appeals” have indeed placed 

Beneficiary’s case on the “EXPRESS” train for yet another potential tier of RICO 

“railroading” via the next higher layer of “whitewashing” over what the lower court 

“judge” Piersol has already done. That very day of 8/23/21, “Clerk Gans” wrote a 

cover letter revealing that the EIGHTH CIRCUIT had already received the “lower 

court record” electronically, and that – in spite of the FEDERAL RULES OF 
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APPELLATE PROCEDURE (“FRAP”), Rule #31(a)(1) stating that “The appellant 

must serve and file a brief within 40 days after the record is filed” – Michael Gans 

has shown the propensity to convince Beneficiary that such a transference of the 

lower court file otherwise precludes Beneficiary’s appellate Right. as well as 

Beneficiary’s “Claim of Right”, to file the above referenced “Brief” at all! 

 As shown by the link directly below to Beneficiary’s open, transparent, and 

public COMMON LAW COURT OF RECORD, Michael Gans sent through the 

“snail mail” the following statement to Beneficiary:  

“The case has been referred to the court for initial review and no 

briefing schedule has been set. You do not need to file any additional 

documents or pleadings at this time. We will advise you of any action 

taken in this case.” 

 

http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/082321_U-

HAULCase21-2873_2ppcovrletrDocketreceivednoneed2file.pdf  

 

Again, this is a clear demonstration of how each multi-tiered level of 

“Redress” for the Sovereign American People gets short-circuited and undermined 

by the “pattern and practice” of BAR-member principals and their agents abusing 

their “trusted” discretion to use “PROCEDURE OVER SUBSTANCE”.  

In other words, these “judges” of the higher courts and their associated 

“clerks” find such ways to circumvent the rules using “misleading” statements and 

outright fraud in the procedural railroading of cases. They do this to steal away 

the substantive sovereign Rights of We, The People; or at least to fool 

http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/082321_U-HAULCase21-2873_2ppcovrletrDocketreceivednoneed2file.pdf
http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/082321_U-HAULCase21-2873_2ppcovrletrDocketreceivednoneed2file.pdf
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unsuspecting “litigants” into believing that these court “fiduciaries” are actually 

carrying out their DUTIES constitutionally in accordance with their OATHS 

and DUTIES of “offices”, when they actually are NOT doing so transparently.  

In this case, “Clerk Gans” is obviously hoping that Beneficiary David Schied 

will follow the “advisement” 16 of what Gans wrote in the mail, and “voluntarily” 

give up his “procedural” Right = both to file this instant “BRIEF ON CLAIM IN 

APPEAL” and to ignore the “FRAP RULE #31(a)(1)” himself – which would put the 

nefarious agents of the CO-TRUSTEES at a prejudicial advantage in being able to 

claim that Beneficiary “failed to file an appeal brief” in accordance with the 

“appellate rules”; and that, conversely, the “Clerk Michael Gans” never actually 

told Beneficiary NOT to file additional “pleadings”, but instead only “advised” that 

“additional pleadings are [NOT] required”. 17 

 
16 Note here, the pattern and practice of the “Office of the Clerk” at both the STATE 

and UNITED STATES courts – when procedural questions come from “pro se” or 

other litigants without attorney representation – is to inform these sovereign 

American People that the clerk’s office “cannot and does not provide legal advice”. 

However, as shown herein, when the people operating these “clerks’” offices find 

it convenient to them for confusing sovereign Americans (i.e., those who cannot 

afford or do not want attorney “representation”), they seemingly have no 

problem in providing such “advisement” as is demonstrated herein.  
17 In fact, Gan had also sent conflicting documentation of a “Notice to Pro Se 

Litigants Regarding Service of Their Documents” and a “Certificate of Service 

for Pro Se Documents” – without explanation – to emphasize the FACT that this 

clerk’s written message is NOT to be misinterpreted to mean that the underlying 

“FRAP Rules” still do not apply. This, again, is nothing but a simple tool that has 

been deceptively used – among many others on a gray scale to extreme fraudulence 

– by the STATES and UNITED STATES “courts” to ensure that the MONOPOLY 
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The undermining difference herein, is in the “[black] art of the language” used 

by the clerk to create such a misunderstanding that allows the clerk and the “court” 

to absolve all responsibility and accountability for potential misunderstandings 

about “procedure”. 18  

In carrying on this way, the CO-TRUSTEES of this instant case, inclusive 

of Piersol, Lange, and Thelen – who, throughout this case, have been acting outside 

of their "FIDUCIARY" capacities and in violation of their OATHS and trusted 

DUTIES of offices as “judiciaries” and "functionary", to deny access of Beneficiary 

to their U.S. DISTRICT COURT – have once again exhibited the very types of 

acts described as matters of FACTS throughout the "ORIGINAL 

COMPLAINT" in the “first case”, being about all of the other STATE and 

FEDERAL "actors" named as CO-TRUSTEES in that other still "sealed" 

case.   

Moreover, in carrying on this way, “CO-TRUSTEES”, UNITED STATES’ 

acting "principals" Lange and Piersol, and acting "agent" Thelen (and now perhaps 

 

on “People’s” courts of America stays with these BAR attorneys, judicial usurpers, 

and their respective agents. In this case, what Michael Gans has communicated is 

intentionally as “clear as mud”. 
18 BAR attorneys are especially well versed in the illicit use of word plasticity to 

“stretch” words and word meanings to gain the superior advantage over a legal 

opponent using the five domains of English Language, being phonology, 

morphology, syntax, semantics, pragmatics. This is particularly true when using 

pragmatics with logic as tools of persuasion when presenting legal discourse.  
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Gans), are also exemplifying the manner in which their individual acts constitute 

additions to the "chain" and "wheel" conspiracies discussed openly in the 

ORIGINAL COMPLAINT of the “first [inextricably intertwined] case”, though 

conspicuously avoided, if not entirely OMITTED by Piersol ... that is, except for the 

single word "conspiracy" 19, which was placed by Piersol out of proper factual 

context, so as to colorfully paint his otherwise invalid  fraudulent FINAL 

RECORD over the TRUTH IN FACTS about this very important and valid 

NATIONAL SECURITY matter.  

Such ABUSES OF DISCRETION are wrongly meant to portray Beneficiary 

as being either technically “inadequate” when standing up for his own Rights as a 

“Sovereign” without a “representative” BAR-card-carrying attorney to do his 

bidding for him; or to portray him otherwise as some type of "conspiracy theorist" 

without personal and professional integrity. This double-edged sword then is applied 

 
19 Importantly, on the “cover sheet” face of his ORIGINAL COMPLAINT and 

virtually all other significant filings in the lower court for the “first case”, 

Beneficiary David Schied had published his documents with the following: “On 

Case Involving ‘Backward Looking’ CONSTITUTIONAL and COMMON LAW 

TORTS Inextricably Intertwined in Compound ‘Wheel’ and ‘Chain’ Conspiracies 

Against Totally and Permanently Disabled Quad-Amputee and Other Sovereign 

American People, as “BENEFICIARIES” of the PUBLIC TRUST(s), Who Have 

Been Similarly Situated in Being the Victims of Insurrection and Domestic Terrorism 

by ‘Government Imposters’ and ‘Usurpers of the Sovereign Peoples’ Power’”. [See 

the links provided in that “other” (now herein fully incorporated) case to 

Beneficiary’s own “unsealed”, and fully transparent to the public, ARTICLE III 

COURT OF RECORD for that case.] 
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against Beneficiary simply because he is asserting rightful challenges against these 

above-described patterns and practices of BAR member attorney and judges 20, 

by way of using his equally rightful constitutional guarantees as a Sovereign 

American. 21 

Acts such as these by Lange, Piersol and Thelen, create significant 

DAMAGES by a falsified public portrayal of Beneficiary, rather than 

TRUTHFULLY shedding light on David Schied as being the fact-based researcher 

and meticulously organized "scribe" that he otherwise has proven himself to be as 

one of many Sovereign American People with personal and professional integrity. 22 

 
20 See a full listing (8 pages) of the “[CORRUPT] PATTERN AND PRACTICE 

OF STATE AND NATIONAL JUDICIARIES” at: (see bottom of next page) 

http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-

content/uploads/2021/08/PatternPractofStateNatlJudiciaries.pdf  
21 The institutionalization of this type of behavior by attorneys and judges is what 

society is now recognizing as “Cancel Culture”; with the implementation being used 

regularly against any and all perceived “ordinary” people who either cannot afford 

expensive attorney “retainers” or who otherwise can see through their law firm 

“crime syndicates” and their so-called “courts” as “continuing financial crimes 

enterprises” and “cut their losses” without feeding more “profits” to these seditious 

and treasonous CORPORATE “monsters” as “officers of the court”.  
22 In spite of the fraudulent and defamatory EVIDENCE still published by some of 

“The Accused” CO-TRUSTEES (as “judicial usurpers” named by the “first case”) 

of the STATE OF MICHIGAN and the UNITED STATES in a long line of previous 

Seditious and Treasonous “abuses of discretion” in the region of America overseen 

by the SIXTH CIRCUIT, CO-TRUSTEES continue to disregard the FACT that 

Beneficiary is a skilled, Ph.D. level researcher scholar that has graduated (cum 

laude) with dual-BA degrees [Cinema-Television production; East Asian 

(Japanese) Language and Culture] from the prestigious UNIVERSITY OF 

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA (USC); and with a MASTER’S degree from 

another top-tier research university of UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN (U-M).  

http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/PatternPractofStateNatlJudiciaries.pdf
http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/PatternPractofStateNatlJudiciaries.pdf
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Thus, within two days of Piersol’s dismissal of that “first case” against the 

“UNITED STATES, et al”, “chief judge” Roberto Lange issued an ORDER for the 

unexplained transfer of this instant “other” case that was filed by David Schied in 

his private capacity as “Beneficiary”, which involved a “new incidence or 

occurrence” as detailed about the (“DOES 1-20”) agents of “principal” U-HAUL 

INTERNATIONAL, INC. 

The underlying basis of this instant (previously unrelated) case was that 

the TORT and DAMAGES occurred while BENEFICIARY was living within 

the metes and bounds of South Dakota. As shown already, this “David Schied v. 

U-HAUL INTERNATIONAL, et al” case was “reassigned” by Roberto Lange from 

its “original judge”, Jeffrey Viken, to Lawrence Piersol; so that Piersol would apply 

the same type of abusive mishandling and dismissal to the “David Schied v. U-HAUL 

INTERNATIONAL, et al” case that Piersol had just finished applying in that “other 

 

Such spite of CO-TRUSTEES has shown itself perpetually ignoring numerous 

written reminders over the past nearly two decades that Beneficiary is also a 

published author of two books on home security and personal protection; a 

bona fide crime victims’ rights activist [having served as a Founding Board 

member next to Doris Tate in the 1980s with the COALITION ON VICTIMS’ 

EQUAL RIGHTS (C.O.V.E.R.), and a documentary filmmaker who has been 

– for this past decade and a half – exposing government corruption by 

videotaping the personal, firsthand testimonials and presenting the unrebutted 

EVIDENCE of other CRIME VICTIMS against government imposters, judicial 

usurpers, insurrectionists, and domestic terrorists who are committing 

TREASON against We, The People, as sovereign Americans.  
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[now “inextricably intertwined”] case” of “David Schied v. UNITED STATES, et 

al”.  

Now, BOTH cases are on “appeal” with similar lower court histories, 

whereby each case was “dismissed” on the behalf of the Beneficiary David 

Schied’s lawful court opponent – while leaving those opponents without their 

even being placed on notice about being “sued” in the first place by forma 

pauperis and totally and permanently disabled quad-amputee. This all occurred 

simply because Lange, Piersol and Thelen  had criminally “obstructed” BOTH 

cases, by acting unilaterally on U-HAUL INTERNATIONAL INC.’s behalf in 

this case – and leaving Beneficiary in both cases without meaningful access to 

this UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT. 23 

Notably, each of these two case actions are similarly both constitutional 

violations and both federal felonies committed “under color of law”. 

 
23 These two cases – which are connected together by the “act of Bad Behavior” 

(i.e., which was yet “legal act done in an illegal manner” done under “color of” 

law and/or other authority) of Roberto Lange, and by Piersol and Thelen in 

railroading both cases – makes these two cases, now and forever after, 

“inextricably intertwined”.   

                                                                    

See also, Jaime L. Padgett, How Less Is More: The Unraveling of the Inextricable 

Intertwinement Doctrine Under United States v. Gorman, 6 SEVENTH CIRCUIT 

REV. 196 (2010), at http://www.kentlaw.edu/7cr/v6-1/padgett.pdf  

http://www.kentlaw.edu/7cr/v6-1/padgett.pdf
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SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION FOR THE “EIGHTH CIRCUIT”  

AS WELL AS FOR “WE, THE PEOPLE” 

 

As such, “subject matter jurisdiction” for this EIGHTH CIRCUIT is found in 

all of this “superior” court’s authority for review of “final” decisions and 

“judgments” of the lower federal court subordinates. This would include a thorough 

“de novo” review of the above SUMMARY OF FACTS about Piersol’s 

collaboration with Thelen and Lange on what appears to be the “permanent sealing” 

of the “first case” and the “dismissal” of both cases by the SAME comedic actors 

(Piersol and Thelen) under virtually IDENTICAL fraudulent pretenses…so to 

SIMILARLY deprive Beneficiary, as a totally and permanently disabled quad-

amputee, of his rights as a whistleblower against STATE and UNITED STATES 

imposters and FASCIST-type CORPORATIONS.  

In such way, these two, principal and agent 24 have conspired with Roberto 

Lange as altogether being insurrectionists and domestic terrorists that have 

infiltrated the CONSTITUTIONAL REPUBLIC otherwise set up by the Sovereign 

(People) of the United States of America for the same as “Beneficiaries”, being the 

national communit(ies) of “We, The [Sovereign American] People”.  

 
24 When placed into the context of the broader scale and larger perspective, Lange, 

Piersol, and Thelen are the “agents” of the “principal” of other supervisory criminals 

running the UNITED STATES from a top-down hierarchy through a Fascist-

Socialist-Communist dictatorship rather than as a Constitutional and Democratic 

Republic that the People are otherwise “sealed” against knowing the TRUTH about 

having lost long ago.   
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Such “subject matter jurisdiction” would also include, but not be limited in 

scope, to a possible “En Banc” review of the reported (as supported by EVIDENCE) 

“bad behavior” of these U.S. DISTRICT COURT (“USDC”) “judges” operating in 

the WESTERN DIVISION OF SOUTH DAKOTA; as well as of other reported 

judges named as CO-TRUSTEES in this case residing elsewhere in the UNITED 

STATES, who are – as detailed in Beneficiary’s documents submitted to the lower 

court in the “first case” and incorporated herein by reference – judicial usurpers 

acting also as “senior judges” and “chief judges” operating in the USDC for the 

EASTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN.  

Notably, Beneficiary’s “BRIEF ON CLAIM AND APPEAL” in that “first case” 

of “Schied v. UNITED STATES, et alia” is incorporated herein as if written verbatim; 

along with all of its near two-decades (even longer) of meticulously documentary 

EVIDENCE, as posted ONLINE in Beneficiary’s own ARTICLE III COURT OF 

RECORD to maintain the integrity of the FACTS about “rogue judges” who are 

SEDITIOUSLY and TREASONOUSLY “legislating from the bench” 25 – with 

 
25 See the “FACTUAL” EXHIBITS #1-8 submitted to SCOTUS in 2011 – and the 

“Extraordinary Circumstances as Grounds for Relief” submitted to SCOTUS on 

page 15 of the downloadable PDF – as also individually listed in the “Appendix of 

Referenced Exhibits” (page 33 of that PDF); and provided therein afterwards through 

the end of this downloadable document containing numerous “Judicial Misconduct” 

and “Attorney Grievance” complaints submitted by verifiable, signed sworn and 

notarized statements that have NEVER been rebutted, as collectively posted at: 

http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-

http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/STATENationalJudicialMisconductComplaint-alldenied.pdf
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Beneficiary working also as “Relator” and “Private, Public Proxy”, constitutionally 

and on behalf of the Sovereign American People under the inalienable “Right to 

Redress”, to resolve these important National Problems of INSURRECTION and 

DOMESTIC TERRORISM. 

 

COURT OF APPEALS JURISDICTION 

 From the moment of the actual FIRST “filing” of his “first case” on 4/22/21 

– by mail because the USDCSDWD was refusing to accept in-person filings from 

the Sovereign American People (citing “COVID” reasons) and awarding preferential 

treatment to fellow BAR members of the unauthorized and unconstitutional 

MONOPOLY on the U.S. “court” system – a RECORD was established by 

Beneficiary David Schied regarding the “bad behavior” of the Clerk of the Court, 

Matthew Thelen, and his agents.  

This is a record that has been incorporated into the CO-TRUSTEES’ own 

“court” and/or federal “docketing” records which reflect false data generated by “the 

court” – which conspicuously omits what was fervently “objected to” by 

“Beneficiary/Relator”, but yet gross negligently avoided any address by Piersol – as 

would be required of any legitimate ARTICLE III COURT OF RECORD. These 

 

content/uploads/2021/08/STATENationalJudicialMisconductComplaint-

alldenied.pdf   

http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/STATENationalJudicialMisconductComplaint-alldenied.pdf
http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/STATENationalJudicialMisconductComplaint-alldenied.pdf
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records are located in Beneficiary’s COMMON LAW (ARTICLE III) COURT (OF 

RECORD) at: http://www.ricobusters.com/?page_id=342   

These records – conspicuously marked by Thelen as Dkt Items #2 and #3 and 

#4 in the lower “USDC record” – were labeled according to the USDC’s “Docket 

Sheet” by someone with the private initials of “SKK”. These records were entered 

gross negligently up to THREE WEEKS after being “received” by the CO-

TRUSTEES’ “Office of the Clerk” and with the name of Beneficiary spelled 

falsely as a matter of the “lower court record”: 26 

 

 
26 Dkt Item #4 –       http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/1-

042121_CoverLetr2ClerkoftheCourt.pdf 

Dkt Item #3 –                   http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-

content/uploads/2021/08/043021_LetrofAllegationsAgainstClerkThelenLudem

an.pdf 

Dkt Item #2 –                       http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-

content/uploads/2021/08/050521_CvrLetr2ThelenonResendPkgBillingFeeSche

dule.pdf 

 

http://www.ricobusters.com/?page_id=342
http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/1-042121_CoverLetr2ClerkoftheCourt.pdf
http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/1-042121_CoverLetr2ClerkoftheCourt.pdf
http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/043021_LetrofAllegationsAgainstClerkThelenLudeman.pdf
http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/043021_LetrofAllegationsAgainstClerkThelenLudeman.pdf
http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/043021_LetrofAllegationsAgainstClerkThelenLudeman.pdf
http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/050521_CvrLetr2ThelenonResendPkgBillingFeeSchedule.pdf
http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/050521_CvrLetr2ThelenonResendPkgBillingFeeSchedule.pdf
http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/050521_CvrLetr2ThelenonResendPkgBillingFeeSchedule.pdf
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In this instant case of Schied v. U-HAUL INTERNATIONAL, INC. – being 

inconsistent with the manner in which Thelen and his “clerk agents” designated 

separate “Document [WHOLE] Numbers” to these “instructional cover letters to 

the Clerk” fraudulently as “case documents” submitted to the Clerk for “case filing” 

– Matthew Thelen and his unnamed agents instead entered Beneficiary’s 

“instructional cover letter to the Clerk” as a “Document [PARENTHETICAL] 

Number”; which was entered the very next day into the USDC record by someone 

with the initials “SAC”. 

 

Clearly, as referenced by Piersol’s fraudulent “Memorandum/Opinion 

/Order” from the “first case”, Beneficiary has had a long history of dealing with 

the corrupted U.S. DISTRICT COURT(s) in the EDM and SIXTH CIRCUIT, 

and NEVER has the “cover letter(s) to the clerk in request for proper filing” been 

added to the Docketing Record. Therefore, Beneficiary challenges the 

referenced CO-TRUSTEES “in charge” of this record to prove that they have 



42 
 

done the same (in either of these two demonstrated fashions) with other litigants 

who have filed, such as those filing: a) forma pauperis; b) as a disabled person 

treated in the “spirit” of the AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT; c) as 

an attorney “representing” any other party whatsoever.  

 It is thus, a FACTUAL contention that the filing of these above four “cover 

letters” by the Clerk of the Court is indicative of a “conspiracy to obstruct justice” 

by the latest in a long line of CO-TRUSTEES as agents and principals of the 

“UNITED STATES”; executed criminally via obfuscating the “official” records of 

BOTH of Beneficiary’s ORIGINAL COMPLAINT(s), by this “clerk” also using an 

electronic “wink and nod” of communication to this politically LEFTIST 

“insurrectionist senior judge” and former “chief judge” appointed by Bill Clinton –  

“Larry” Piersol – that railroaded these two now “inextricably intertwined” cases.  
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 These four “cover letters” exist in the very same “Court Record” to which 

this EIGHTH CIRCUIT refers, but with which Piersol’s fraudulent “case 

dismissals” conspicuously OMITS and ignores. This Piersol did while also 

“dismissing” as “moot” the inclusive even more relevant EVIDENCE – which 

was embedded by Beneficiary into the other “Motions” filings – which were 

incorporated in writing by reference in the ORIGINAL COMPLAINT(s) of 

EACH of the two cases. 27  

 
27 For the “first case”, see Doc. 1 pages #259-252, ¶¶ 449(a – being 19 pp); 449(b 

– being 38pp + added EXHIBITS #1-5); 449 (c – being 12 pages + added EXHIBITS 

#1-3 as also described more fully on pp. 40-41 of “Beneficiary/Relator’s” 44-page 

“EMERGENCY MOTION TO EXPEDITE and MOTION FOR IMMEDIATE 

TEMPORARY DECLARATORY AND INJUNCTIVE RELIEF” submitted to 

the USDCEDM on 1/5/21 with reference to the following (below this paragraph) 

as “EXHIBITS A, B. and C”. Note that the referenced “Emergency Motion to 

Expedite…” that was assigned to CO-TRUSTEE “judicial usurper” Victoria 

Roberts at the USDC for the EASTERN DISTRICT OF MICHIGAN has been 

posted at the following ARTICLE III COURT OF RECORD link:                 

http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/3cEXH-

3_010521_Mot4TempDECLINJRelief.pdf   

EXHIBIT A: “DECLARATION of David Schied (dated 10/15/20) Invoking the 

‘Common Law’ Jurisdiction and/or the ‘Federal’ Jurisdiction in Halting Eviction 

via QUO WARRANTO, Notice of ‘INTENT TO LIEN’, Claims of DISABILITY’ and 

‘MEDICAL FRAILTY’, and ‘To Prevent Further Spread of COVID-19’” (40 pages); 

http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-

content/uploads/2021/08/101120_SchiedDeclarationUnderMoratorium-

SIGNED.pdf  

EXHIBIT B: “AMICUS IN TREATISE: Interpreting the Unconstitutional  

History of Federal and National Governance of the Patriotic ‘People’ and Other 

‘Free Persons’ Inhabiting the United States” (313 pages); See how to download this 

copyrighted and “encrypted” document at the following link: 

http://www.ricobusters.com/?page_id=527   

http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/3cEXH-3_010521_Mot4TempDECLINJRelief.pdf
http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/3cEXH-3_010521_Mot4TempDECLINJRelief.pdf
http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/101120_SchiedDeclarationUnderMoratorium-SIGNED.pdf
http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/101120_SchiedDeclarationUnderMoratorium-SIGNED.pdf
http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/101120_SchiedDeclarationUnderMoratorium-SIGNED.pdf
http://www.ricobusters.com/?page_id=527
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Thus, Piersol’s “gross omissions” of these very relevant documents with 

FACTS “incorporated” by Beneficiary into the ORIGINAL COMPLAINT, 

constitute the “constructive” basis – with “obstruction of justice” as the 

underlying reason – for Piersol refusing to consider and/or to address all of 

those very relevant FACTS, as delivered in verifiable STATEMENTS with 

hordes of accompanying – even undeniably embedded – EVIDENCE.  

Piersol not only engaged in such “gross omissions” throughout his 

FRAUDULENT “Judgment(s)” in dismissal of Beneficiary’s entire TWO cases, 

he also issued fraudulent citations, portraying exact quotes of Beneficiary in 

different words so as to MISLEAD THE EIGHTH CIRCUIT judges on their 

“de novo” review of what this “judge” wishes to minimize in significance for 

these “higher court” judges.  

For example, “Fraudster” Lawrence Piersol cited the following on the 

bottom of page 12 of his FRAUDULENT “MEMORANDUM AND OPINION”:  

“Plaintiff has set forth a frivolous and malicious conspiracy theory 

that judges in the Eastern District of Michigan have engaged in 

judicial misconduct about which he has complained numerous 

times, and about which he has ''70 boxes of information." 

 

 

EXHIBIT C: “MEMORANDUM OF RIGHTS OF (WE), 'THE PEOPLE'” (183 

pages) as also referenced earlier in Footnote #11. 

http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-

content/uploads/2021/08/MemorandumofPeoplesRights_KhalilCase.pdf  

http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/MemorandumofPeoplesRights_KhalilCase.pdf
http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/MemorandumofPeoplesRights_KhalilCase.pdf
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As the above screen shot of Piersol’s document shows, while Piersol correctly 

references Beneficiary’s filing IN QUOTES as pertaining to “paragraph 240”, the 

screen shot (shown below) of Beneficiary’s paragraph 240 (as cited on his pages 

169-170) is significantly different, and much more impactful in preemptively 

countering Beneficiary/Relator’s anticipation that judicial usurpers like Piersol will 

continue resort to such tactics of “FRAUD UPON THE COURT”. What Beneficiary 

had actually written in his “Brief” (¶240) was “70 boxes of HARD EVIDENCE”, 

not “information” as cited fraudulently by Piersol.  
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In this instant U-HAUL case, Piersol’s Sedition and Treason “as a matter of 

record” were not as overt and obvious; but instead, more subtle. For just one of as 

many examples as there are “Counts” – both fraudulently addressed by Piersol 

and “affirmatively” omitted of a proper address by Piersol, both “under color of law” 

– has already been presented earlier herein (i.e., see again p.21 herein) with reference 

to Piersol stating that – in spite of the countermanding EVIDENCE written right into 

the TABLE OF CONTENTS of Beneficiary’s “ORIGINAL COMPLAINT” that 

Beneficiary somehow “d[id] not allege any facts against… DOES #1-20”. That 

was a blatant LIE! … as a matter of the “official RECORD”. 

At the very least, Piersol’s “dismissals” of all CLAIMS once again barred 

Beneficiary’s “access to the court” by way of preventing necessary “Discovery” 

for flushing out these FACTS in the face of the named CO-TRUSTEES, who 

were also barred from “answering” to these claims by an obvious civil (42 

U.S.C. §1983) and criminal “conspiracy to deprive of rights under color of law” 

(18 U.S.C. §§241-242) committed between Lange, Piersol and Thelen, at 

minimum.  

Let it be known by this EIGHTH CIRCUIT “COURT OF APPEALS” – in case 

the EIGHTH CIRCUIT “tribunal” assigned to the “first case” is “set up” with 

different judges than the tribunal assigned to the “second case” – that the following 

graphic citations are from that “first case” submission of CLAIM and APPEAL:  
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STATES in the amount of $300 BILLION. http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-

content/uploads/2021/08/021321_WritofErrorandCorbumNobis-1.pdf  

https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-

Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/010816_QuoWarra

nto_6thCircuitJudges/Exhibits/Ex_105_TwoMotforVacateSetAside%26Ord

er4GJInvestigation.pdf  

https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-

Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/010816_QuoWarra

nto_6thCircuitJudges/FinalDocs/010816_QuoWarrantoon6thCirJudges_ALL

.pdf 

http://constitutionalgov.us/SupremeCourtOfLaw/Cases/SchiedVsRoberts/

PrimaryEvidenceDocuments/010816_QuoWarrantoon6thCirJudges_ALL

.pdf 

http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/021321_WritofErrorandCorbumNobis-1.pdf
http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/021321_WritofErrorandCorbumNobis-1.pdf
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/010816_QuoWarranto_6thCircuitJudges/Exhibits/Ex_105_TwoMotforVacateSetAside%26Order4GJInvestigation.pdf
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/010816_QuoWarranto_6thCircuitJudges/Exhibits/Ex_105_TwoMotforVacateSetAside%26Order4GJInvestigation.pdf
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/010816_QuoWarranto_6thCircuitJudges/Exhibits/Ex_105_TwoMotforVacateSetAside%26Order4GJInvestigation.pdf
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/010816_QuoWarranto_6thCircuitJudges/Exhibits/Ex_105_TwoMotforVacateSetAside%26Order4GJInvestigation.pdf
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/010816_QuoWarranto_6thCircuitJudges/FinalDocs/010816_QuoWarrantoon6thCirJudges_ALL.pdf
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/010816_QuoWarranto_6thCircuitJudges/FinalDocs/010816_QuoWarrantoon6thCirJudges_ALL.pdf
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/010816_QuoWarranto_6thCircuitJudges/FinalDocs/010816_QuoWarrantoon6thCirJudges_ALL.pdf
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/010816_QuoWarranto_6thCircuitJudges/FinalDocs/010816_QuoWarrantoon6thCirJudges_ALL.pdf
http://constitutionalgov.us/SupremeCourtOfLaw/Cases/SchiedVsRoberts/PrimaryEvidenceDocuments/010816_QuoWarrantoon6thCirJudges_ALL.pdf
http://constitutionalgov.us/SupremeCourtOfLaw/Cases/SchiedVsRoberts/PrimaryEvidenceDocuments/010816_QuoWarrantoon6thCirJudges_ALL.pdf
http://constitutionalgov.us/SupremeCourtOfLaw/Cases/SchiedVsRoberts/PrimaryEvidenceDocuments/010816_QuoWarrantoon6thCirJudges_ALL.pdf
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http://www.ricobusters.com/?page_id=511 

https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-

Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/111416_Orderto

6thCircuit4EnBancReviewofQuoWarranto/EXHIBITS/ 

http://www.ricobusters.com/?page_id=511
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/111416_Orderto6thCircuit4EnBancReviewofQuoWarranto/EXHIBITS/
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/111416_Orderto6thCircuit4EnBancReviewofQuoWarranto/EXHIBITS/
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/111416_Orderto6thCircuit4EnBancReviewofQuoWarranto/EXHIBITS/
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TIMELINESS OF THIS APPEAL 

In the “first case, subsequent to the “Clerk of the Court” committing a 

preliminary level of fraudulence on the “Docketing Items” recorded by an arbitrary 

and capricious “timeline” prior to Beneficiary filing his “Brief on CLAIM and 

APPEAL”, the two “judges” – Lange and Piersol – added their own level of 

fraudulence. As an extra layer of grossly negligent “whitewash” over 

Beneficiary’s honest and respectable lawsuit against the “UNITED STATES, et 

al”. Piersol’s part in that fraudulence included signing a “judgment” that 

relabeled the entire “first case”, turning it into his own dishonest “sham” case 

of “David Schied vs. DEPOSITORS INSURANCE COMPANY, et al” instead.  
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In this “second [inextricably intertwined] case”, Piersol’s fraudulence was 

submitted just three business days later on 8/2/21.  

 

Subsequently, on 8/8/21, Beneficiary/Relator “filed” his three-pronged 

response to these Seditious and Treasonous acts, which was captioned as:  
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Two weeks later, the EIGHTH CIRCUIT “Clerk” Michael Gans asserted on 

8/23/21 that the COA had the purported “docket entries”; along with the following 

“statement” written in meaningful CONFLICT with the actual FEDERAL RULES 

OF APPELLATE PROCEDURES: 

 
 

 The above “message” sent by Clerk Gans to dissuade Beneficiary from filing an 

“APPEAL BRIEF” or anything else is a stark deviation from FRAP 28.1(f)(1) which 

otherwise states –  

“Time to Serve and File a Brief: the appellant’s principal brief, within 

40 days after the record is filed;”  

 

Therefore, this instant filing of “BRIEF” ON “CLAIM” AND “APPEAL” is 

timely filed. 

 

STATEMENT OF THE FACTS RELEVANT TO THE ISSUES  

PRESENTED HEREIN FOR REVIEW 

Beneficiary/Relator incorporates all listed FACTS – to include all 

STATEMENTS made thus far in the RECORD of BOTH the “first case” (Schied v. 

USA, at al”) and the “second case” (“Schied v. U-HAUL INTERNATIONAL, et al”) 

– whether determined as “dismissed”, “stricken”, “sealed”, or rendered “moot” by 

the criminals referenced herein as “judge” Piersol and “clerk” Thelen – as submitted 
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in Common Law to the ARTICLE III COURT OF RECORD by Beneficiary David 

Schied. 

In particular, Beneficiary incorporates listed FACTS – to include all 

STATEMENTS and ARGUMENTS made thus far in the Record – of the documents 

“filed” – as well as all those referenced by those filings – but never fully 

acknowledged by the USDC “clerk” as shown below:  

 

Because the lower court Clerk has NOT provided Beneficiary with any 

date-stamped confirmation of certain documents “filed” in BOTH cases (by 

USPS mailing to the USDCSDWD) by Beneficiary since the “original” filings of 
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both cases – to include the above listed “Writ of Coram Nobis…Finding of Contempt 

… Fault/ Default…Default Judgment…Ledger of Damages” (in both cases, one on 

8/6/21 and the other on 8/8/21) as well as Beneficiary/Relator’s “OBJECTION TO 

SEALING OF CASE and MOTION TO SHOW CAUSE” dated and “filed” on 

6/4/21, all supported by accompanying “PROOF OF SERVICE” filings (as shown 

below and on the next page) – and because the USDC “clerk” has also NOT 

provided Beneficiary with any REQUESTED copy of the updated DOCKET 

SHEET for that “first case” lower court record verifying that the above “filings” 

have actually been entered into the SEALED lower court record and actually 

transferred to the EIGHTH CIRCUIT as provided in written assurance – Beneficiary 

incorporates herein the entirety of his own public, COMMON LAW “ARTICLE 

III COURT OF RECORD” belonging to We, The People, which acknowledges 

and contains the receipt by the USDCSDWD of these documents as they were 

“officially” filed, leaving no room for any doubt. This includes all documents 

listed and all links to pages with referenced resources and documents that were 

otherwise DENIED DISCOVERY in this case by the criminal usurper of 

judicial office, Lawrence Piersol, located at: 

http://www.ricobusters.com/?page_id=342 (for the “first case”) and at: 

http://www.ricobusters.com/?page_id=345 (for the “second case”). 

http://www.ricobusters.com/?page_id=342
http://www.ricobusters.com/?page_id=345
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This COMMON LAW ARTICLE III COURT OF RECORD for the “first 

case” includes all items and activities of the EIGHTH CIRCUIT occurring 

subsequent to the criminal activity at the lower “USDCSDWD” as shown, with 

relevant links to other documents, at: http://www.ricobusters.com/?page_id=531 

This same RECORD includes all items of most relevant reference – as was 

included in the lower court filings but covered up by the “dismissing” and declaring 

as “moot” the entirety of the lower USDC court(s) records by Victoria Roberts in 

the USDCEDM and of Lawrence Piersol in the USDCSDWD – located at: 

http://www.ricobusters.com/?page_id=511  

 All items and activities of the EIGHTH CIRCUIT pertaining to this instant 

“second case” and occurring subsequent to the criminal activity at the lower 

“USDCSDWD” as shown, with relevant links to other documents is located at: 

http://www.ricobusters.com/?page_id=536  

It is a FACT that Piersol’s FRAUDULENT “Judgment(s)” (against both 

cases) as well as his “Memorandum / Opinion / Order of Dismissal” (of the “first 

case”) claiming “No Facts upon which relief [will] be granted”, and his “Screening 

Order for Dismissal” (on the “second case”) were delivered to the public at large 

and to the EIGHTH CIRCUIT while Seditiously and Treasonously OMITTING 

proper consideration for all of the important UNREBUTTED SWORN AND 

NOTARIZED AFFIDAVITS included or referenced by the “official” Record as 

http://www.ricobusters.com/?page_id=531
http://www.ricobusters.com/?page_id=511
http://www.ricobusters.com/?page_id=536
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matters of verifiable and irrefutable “FACTS”. This included the very important 

“AFFIDAVIT OF BENEFICIARY/RELATOR David Schied IN STATEMENT OF 

TRUTH” as shown below (on the next page) which appeared on the last page of the 

“Original Complaint” referenced by Piersol’s fraudulent “official” documents. 

Instead, the only affidavit Piersol mentioned was the one used for his granting 

“forma pauperis” status to Beneficiary, as if he was being a “real nice guy” 

rather than the seditious and treasonous insurrectionist defrauding the 

American People and this EIGHTH CIRCUIT COA while defaming the 

research and the reputation of Beneficiary David Schied himself. 
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Piersol acted with malfeasance when ignoring 4 CFR § 22.6, which addresses 

how judges and others in positions of DELEGATED “government authority” should 

handle “Motions, Briefs, and Other Statements [Rule 6]” with accountability to 

include “(c) Declarations, affidavits, or other statements” and when delivering “(d) 

Motions for Summary Judgment”. In this case there was never such a “motion” but 

Piersol delivered a “Summary Judgment” anyway on his own, sua sponte (Latin 

meaning “voluntarily”). 
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Essentially, Piersol has turned the “spirit” – as well as the “letter” – of the 

law on its head; ignoring the uncontested “material facts” presented by 

Beneficiary David Schied and voluntarily acting as if it was the UNITED 

STATES that had been the one to submit a “motion” with uncontested facts and 

requested relief.  

Thus, it is a FACT that on page 251-252 of his “ORIGINAL COMPLAINT” 

(in his “first case”), Beneficiary had also incorporated by reference into his 

“pleadings” his “AFFIDAVIT OF TRUTH OF David Schied” as shown below. 28 

                       

 
28 This 2/19/21 AFFIDAVIT is located publicly at: 

http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-

content/uploads/2021/08/AffidavitofDavidSchied021921.pdf                       

http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/AffidavitofDavidSchied021921.pdf
http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/AffidavitofDavidSchied021921.pdf
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The following graphic citations are from that “first case” submission of CLAIM 

and APPEAL to support the remaining of this section on FACTUAL history: 29 
 

                 
 

29 NOTE that the next fourteen (14) pages reference links to the described 

documents. To comply with “word count” requirements under “appellate rules”, 

the citations are GRAPHIC REPRESENTATIONS only. The actual “official” 

document being referenced containing these links is also located at:  

http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-

content/uploads/2021/08/091021_Schied_BriefonCLAIMandAPPEAL-

ALL.pdf  

http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/091021_Schied_BriefonCLAIMandAPPEAL-ALL.pdf
http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/091021_Schied_BriefonCLAIMandAPPEAL-ALL.pdf
http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/091021_Schied_BriefonCLAIMandAPPEAL-ALL.pdf
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https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-

Schied/2016_16thCirCOA-

QuoWarranto%26EnBanc/QuoWarranto%2BEnBanc%2BUSAG-

USPostalInspect/111416_Orderto6thCircuit4EnBancReviewofQuoW

arranto/EXHIBITS/EXH_11_SwornFollowUpAffidavit%26CrimeRe

port42AffidavitLinks-2.pdf 

https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-

Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/010816_QuoWarra

nto_6thCircuitJudges/FinalDocs/010815_AppendixofExhibits.pdf   

“https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied” 

https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-

Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/010816_QuoWarra

nto_6thCircuitJudges/Exhibits/ 

https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2016_16thCirCOA-QuoWarranto%26EnBanc/QuoWarranto%2BEnBanc%2BUSAG-USPostalInspect/111416_Orderto6thCircuit4EnBancReviewofQuoWarranto/EXHIBITS/EXH_11_SwornFollowUpAffidavit%26CrimeReport42AffidavitLinks-2.pdf
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2016_16thCirCOA-QuoWarranto%26EnBanc/QuoWarranto%2BEnBanc%2BUSAG-USPostalInspect/111416_Orderto6thCircuit4EnBancReviewofQuoWarranto/EXHIBITS/EXH_11_SwornFollowUpAffidavit%26CrimeReport42AffidavitLinks-2.pdf
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2016_16thCirCOA-QuoWarranto%26EnBanc/QuoWarranto%2BEnBanc%2BUSAG-USPostalInspect/111416_Orderto6thCircuit4EnBancReviewofQuoWarranto/EXHIBITS/EXH_11_SwornFollowUpAffidavit%26CrimeReport42AffidavitLinks-2.pdf
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2016_16thCirCOA-QuoWarranto%26EnBanc/QuoWarranto%2BEnBanc%2BUSAG-USPostalInspect/111416_Orderto6thCircuit4EnBancReviewofQuoWarranto/EXHIBITS/EXH_11_SwornFollowUpAffidavit%26CrimeReport42AffidavitLinks-2.pdf
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2016_16thCirCOA-QuoWarranto%26EnBanc/QuoWarranto%2BEnBanc%2BUSAG-USPostalInspect/111416_Orderto6thCircuit4EnBancReviewofQuoWarranto/EXHIBITS/EXH_11_SwornFollowUpAffidavit%26CrimeReport42AffidavitLinks-2.pdf
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2016_16thCirCOA-QuoWarranto%26EnBanc/QuoWarranto%2BEnBanc%2BUSAG-USPostalInspect/111416_Orderto6thCircuit4EnBancReviewofQuoWarranto/EXHIBITS/EXH_11_SwornFollowUpAffidavit%26CrimeReport42AffidavitLinks-2.pdf
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/010816_QuoWarranto_6thCircuitJudges/FinalDocs/010815_AppendixofExhibits.pdf
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/010816_QuoWarranto_6thCircuitJudges/FinalDocs/010815_AppendixofExhibits.pdf
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/010816_QuoWarranto_6thCircuitJudges/FinalDocs/010815_AppendixofExhibits.pdf
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/010816_QuoWarranto_6thCircuitJudges/Exhibits/
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/010816_QuoWarranto_6thCircuitJudges/Exhibits/
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/010816_QuoWarranto_6thCircuitJudges/Exhibits/
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https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-

Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/ 

https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-

Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/111416_Order

to6thCircuit4EnBancReviewofQuoWarranto/ 

https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/
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https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-

Schied/2017_StateofMichiganClaimofDamages/040317_PresentmentbyNotary

Witness/4-FiveAffidavitsofCourtWatchers.pdf 

See also, the court transcript, police report and other FACTUAL documents located 

at: https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-

Schied/2017_StateofMichiganClaimofDamages/040317_PresentmentbyNotary

Witness/ and at: 

https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-

Schied/ExD_SwornNotarAffidDavidSchied.pdf  

See https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-

Schied/2017_StateofMichiganClaimofDamages/040317_PresentmentbyNotary

Witness/8-HandwritCrimeRprt%26AffidbyDS.pdf  

See https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-

Schied/Exh_1_MyAffidavitofTruth.pdf  

See https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-

Schied/ExC_DaveLonier2ndAffidavitonDenialofRecords.pdf 

https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2017_StateofMichiganClaimofDamages/040317_PresentmentbyNotaryWitness/4-FiveAffidavitsofCourtWatchers.pdf
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2017_StateofMichiganClaimofDamages/040317_PresentmentbyNotaryWitness/4-FiveAffidavitsofCourtWatchers.pdf
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2017_StateofMichiganClaimofDamages/040317_PresentmentbyNotaryWitness/4-FiveAffidavitsofCourtWatchers.pdf
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2017_StateofMichiganClaimofDamages/040317_PresentmentbyNotaryWitness/
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2017_StateofMichiganClaimofDamages/040317_PresentmentbyNotaryWitness/
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2017_StateofMichiganClaimofDamages/040317_PresentmentbyNotaryWitness/
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/ExD_SwornNotarAffidDavidSchied.pdf
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/ExD_SwornNotarAffidDavidSchied.pdf
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2017_StateofMichiganClaimofDamages/040317_PresentmentbyNotaryWitness/8-HandwritCrimeRprt%26AffidbyDS.pdf
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2017_StateofMichiganClaimofDamages/040317_PresentmentbyNotaryWitness/8-HandwritCrimeRprt%26AffidbyDS.pdf
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2017_StateofMichiganClaimofDamages/040317_PresentmentbyNotaryWitness/8-HandwritCrimeRprt%26AffidbyDS.pdf
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/Exh_1_MyAffidavitofTruth.pdf
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/Exh_1_MyAffidavitofTruth.pdf
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/ExC_DaveLonier2ndAffidavitonDenialofRecords.pdf
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/ExC_DaveLonier2ndAffidavitonDenialofRecords.pdf
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https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCd3xqk6Kc778ASLAsRpV5ag/videos 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=kkojn6BP3L0  

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=uOncdSeg1Xk 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=u84rCiOYZhM 

http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-

content/uploads/2021/08/101120_SchiedDeclarationUnderMoratorium-

SIGNED.pdf 

https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCd3xqk6Kc778ASLAsRpV5ag/videos
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=kkojn6BP3L0
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=uOncdSeg1Xk
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=u84rCiOYZhM
http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/101120_SchiedDeclarationUnderMoratorium-SIGNED.pdf
http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/101120_SchiedDeclarationUnderMoratorium-SIGNED.pdf
http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/101120_SchiedDeclarationUnderMoratorium-SIGNED.pdf
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https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-

Schied/2018_DTE%2BMICHIGAN/121517_NotaryPresentment/121517_DSA

ffidavit4NOL.pdf 

located at:            https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-

Schied/2018_DTE%2BMICHIGAN/ 

32   This document is located today at: http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-

content/uploads/2021/08/121117_DeclarofTruthon16ExampleCases.pdf 

https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2018_DTE%2BMICHIGAN/121517_NotaryPresentment/121517_DSAffidavit4NOL.pdf
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2018_DTE%2BMICHIGAN/121517_NotaryPresentment/121517_DSAffidavit4NOL.pdf
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2018_DTE%2BMICHIGAN/121517_NotaryPresentment/121517_DSAffidavit4NOL.pdf
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2018_DTE%2BMICHIGAN/
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2018_DTE%2BMICHIGAN/
http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/121117_DeclarofTruthon16ExampleCases.pdf
http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/121117_DeclarofTruthon16ExampleCases.pdf
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https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-

Schied/2017_StateofMichiganClaimofDamages/2017_MI-DOS-DHS-

DLARA&StateAdminBoard/ 

https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2017_StateofMichiganClaimofDamages/2017_MI-DOS-DHS-DLARA&StateAdminBoard/
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2017_StateofMichiganClaimofDamages/2017_MI-DOS-DHS-DLARA&StateAdminBoard/
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2017_StateofMichiganClaimofDamages/2017_MI-DOS-DHS-DLARA&StateAdminBoard/
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https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-

Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/071415_MyRespons

e2MMRMA1stMot2Dismiss/071415_MyResponse2Mot2DismissinLieuofAnsw

r/ 

https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-

Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/083116_2ndCrimeR

eport2USAttnyGeneralLynchonEvents%2BMagisCrime/Exhibits2AffidavitFo

llowUptoUSAGLynch/ 

https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-

Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/071415_MyResponse2

MMRMA1stMot2Dismiss/071415_MyResponse2Mot2DismissinLieuofAnswr/Re

sponse2Mot2Dismiss_EntireFinal.pdf 

https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/071415_MyResponse2MMRMA1stMot2Dismiss/071415_MyResponse2Mot2DismissinLieuofAnswr/
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/071415_MyResponse2MMRMA1stMot2Dismiss/071415_MyResponse2Mot2DismissinLieuofAnswr/
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/071415_MyResponse2MMRMA1stMot2Dismiss/071415_MyResponse2Mot2DismissinLieuofAnswr/
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/071415_MyResponse2MMRMA1stMot2Dismiss/071415_MyResponse2Mot2DismissinLieuofAnswr/
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/083116_2ndCrimeReport2USAttnyGeneralLynchonEvents%2BMagisCrime/Exhibits2AffidavitFollowUptoUSAGLynch/
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/083116_2ndCrimeReport2USAttnyGeneralLynchonEvents%2BMagisCrime/Exhibits2AffidavitFollowUptoUSAGLynch/
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/083116_2ndCrimeReport2USAttnyGeneralLynchonEvents%2BMagisCrime/Exhibits2AffidavitFollowUptoUSAGLynch/
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/083116_2ndCrimeReport2USAttnyGeneralLynchonEvents%2BMagisCrime/Exhibits2AffidavitFollowUptoUSAGLynch/
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/071415_MyResponse2MMRMA1stMot2Dismiss/071415_MyResponse2Mot2DismissinLieuofAnswr/Response2Mot2Dismiss_EntireFinal.pdf
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/071415_MyResponse2MMRMA1stMot2Dismiss/071415_MyResponse2Mot2DismissinLieuofAnswr/Response2Mot2Dismiss_EntireFinal.pdf
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/071415_MyResponse2MMRMA1stMot2Dismiss/071415_MyResponse2Mot2DismissinLieuofAnswr/Response2Mot2Dismiss_EntireFinal.pdf
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/071415_MyResponse2MMRMA1stMot2Dismiss/071415_MyResponse2Mot2DismissinLieuofAnswr/Response2Mot2Dismiss_EntireFinal.pdf
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https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-

Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/033116_PAGsSchie

d%26Squires_Joinderof-14-ClaimantsCrimeVictims/ 

http://www.ricobusters.com/?page_id=527 

https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/033116_PAGsSchied%26Squires_Joinderof-14-ClaimantsCrimeVictims/
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/033116_PAGsSchied%26Squires_Joinderof-14-ClaimantsCrimeVictims/
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/033116_PAGsSchied%26Squires_Joinderof-14-ClaimantsCrimeVictims/
http://www.ricobusters.com/?page_id=527
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books, but also verified underlying “backstory”30 of what started Beneficiary/ 

Relator’s near twenty-years (20) of history documenting “chain” and “wheel” 

conspiracies 31 of crimes by government “imposters” and “usurpers” of the 

sovereign People’s Rights.  

 

ARGUMENT – SUMMARY WITH DETAILS, CONTENTIONS, AND 

STANDARDS FOR REVIEW 

 

Note that all of the documents referenced within this “Argument” show 

beyond any reasonable doubt that the FACTS as presented above have been 

repeatedly submitted to previous “courts” and “judges” owned and/or operated and 

licensed by the “CO-TRUSTEES” (of the “first case”) calling themselves the 

“STATE OF MICHIGAN” and the “UNITED STATES”. These are cases in which 

proven FRAUD – in its various “affirmative” forms of gross misrepresentations 

 
30 See, http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-

content/uploads/2021/08/111620_Letter2ProvostCanadaAA_SANDRAHARRI

S-ALL.pdf  
31 What is provided  is more than a mere autobiography, because it includes insight, 

history, and evidence of a lone American (as well as another “targeted” CRIME 

VICTIM, being a female American who is also a forensics specialist) who has 

been standing up for what is right against a long history of government 

corruption involving CORPORATE greed, seditious and treasonous FBI 

“agents” and high-ranking Washington, D.C. “principals” of the USDOJ, the 

“Federal” courts, and CONGRESSIONAL Legislators taking bribes from 

CORPORATE Lobbyists and corrupt, BILLION DOLLAR MEGA-

CORPORATIONS and their crooked law firms. All of this history has involved 

the perpetuity of bureaucratic “procedural” coverup of “substantive” multi-

levels of international terrorism funding and the engagement of high-stakes 

international art fraud. 

http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/111620_Letter2ProvostCanadaAA_SANDRAHARRIS-ALL.pdf
http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/111620_Letter2ProvostCanadaAA_SANDRAHARRIS-ALL.pdf
http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/111620_Letter2ProvostCanadaAA_SANDRAHARRIS-ALL.pdf
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and/or gross omissions have dominated “backward-looking-access-to-court” cases 

causing not only a convoluting of the underlying ISSUES of each case, but also a 

compounding of the DAMAGES, just as has happened in this instant case, as well 

as the “first case”.  

For these and other “reasonable causes” stated throughout this “BRIEF ON 

CLAIM AND APPEAL” 32, all of these previously submitted “Arguments” – as 

well as their plethora of “Appendixe[s] of EVIDENCE” and their “Table[s] of 

Authorities” 33 – to include all of the dated and unrebutted Affidavits and 

Declarations and Video Documentaries containing supported Witness and Victim 

Testimonials – of verifiable STATEMENT[s] of FACTS and HISTORY 34, the 

well-researched, scholarly Memorandum(s), Amicus/Treatise, etc. and their 

 
32 Primarily these “other reasonable causes” are related to the MAXIM that “Fraud 

vitiates everything…even judgments”. See again, Footnote #5.   
33 See the TABLE OF AUTHORITIES of the two documents referenced by 

Footnotes #24 and #36 herein at minimum for those already provided to the 

UNITED STATES via its multi-faceted “U.S. DISTRICT COURTS” and its “SIXTH 

CIRCUIT” COA. (See also the instant “Table of Authorities” of this instant case.) 
34 This includes the scores of “backward-looking” case histories, the researched 

“History of the UNITED STATES”, as well as the referenced autobiographical 

histor[ies] of David Schied as referenced above, published publicly on the World 

Wide Web. It also includes numerous other video documentaries produced by more 

Sovereign American People through Common Law means depicting numerous 

CRIMES by the DEEP STATE “powers that be”, not the least of significance which 

is titled “From JFK to 9/11: Everything is a Rich Man’s Trick”, as located on 

9/5/21 at: https://www.bitchute.com/video/vsT4rOS03wXi/   

https://www.bitchute.com/video/vsT4rOS03wXi/
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respective references to various other Arguments and Authorities – are 

incorporated within this ARGUMENT as if reiterated again herein verbatim.  

With regard to Piersol’s repeated assertion in the “first case” (Doc 14, p.27) 

that… 

“We reiy on our public officials who have been entrusted with the 

responsibility to investigate such claims and to prosecute where 

appropriate.” 

 

… it is well known that “Separation of Powers” was designed with the 

“responsibility of the Executive Branch to take Care that the Laws be faithfully 

executed”, by “initiating and prosecuting criminal cases”. 35  

 
 

 
35 See John Robertson, Petitioner v. UNITED STATES, Ex Rel. Wykenna Watson, 60 

U. S. ____ (2010) No. 08-6261 as “Brief for the UNITED STATES as AMICUS 

CURIAE supporting Respondent”; as posted publicly at: 

http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-

content/uploads/2021/08/RobertsonVUSexrelWatsoncase.pdf  

http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/RobertsonVUSexrelWatsoncase.pdf
http://www.ricobusters.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/RobertsonVUSexrelWatsoncase.pdf
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 Yet time and time again, not only has such CRIMINAL gross negligence and 

malfeasance by the Executive Branch been demonstrated, but so too has the gross 

negligence and malfeasance of the Judicial Branch(es) of the STATE and UNITED 

STATES been FACTUALLY documented as covering up such “prosecutorial 

abuses”; thus, revealing compounded “abuses of judicial discretion” by the “CO-

TRUSTEES” of the STATE OF MICHIGAN and the UNITED STATES (“et alia”).  

 Such documentation has been referenced by Beneficiary as falling under the 

doctrine of “Backward-Looking-Access-To-Court” (“BLAC”) cases, which includes 

this instant case of “Schied v. U-HAUL INTERNATIONAL, INC.” being summarily 

“dismissed” along with the “first case”, in spite of all of the above being referenced 

therein. 

Beneficiary has researched the authorities on BLAC cases and produced a 66-

page “MEMORANDUM OF LAW” – which was date-stamped as “received” by the 

USDCEDM on 3/31/16 – that was “BASED ON THE FIRST AMENDMENT 

PETITION CLAUSE AND EVIDENCE OF DOMESTIC TERRORISM”. That 

document has been located publicly for the past five (5) years – without any 

challenge whatsoever – at:  

https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-

Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/033116_PAGsSchie

d%26Squires_Joinderof-14-

ClaimantsCrimeVictims/CoverFiling%26MemorandumofLaw/Memorandum

ofLaw/MemorandumofLawonBLACclaimsonJoinderClaimants_ALL.pdf  

 

https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/033116_PAGsSchied%26Squires_Joinderof-14-ClaimantsCrimeVictims/CoverFiling%26MemorandumofLaw/MemorandumofLaw/MemorandumofLawonBLACclaimsonJoinderClaimants_ALL.pdf
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/033116_PAGsSchied%26Squires_Joinderof-14-ClaimantsCrimeVictims/CoverFiling%26MemorandumofLaw/MemorandumofLaw/MemorandumofLawonBLACclaimsonJoinderClaimants_ALL.pdf
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/033116_PAGsSchied%26Squires_Joinderof-14-ClaimantsCrimeVictims/CoverFiling%26MemorandumofLaw/MemorandumofLaw/MemorandumofLawonBLACclaimsonJoinderClaimants_ALL.pdf
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/033116_PAGsSchied%26Squires_Joinderof-14-ClaimantsCrimeVictims/CoverFiling%26MemorandumofLaw/MemorandumofLaw/MemorandumofLawonBLACclaimsonJoinderClaimants_ALL.pdf
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/033116_PAGsSchied%26Squires_Joinderof-14-ClaimantsCrimeVictims/CoverFiling%26MemorandumofLaw/MemorandumofLaw/MemorandumofLawonBLACclaimsonJoinderClaimants_ALL.pdf
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 When such “insurrection” and “domestic terrorism” occur by those the 

Sovereign People have hired with “fiduciary obligations” under the PUBLIC 

TRUST to “faithfully execute” their DUTIES OF OFFICE in accordance with their 

OATHS OF OFFICES, it is time for the “Masters” of these “public servants” to 

take back their sovereign Powers. 36 This is when the Sovereign People exercise 

their own unique “Common Law Jurisdiction” as detailed in the “MEMORANDUM 

OF LAW & JURISDICTION” 37 and the “MEMORANDUM ON RIGHTS OF 

(WE), 'THE PEOPLE'”. 38 

 With regard to Piersol summarily nullifying Beneficiary/Relator’s 

previous argument (in the first case) that …  

 
36 See Beneficiary’s formalized “Memorandum of Law…Pertaining to ‘Whether 

judicial ‘legislation’ is Constitutional’; and ‘whether judicial ‘independence’ 

authorizes ‘bad’ behavior’; and, ‘whether ‘substantive’ Evidence can be 

‘procedurally’ stricken [or dismissed]’; and, ‘whether Evidence of a ‘Pattern and 

Practice’ of government coercion constitutes ‘Treason’ and/or ‘Domestic 

Terrorism’” which was date-stamped as “received” by the USDCEDM on 11/18/15 

and posted publicly this past five (5) years in the Beneficiary’s previously 

established ARTICLE III COURT OF RECORD without challenge or rebuttal, 

located at:       https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-

Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/083116_2ndCrimeR

eport2USAttnyGeneralLynchonEvents%2BMagisCrime/Exhibits2AffidavitFo

llowUptoUSAGLynch/EX_60_EntireMemorandumofLawinSupporInterlocut

Appeal111815.pdf   
37 This full nine (9) page “memorandum” dated 6/25/15, as submitted to the 

ARTICLE III COURT OF RECORD in the case of “Schied v. Khalil, et al” is located 

online at:               https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-

Schied/Exh_4_Memorandum%20Law%20%26%20Juristiction.pdf  
38 See Footnote #11 above for previous reference to this document and its publicly 

posted location, also at: http://www.ricobusters.com/?page_id=527  

https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/083116_2ndCrimeReport2USAttnyGeneralLynchonEvents%2BMagisCrime/Exhibits2AffidavitFollowUptoUSAGLynch/EX_60_EntireMemorandumofLawinSupporInterlocutAppeal111815.pdf
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/083116_2ndCrimeReport2USAttnyGeneralLynchonEvents%2BMagisCrime/Exhibits2AffidavitFollowUptoUSAGLynch/EX_60_EntireMemorandumofLawinSupporInterlocutAppeal111815.pdf
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/083116_2ndCrimeReport2USAttnyGeneralLynchonEvents%2BMagisCrime/Exhibits2AffidavitFollowUptoUSAGLynch/EX_60_EntireMemorandumofLawinSupporInterlocutAppeal111815.pdf
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/083116_2ndCrimeReport2USAttnyGeneralLynchonEvents%2BMagisCrime/Exhibits2AffidavitFollowUptoUSAGLynch/EX_60_EntireMemorandumofLawinSupporInterlocutAppeal111815.pdf
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/2015_SchiedvJudgeKarenKhaliletalinUSDCEDM/083116_2ndCrimeReport2USAttnyGeneralLynchonEvents%2BMagisCrime/Exhibits2AffidavitFollowUptoUSAGLynch/EX_60_EntireMemorandumofLawinSupporInterlocutAppeal111815.pdf
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/Exh_4_Memorandum%20Law%20%26%20Juristiction.pdf
https://constitutionalgov.us/sub/Michigan/Cases/David-Schied/Exh_4_Memorandum%20Law%20%26%20Juristiction.pdf
http://www.ricobusters.com/?page_id=527
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“a Grand Jury should be empaneled, private prosecution should be 

allowed and initiated, and all Defendants should be arrested 

immediately and imprisoned pending a public hearing to answer 

Plaintiff's allegations” …  

 

… by an unsupported “DENIAL” of “BENEFICIARY'S / RELATOR's 

OBJECTION TO SEALING OF CASE and MOTION TO SHOW CAUSE and 

DEMAND (OR ORDER) FOR FEDERAL SPECIAL GRAND JURY 

INVESTIGATION", it is to be noted that the Sovereign People have retained such 

rights under the NINTH and TENTH AMENDMENTS as Scalia set into reminder 

when writing the majority ruling in United States v. Williams, 504 U.S. 36 (1992).  

 Further, the case of United States v. Smyth, 104 F.Supp. 283 (1952) well-

addresses the FACT that although “private prosecutions” appear to be abandoned, 

the institution of grand jurors, themselves, “[have] retain enough of this tradition 

that they may initiate prosecutions based on information received from persons who 

have no connection officially with them”; and nothing in law prevents the Sovereign 

People from reinstituting this Common Law practice anytime they see a need. 

Moreover, SCOTUS is well-familiar the Common Law “Right” – and the 

common law history and constitutional issues involved – in private prosecutions;  as 

well as the conditions under which “absolute immunity” is to be provided to 

“private” prosecutors as well as to “government” prosecutors. Essentially, the 

critical element is not one’s governmental “status” but one’s “role” as an 
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“advocate” for the “Sovereign”, being the “government – of, by, and for – the 

People”.  

In other words, whenever and whoever the person acting in the role is NOT 

acting in the sovereign People’s best interest, there is no “immunity” to be 

provided 39, as Piersol and his “judicial imposter” predecessors and “peer group” 

of cohorts refuse to admit as insurrectionists and domestic terrorists.  

“When private individuals undertake an action, such as 

prosecution, that is ‘traditionally associated with sovereignty,’ 

they are deemed state actors exercising sovereign power and thus 

become subject to constitutional constraints.” Jackson, 419 U.S. 

at 352-353. 40 

 

“At common law, ‘the better practice’ was ‘to institute an 

independent action in the name of the state’ even when it was 

conducted by private counsel.” 41 

 
39 supra. See again, John Robertson, Petitioner v. UNITED STATES, Ex Rel. 

Wykenna Watson as it cites William Blackstone, Commentaries *2, “The 

Constitution’s use of terms such as ‘crime,’ ‘offense,’ and ‘criminal prosecution’ 

must be understood in light of their common law heritage … [whereby] ‘the proper 

prosecutor for every public offence’ [was] “the sovereign”. … “Although the 

Constitution itself does not define these terms, their meaning is illuminated by 

common law traditions at the time the Constitution was drafted and ratified. See 

Crawford v. Washington, 541 U.S. 36, 42-50 (2004)” … “[T]he Constitution’s 

common-law background suggests that the Framers understood a ‘crime’ as … a 

breach and violation of the public rights and duties due to the whole community, 

considered as a community… an injury to the public [;] … and [understood ] a 

‘criminal prosecution’ as a response taken on the public’s behalf” (regardless of 

whether the person had the status as a “public” or a “private” prosecutor.  

This is the underlying basis, therefore, for Beneficiary/Relator referring 

to himself by the Common Law term, “Private. Public Proxy”. 
40 Jackson v. Metropolitan Edison Co., 419 U.S. 345 (1974) 
41 High, James L. A Treatise on the Law of Injunctions § 1449, at 1460 (4th ed. 

1905). 



84 
 

 

Thus, Piersol’s statement, ”[t]he Court adhered to the principle that the 

accurate determination of guilt or innocence· requires the exercise of judgment by a 

prosecutor” creates a genuine issue of FACT triable by a JURY… one which 

has been repeatedly DENIED to Beneficiary by the listed CO-TRUSTEES of 

the STATE OF MICHIGAN and the UNITED STATES (“et alia”), as well as 

many yet unnamed “DOES”. All of the above thus, applies to BOTH the “first 

case” and this instant “second case” in which Piersol’s “summary actions” precluded 

the “principal” of U-HAUL INTERNATIONAL, INC. and its “Agents” numbered 

as DOES 1-16 (of a total of 20) even being “served” with notice that they were being 

sued in this case.  

 

SHORT CONCLUSION WITH PRECISE RELIEF SOUGHT/DEMANDED 

It should be amply clear that Beneficiary David Schied is technology-savvy, 

tenacious, dedicated, and committed enough to keep the TRUTH “on the table” in 

spite of the attempts of government “actors” to repeatedly “strike” and “dismiss” the 

TRUTH from their records while generating a plethora of additional fraudulence to 

their “official” record history.  

As such, the “repeated redress” has resulted in “repeated [and compounded] 

injuries”, which have been also repeatedly compounded in “TREBLE DAMAGES”, 
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now surmounting $918 BILLION (in the first case alone) and over $ 225,000 (in 

this instant second case) as the now updated “Demand(s) for Relief”. 42 

“Relief” is also demanded in the “first case” to include the ORDER for “The 

Accused” – to include the herein named alleged judicial usurpers – to surrender their 

“corpus” for imprisonment until such times as a “speedy” TRIAL BY JURY is 

executed; and/or, until “performance bonds” of these “fiduciary agents” – subject to 

OATHS and DUTIES of offices of the PUBLIC TRUST – are identified and 

surrendered to Beneficiary as the Sovereign Peoples’ “private prosecutor” with his 

own ARTICLE III COURT OF RECORD.  

In this instant “second case”, it may suffice to simply inform the principal 

“Executives” and “Board” members – e.g., by DECLARATORY ORDER – that 

certain criminal allegations exist and provide them the opportunity to “present their 

defense” against the “civil” allegations herein first…”in the interest of fairness and 

justice”.    

Truthfully submitted, 

 

____/s/_David Schied______ Date: 9/20/21 

  

 

 
42 This amount – even as was originally demanded in the amount of $306 BILLION  

in the “first case” – is anything but “frivolous”, given that the “allegations” amount 

to an indictment of the entire “Administrative State” of the EXECUTIVE and 

JUDICIAL “branches”; which need a complete revamping to reinstate “honest 

government services” via public hearings on violations of the U.S. 

CONSTITUTION and the RULES ENABLING ACT. 

DISABLED / BENEFICIARY 

David Schied 

P.O. Box 321  

SPEARFISH, S. DAKOTA 57783 

605-580-5121 (all calls recorded) 
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CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE [Rule 32(g)(1)] 

 

 

This is to certify that this “APPEAL BRIEF” complies with FRAP Rule 32(a)(7)(B) 

since it contains a maximum of 11,690 words, as determined by the MS 

WORD/OFFICE 365 program of the MICROSOFT CORPORATION.  

 

 
 

 
 

The word count excludes any words provided in graphics that has been embedded 

in reference to undeniable EVIDENCE of an OBSTRUCTION OF JUSTICE by the 

lower court “actors’” secondary coverup of predicate RICO crimes by their “peer 

group” of other “government” criminals – in the “first case” captioned as “David 

Schied v. UNITED STATES, et alia” –  who are referenced herein as 

“insurrectionists” and “domestic terrorists”.  

 

Truthfully submitted, 

 

____/s/_David Schied______   Date: 9/20/21 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

DISABLED / BENEFICIARY 

David Schied 

P.O. Box 321  

SPEARFISH, S. DAKOTA 57783 

605-580-5121 (all calls recorded) 
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