
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT  

DISTRICT OF MINNESOTA  

 
TIMOTHY CHARLES HOLMSETH 

 
          Plaintiff, 
 
           v. 
 
      CITY OF EAST GRAND FORKS, a 
municipal entity in the state of Minnesota; 
RONALD GALSTAD, city attorney for 
City of East Grand Forks, in his official 
and individual capacity; BARB ERDMAN, 
Sheriff of Polk County, Minnesota, in her 
official and individual capacity; JAMES 
RICHTER, director of Economic 
Development and Housing Authority 
(retired), in his official and individual 
capacity; MICHAEL HEDLUND, chief of 
police for City of East Grand Forks, in his 
official and individual capacity; DAVID 
MURPHY, administrator for the City of 
East Grand Forks, in his official and 
individual capacity; RODNEY HAJICEK, 
lieutenant detective at East Grand Forks 
Police Department, in his official and 
individual capacity; AEISSO SCHRAGE, 
police officer at East Grand Forks Police 
Department, in his official and individual 
capacity; MICHAEL LACOURSIERE, 
public defender for MINNESOTA 
PUBLIC DEFENDER’S OFFICE, in his 
official and individual capacity; JOHN 
DOE, in his/her official and individual 
capacity; JEANETTE RINGUETTE, 
administrative assistant at the Grand Forks 
National Weather Service Office, in her 
official and individual capacity; 
MICHAEL NORLAND, deputy at the Polk 
County Sheriff’s Office, in his official and 
individual capacity; 
 
          Defendant.  

Case No. 14-CV-2970 (DWF/LIB) 
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EXHIBITS 

 

STATEMENTS OF FACTS BY DEFENDANT GALSTAD AND DEFENDANT 

CITY PUBLISHED IN NEWSPAPER  

 

 
1. The Court will please accept the attached Exhibits. 

 
2. The submission of the Exhibits herein is made as result of a legal statement of 

facts made by East Grand Forks City Attorney Ronald Galstad on December 3, 
2014 and published in the East Grand Forks Exponent. SEE EXHIBIT A, B, C, D. 

 
3. EGF City Attorney Ronald Galstad is a Defendant in Holmseth v. City of East 

Grand Forks et al. Case No. 14-CV-2970 (DWF/LIB). 
 

4. As is set forth in Plaintiff’s FIRST AMENDED COMPLAINT, Plaintiff is suing 
Defendant Galstad in both his official and individual capacity.  

 
5. As is set forth in Plaintiff’s FIRST AMENDED COMPLAINT, Plaintiff reported 

the City of East Grand Forks to the Minnesota State Auditor on December 8, 
2013. SEE EXHIBIT E  

 
6. On April 30, 2014, the Grand Forks Herald reported $510,000 loan to EGF goes 

unpaid for 10 years. The scandal involved a business called Boardwalk 
Enterprises LLP.  SEE EXHIBIT F 

 
7. The December 3, 2014 edition of The Exponent showcases the Boardwalk 

Enterprises scandal and includes a statement of facts by EGF Attorney Ronald 
Galstad, which is made in a timeline of events attributed to Galstad. SEE 
EXHIBIT C 

 
8. Defendant Galstad’s statement of facts, made through The Exponent, has not been 

entered into Holmseth v. City of East Grand Forks et al. Case No. 14-CV-2970 
(DWF/LIB). 

 
9. Accordingly – Plaintiff submits Defendant Galstad’s statement of facts for the 

court record.  
 
PARTIES AND REPRESENTATION   
 

10. The City of East Grand Forks is represented by Vogel Law Firm for matters 
involving its contentious legal situation with Boardwalk Enterprises LLP and the 
missing $510,000.  

 



11. The City of East Grand Forks is represented by Iverson-Reuvers-Condon for 
matters involving Holmseth v. City of East Grand Forks et al. 

 
12. Defendant Galstad is represented individually by Maring-Williams Law Firm for 

matters regarding Holmseth v. City of East Grand Forks et al.  
 
THE EXPONENT’S EXCLUSIVE FEATURE REGARDING BOARDWALK 
ENTERPRISES  
 

13. The December 3, 2014 spread in The Exponent featured an exclusive interview 
with Dan Stauss, the brother of EGF Mayor Lynn Stauss. The Exponent also 
stated they met with Dan Stauss’ businesses partners but did not specifically state 
who those business partners were.   

 
 “Stauss and his business partners met with The Exponent recently against 

the advice of their attorney,” The Exponent reported.  
 
14. Exhibits A, B, C, D, contain exclusive interviews with Dan Stauss regarding 

Boardwalk Enterprises LLP; side bar articles regarding Boardwalk Enterprises; 
and a timeline of events regarding the Boardwalk Enterprises scandal.  

 
15. None of the information obtained by The Exponent from members of the 

Boardwalk Enterprises group was obtained under the legal guidance, approval, or 
direction of a law firm associated with either pending case.  

 
16. Essentially – the Boardwalk Enterprises group met privately with the publishers 

of The Exponent on an un-disclosed date. They all discussed whatever they 
discussed – for whatever reasons they had. The Exponent then only focused on 
Dan Stauss in interviews. The Exponent then published several pages of content 
regarding the Boardwalk Enterprises story, including a “Timeline of Events” that 
The Exponent stated was “Compiled by East Grand Forks City Attorney Ron 
Galstad”. SEE EXHIBIT C 

 
17. Therefore – on December 3, 2014: 

 
 EGF City Attorney Ronald Galstad, using the The Exponent, made a legal 

statement of facts regarding the Boardwalk Enterprises timeline as it 
pertains to the present legal situation/dispute between the City of EGF and 
Boardwalk Enterprises LLP.  

 
 EGF City Attorney Ronald Galstad, using The Exponent, made a legal 

statement of facts regarding the Boardwalk Enterprises timeline as it 
pertains to Holmseth v. City of East Grand Forks et al.  

 



 The City of EGF, using The Exponent, made a legal statement of facts 
regarding the Boardwalk Enterprises timeline as it pertains to either 
pending legal case (because Ronald Galstad is the EGF City Attorney).  

 
18. The Exponent’s publishers, Rollin and Julie Bergman, executed a very conscious 

and specific action when they published the sub-heading that attributed the 
timeline information to” East Grand Forks City Attorney Ron Galstad”.  

 
19. The published timeline contains anomalies and inconsistencies throughout that 

carry very profound meaning and serious legal consequence. The timeline 
contains entries that are chronologically out of order. The anomalies are so 
profound they cannot be accepted as innocent typographical errors.  

 

ANOMALY # 1 
 
The very beginning of the timeline appears to reveal that (former) EGF City Attorney 
Karl Lindquist met with David Parker, privately, and “reviewed” a “written proposal” 
that would not be submitted to the City of EGF for another five days.  
 
The March 29, 1999 entry is the very first entry of the entire timeline. It is placed before 
the March 24, 1999 entry, which is the second entry in the timeline.  
 
Note: Karl Lindquist would later neglect to file the Mortgage documents for the building 
project that involved the $510,000 loan. Rather, he would hand deliver the Mortgage 
documents to EDHA Director James Richter whereupon they disappeared for a decade. 
 
Note: The Exponent used Karl Lindquist as their government news reporter, despite 
Lindquist having been the EGF City Attorney, EGF City Manager, and Lindquist having 
campaigned against Mayor Lynn Stauss’ opponent (not to mention three surrounding 
colleges full of students anxious for an opportunity to work as an intern or part-time 
reporter).  

CHRONOLOGICALLY INCONGRUENT 

CONTEXTUALLY CONGRUENT  

March 29, 1999 
Dave Parker on behalf of D.J. Parker, Inc. sent a written proposal to the City to construct 
a commercial building between Whitey’s and the Blue Moose 
 
March 24, 1999 
Karl Lindquist reviewed the proposal presented to the City of East Grand Forks 
Administrative Committee 

 
March 30, 1999 
Administrative Committee meeting. Committee discussed each paragraph of proposal and 
provided a counter proposal.  
 

ANOMALY # 2 



 
The second obvious anomaly is an entry dated March 31, 1999 regarding a fax that would 
not be sent until April 2, 1999. In addition to the problematic nature of the premature 
entry, there is no entry on the timeline for anything occurring on April 2, 1999.  

CHRONOLOGICALLY INCONGRUENT 

CONTEXTUALLY ILLOGICAL/IMPOSSIBLE 

 

March 31, 1999 
Fax from Val Gravseth discussing conflict of interest sent from Community Partners 
Research, Inc. April 2, 1999 
 
Jim Richter sent letter from EDHA, response to proposal.  

 
 

ANOMALY # 3 
 
The third obvious anomaly is an event dated April 7, 1999; placed into the timeline as 
occurring before an event that occurs on April 1, 1999.  

CHRONOLOGICALLY INCONGRUENT 

April 7, 1999 
D.J. Parker; Inc response letter to EDHA proposal. Requested response by April 13, 
1999.  
 
April 1, 1999 
Administrative Committee met in the morning to discuss the proposal.  
 

 
20. In the spirit of due diligence, Plaintiff made two requests for clarification to 

Rollin and Julie Bergman following the publication of the December 3, 2014 
edition of The Exponent. The Bergman’s did not respond. SEE EXHIBIT G 

 
PLAINTIFF’S CONNECTION TO THE BOARDWALK ENTERPRISES SCANDAL  
 

21. Plaintiff alleges in his FIRST AMENDED COMPLAINT and PLAINTIFF’S 
RESPONSE TO DEFENDANT RONALD GALSTAD’S MEMORANDUM IN 
SUPPORT OF MOTION TO DISMISS that Plaintiff was targeted for rights 
violations as result of Plaintiff’s profession, and efficiency, as an investigative 
journalist that discovered the illegal activities occurring behind the scenes of the 
City of East Grand Forks, which included the illegal activities of Defendant 
Galstad.  

 
22. The aforementioned illegal activities of Defendant Galstad were being performed 

in Defendant Galstad’s official and individual capacity.  
 

23. Boardwalk Enterprises was exposed as result of a call for an audit. Evidence 
shows the audit was prompted by a request for an investigation of the City, which 



was made to the Minnesota State Auditor by Plaintiff. On December 8, 2013, 
Plaintiff reported the City of EGF to the Minnesota State Auditor SEE EXHIBIT 
E.  

 
24. Plaintiff’s knowledge of Defendant City and Defendant Galstad’s involvement in 

the Boardwalk Enterprises scandal is evidenced in publications by Plaintiff well 
before he reported the City to the Auditor. An example of Plaintiff’s growing 
knowledge of financial corruption in East Grand Forks is revealed through an 
article published by Plaintiff on August 18, 2013 at www.writeintoaction.com 
where the headline reads “IRS to audit City of East Grand Forks?”  

 
25. On Pages 16-17 of PLAINTIFF’S RESPONSE TO DEFENDANT RONALD 

GALSTAD’S MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO DISMISS - - - 
PRIMA FACIE EVIDENCE OF RICO dated September 30, 2014, Plaintiff states: 

 
RICO violations being visited upon Plaintiff were for the express purpose of protecting 

existing criminal enterprises; those enterprises being: Boardwalk Enterprises LLP 

(Minnesota). 

 
 Ronald Galstad (East Grand Forks City Attorney)  
 James Richter (Economic Housing and Development Director)  
 Dan Stauss (Brother of East Grand Forks Mayor)  
 Lynn Stauss (Mayor – City of East Grand Forks) 
 Jane Moss 
 Karl Lindquist (Former City Attorney and Former City Administrator)  
 John Doe 
 Jane Doe  

 
CITY OF EAST GRAND FORKS VIOLATES MINNESOTA OPEN MEETINGS LAW 
 

26. On Monday, August 25, 2014, the Grand Forks Herald reported Attorney: EGF 
closed meeting violated open meetings law - - - The meeting regarded a $510,000 
unpaid loan. SEE EXHIBIT H 

 
27. On Wednesday, October 29, 2014, the Grand Forks Herald reported State agency: 

EGF meetings were closed improperly - - - Advisory opinion issued Tuesday 
carries no penalty. SEE EXHIBIT I 

 
28. On October 29, 2014, the Grand Forks Herald called on the city of East Grand 

Forks to “immediately release recordings of the discussions” that took place 
during the improperly closed meetings. “The Herald will continue pressing for 
government transparency and public dialogue through open meetings and records 
laws,” The Herald said. 

 
29. Defendant Galstad/Defendant City regularly decline to speak with regional media.  

 



30. However, on December 3, 2014, Defendant Galstad/City filed a defacto Affidavit 
of Facts through the local weekly newspaper – The Exponent.  

 
31. When Plaintiff submitted multiple requests for clarification to The Exponent’s 

publishers regarding the anomalies and inconsistencies in the Boardwalk 
Enterprises timeline of events – the publishers would not reply.    

 
December 8, 2014 
 

Timothy Charles Holmseth 
320 17th Street N.W. 
Unit # 17 
East Grand Forks, MN 
56721 
218.773.1299 
218.230.1597 (cell) 
tholmseth@wiktel.com 
 
PRO SE 

 
 
 
 
 



EXHIBIT A 





EXHIBIT B 





EXHIBIT C 





EXHIBIT D 





EXHIBIT E 



Timothy Charles Holmseth  

320 17
th

 Street N.W. 

Unit # 17 

East Grand Forks, MN 

56721 

218.773.1299 

218.230.1310 (cell) 

tholmseth@wiktel.com 

www.writeintoaction.com  

 

December 8, 2013 

 

Celeste Grant 

Deputy State Auditor  

525 Park Street 

Suite 500  

St. Paul, MN  

55103 

 

Deputy Grant, 

 

I have an issue I would like to address with your agency. Before doing so, I believe it 

would be prudent to share my background.  

 

TIMOTHY CHARLES HOLMSETH  

 

I am an investigative journalist/author residing in East Grand Forks, Minnesota. 

 

My professional references include statements from people of good repute such as elected 

officials, community leaders, and a County Attorney.  

 

I have been recognized with first place awards by the North Dakota Newspaper 

Association, as well as Boone Publishing. In 2009 I passed a state and federal 

background check in advance of a social worker position, which required I submit 

documents to the Department of Homeland Security, Department of State, INS, and FBI. 

 

I was interviewed by the Minneapolis FBI in 2010 about a journalism project I 

endeavored regarding the kidnapping of HaLeigh Ann-Marie Cummings. The FBI 

requested I turn over copies of journalistic interviews I conducted with certain individuals 

of interest to the FBI in that that case. The Special Agent that interviewed me told me I 

was deemed credible.  

 

EAST GRAND FORKS POLICE DEPARTMENT 

 

I am contacting you today in regards to the East Grand Forks Police Department 

(EGFPD). 



 

On November 27, 2012 the Office of the State Auditor advised the Minnesota 

Department of Public Safety, as well as the Oversight Committee for the Pine-to-Prairie 

Drug Task Force, that issues needed to be addressed with the EGFPD regarding the 

EGFPD’s failure to report monies received at auction for the sales of seized motor 

vehicles.   

 

I have reason to believe the irregularities discovered by the auditor were only the tip of 

the EGFPD corruption iceberg. I have information and evidence that shows the EGFPD 

habitually refuses public records requests; hides records; destroys records; alters 

documents; intimidate witnesses; ignores crime; and falsely arrests dissidents.   

 

My first experience with the EGFPD was in 2009 when the ranking officer at the 

Department, Lt. Rodney Hajicek, telephoned me on behalf of a company from Florida 

called Xentel, Inc. He advised me the Company did not want me to publish the story I 

was working on regarding a Photoshopped picture of the missing child HaLeigh 

Cummings, which was being used to advance an online charity fraud scam.  

 

At the time the EGFPD was pressuring me at the request of Xentel, Inc.; the FBI in 

Florida was physically visiting Xentel based upon a lead they received from me. 

 

Xentel, Inc. is a company that has been sued by the Office of the Attorney General in 

Iowa, Colorado, Ohio, Missouri, Pennsylvania, and South Carolina for defrauding the 

citizenry. It is very disturbing the EGFPD was doing a favor for Xentel, Inc. – a company 

that may be involved in a federal kidnapping.    

 

The amount of evidence I acquired between 2009 and 2013 regarding corruption by the 

EGFPD and EGF City Attorney is absolutely astonishing, and far beyond the scope of 

this correspondence.  

 

Suffice to say – the City of East Grand Forks knew/knows what I had on them, because I 

reported their organized criminal activity to the FBI in early 2012. I reported it to the feds 

because it is multi-jurisdictional, serious, dangerous, and organized.  

 

On December 14, 2012 the EGFPD obtained a Search Warrant from a District Judge to 

seize my computer, telephones, credit card numbers, U.S. Mail, recorders, discs, flash 

drives, etc.  

 

On January 4, 2013 EGF City Attorney Ronald Galstad told Judge Tamara Yon in open 

court that the Bureau of Criminal Apprehension (BCA) would not forensically search my 

hard-drive without a proper Warrant. 

 

The Court subsequently ordered the property be returned. It was returned to me on April 

26, 2013. However – wires had been pulled out from inside the computer’s tower and the 
hard-drive no longer worked.  

 



The arrogance of this gangster tactic by the EGFPD is amazing.  

 

I began to file complaints to EGF Police Chief Michael Hedlund regarding the 

destruction of my computer, as well as other infractions.  

 

I learned on September 30, 2013 via a letter from Chief Hedlund, that law enforcement 

had searched my hard-drive. That was the first time I had proof they had been inside of it. 

That would have been a warrant-less search, because the initial Warrant only allowed the 

EGFPD to retain the property and hold it.   

 

That is very disturbing, because Attorney Galstad had already told Judge Yon that the 

BCA would not search the hard-drive without another Warrant.  

 

Sgt. Michael Norland, Polk County Sheriff’s Office (PCSO), testified in Court on 

November 25, 2013 during a Motion to Compel hearing filed by me, that he searched my 

hard-drive at the request of Officer Aeisso Schrage. 

 

Schrage was an officer at the EGFPD.  

 

However – records generated by Sgt. Norland, which I recently obtained from the PCSO, 

show Sgt. Norland referred to Schrage as being with the “Pine-to-Prairie Drug Task 

Force” (as opposed to the EGFPD – not mentioned by Norland).  

 

The suggestion that I am connected to gang activity or drug dealing is completely and 

utterly ridiculous. It appears the EGFPD may have used their Pine-to-Prairie Drug Task 

Force agent to request the Search Warrant from the Judge to add credibility to the 

request.  

 

Sgt. Norland stated in his report that he found nothing illegal on the hard-drive. He also 

said that after he gave the hard-drive back to Schrage; Schrage later returned with it and 

wanted him to make a “copy” of it.  
 

Another oddity of the situation is the fact that some of the items that had been seized on 

December 14, 2012, were returned to me on April 26, 2013 with BCA evidence stickers 

on them. However – there is no indication at this point that the BCA was ever even 

involved in this Warrant. Two different types of evidence stickers were used.  

 

During the November 25, 2013 hearing I tried several times to question Sgt. Norland on 

the witness stand regarding his search of the hard-drive (I wanted to know if he believed 

he had a Warrant to search the hard-drive). However – every time I began that line of 

questioning, Attorney Galstad would object on the basis it was beyond the scope of my 

Motion.  

 

The EGFPD seems to move seamlessly from one lie to another – one act of corruption to 

another.  

 



In my experience, this type of activity is almost always indicative of something much 

bigger that is hidden very deep below the surface.  

 

CONCLUSION  

 

I have been very diligent in filing written complaints to the EGFPD so I have a wealth of 

documentation. 

 

The before-mentioned information I shared with you is only a very, very small sample. I 

could show you much more regarding things such as evidence-tampering and document 

manipulation.  

 

I believe your auditor would find a great deal more if he dug deeper.  

 

I am copying the BCA on this letter because I recently communicated with a special 

agent regarding the BCA stickers that appeared on some of my property.  

 

Please feel free to contact me at any time.  

 

Respectfully, 

Timothy Charles Holmseth  

 

Cc: Donald Cheung, Greg Hierlinger 

 

 



EXHIBIT F 





EXHIBIT G 



Timothy Charles Holmseth 

320 17
th

 Street N.W. 

Unit # 17 

East Grand Forks, MN 

56721 

218.773.1299 

218.230.1597 (cell) 

tholmseth@wiktel.com 

www.writeintoaction.com 

 

In Re: Request for Clarification 

 

December 4, 2014  

 

Rollin Bergman & Julie Nordine Bergman  

Co-Publishers 

The Exponent  

East Grand Forks, MN 

 

Dear Exponent,  

 

I am the plaintiff in Holmseth v. City of East Grand Forks, et al., Civ. No. 14-2970 

(DWF/LIB) - - - United States District Court - - - District of Minnesota.  

 

I have obtained a copy of the Wednesday, December 3, 2014 edition of The Exponent.  

 

I am reviewing your feature story ‘Boardwalk breaks their silence’.  
 

On page five I observe the following headline and sub-head:  

 

Boardwalk: Timeline of Events 

Compiled by East Grand Forks City Attorney Ron Galstad  

 

As I review the timeline of events you published, I notice dates are out of chronological 

order. Below you will find the portion of the feature to which I am referring.  

 

CHRONOLOGICALLY INCONGRUENT 

CONTEXTUALLY CONGRUENT  

March 29, 1999 

Dave Parker on behalf of D.J. Parker, Inc. sent a written proposal to the City to construct 

a commercial building between Whitey’s and the Blue Moose 

 

March 24, 1999 

Karl Lindquist reviewed the proposal presented to the City of East Grand Forks 

Administrative Committee  

 



March 30, 1999 

Administrative Committee meeting. Committee discussed each paragraph of proposal and 

provided a counter proposal.  

 

CHRONOLOGICALLY INCONGRUENT 

CONTEXTUALLY ILLOGICAL/IMPOSSIBLE 

 

March 31, 1999 

Fax from Val Gravseth discussing conflict of interest sent from Community Partners 

Research, Inc. April 2, 1999 

 

Jim Richter sent letter from EDHA, response to proposal.  

 

 

 

CHRONOLOGICALLY INCONGRUENT 

April 7, 1999 

D.J. Parker; Inc response letter to EDHA proposal. Requested response by April 13, 

1999.  

 

April 1, 1999 

Administrative Committee met in the morning to discuss the proposal.  

 

 

Are the errors in the timeline the result of typographical errors/oversight by The 

Exponent? 

 

Was the aforementioned information submitted directly to The Exponent by Ronald 

Galstad? 

 

I will tentatively be submitting the article(s) published in the December 3, 2014, edition 

of The Exponent as exhibitive evidence to the U.S. Court, and need to know if the errors 

were the responsibility of The Exponent.  

 

Thank you for your prompt response to this matter.  

 

Respectfully, 

Timothy Charles Holmseth 

 

 



EXHIBIT H 





EXHIBIT I 




