STATSTRADE

The Investigative Creator

Reckless Ben and the Bricks & Minifigs dispute

Turning viral outrage and public shame into a specific, evidence-led accountability campaign with a remedy
and an off-ramp.

This case discusses an ongoing, contested dispute reported in public media. Allegations are not findings of guilt. Bricks & Minifigs and
other parties have disputed material claims, and litigation or legal consequences may still be active. The proposed Statstrade campaign
is hypothetical and should not be launched without legal review and a verified evidentiary record.
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n You are an investigative creator with a viral accountability campaign

You are Reckless Ben, or a creator operating in a similar style. Your audience expects you to investigate a claim, confront an institution,
make the story legible, and maintain enough momentum that the subject cannot simply wait for attention to disappear. Video is
your strongest medium, but the dispute does not move at the same pace as production. Evidence arrives between episodes. Legal
positions change. Viewers repeat claims with varying accuracy. The target may be a former franchisee, a franchisor, a local business,
a police department, or several parties with different responsibilities.

Public reporting and a primary-source archive describe the Bricks & Minifigs dispute as beginning in November 2023, when collector
Bryan Mansell consigned a large Star Wars LEGO collection—valued by his family at up to roughly US$200,000—to a Bricks &
Minifigs store in Keizer, Oregon then operated by franchisees Chrystal and Benjamin Gorman. In November 2024 the franchisor, BAM
Franchising, Inc., terminated the Gormans' franchise agreement and took over the Keizer location. Mansell alleges the consigned
collection was not returned when the store changed hands. The dispute drew wider public attention after YouTuber Ben Schneider
(Reckless Ben) documented it, and has since become the subject of civil litigation, a police investigation, and public debate. Bricks
& Minifigs has characterised the matter as involving isolated conduct by a former franchisee and said the consignment violated
franchise policy. These positions remain contested; in June 2026 reports indicated the parties reached a truce in the civil lawsuit.

The question for Statstrade is not whether controversy should be made polite. Sometimes a creator needs to shame an organisation
into responding. The product opportunity is to make that pressure specific, evidence-linked, proportionate, correctable, and tied to
a measurable remedy.

a The current creator tool stack creates reach but weak structure

An investigative creator typically works across YouTube episodes, short-form clips, livestreams, crowdfunding, social posts, direct
messages, email tips, public records, shared documents, spreadsheets, lawyers, interviews, public demonstrations, comments, and
press coverage. Each channel is useful, but the campaign story can fragment.

A viewer may see episode two without seeing a correction in episode four. A short clip may detach an allegation from its evidentiary
qualification. A public sign creates pressure but cannot explain the resolution standard. Comments reward intensity and repetition.
Private tips are difficult to distinguish from rumours. Crowdfunding shows support but not whether the audience expects a remedy.

Table 1: How Statstrade could structure an investigative campaign

Current tool Existing strength Statstrade addition

YouTube episodes Narrative, evidence presentation, reach, and cre-
ator trust

Rapid distribution and public pressure

A persistent question and evidence timeline be-
tween episodes.

Shareable predictions that remain linked to the cur-
rent evidence and correction record.

Short-form social posts

GoFundMe or other crowd-

funding
Comments and public tips

Signs, banners and demon-
strations

Legal filings and media re-
ports

Financial support and visible solidarity

Large-scale participation and new leads

Visible shame and pressure that the subject cannot
easily ignore

Formal allegations, responses, evidence, and inde-
pendent scrutiny

Separate financial support from the forecast and
publish what the money is intended to achieve.
Private structured evidence submission, confi-
dence allocation, and moderated public reasoning.
A precise accountable commitment, right of reply,
deadline, remedy, and off-ramp.

Versioned evidence updates that show what is al-
leged, admitted, disputed, or resolved.

a The production and moderation burden

A viral investigation can require days of research and editing for every major update. Between videos, the creator or team may spend
hours each day reviewing comments, checking tips, answering messages, preparing posts, and deciding whether a new claim is safe
to repeat. The audience often asks the same question in thousands of variations: has the subject responded, has the property been
accounted for, has compensation been offered, has a promise been kept, or has the story materially changed?

Statstrade cannot reduce the time required for responsible investigation or legal review. It can reduce the work of repeatedly re-
explaining the campaign'’s current status and give the audience a safer participation format than escalating comments.

The estimates are generic creator-planning assumptions. Reckless Ben's actual production, moderation, and legal time are not public.
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Table 2: lllustrative effort between investigative video episodes

Activity

Conventional creator workflow

Statstrade-assisted workflow

Limitation

Maintain the public status

Triage audience evidence

Explain uncertainty and disputed claims

Mobilise a specific action

2-6 hours per significant develop-
ment producing posts, graphics,
pinned comments, and repeated
explanations

1-4 hours per day across email,
comments, DMs and shared files
during peak attention

Repeated across videos, descrip-
tions, comments and interviews

New bespoke video or post for
each call to action

30-90 minutes publishing a ver-
sioned evidence update and new
share cards

1-2 hours reviewing structured pri-
vate submissions, duplicates, source
type, and consent

One current evidence matrix showing
allegation, source, response, status
and resolution relevance

30-60 minutes adding a remedy-
linked action and campaign card

The update still requires fact-checking and legal
approval.

Statstrade cannot verify truth automatically; it im-
proves intake and audit.

Viewers may still share old or misleading clips out-
side the product.

Actions must not encourage harassment, trespass,
threats or interference with legal proceedings.

Illustrative total

Often one to three production
days plus daily moderation for a

Several hours for the Statstrade layer,
in addition to investigation and legal

Potential communication saving is substantial, but
investigative quality cannot be compressed.

major update work

n The free foundation and paid Topic

An investigative creator can use Statstrade free for life to manage an opted-in supporter community, create a campaign token,
distribute points, and run one active task campaign. Free tasks might ask supporters to open a source document, read a correction,
view a right-of-reply statement, or visit a verified fundraiser or court-information page. The free layer does not include a public
prediction Topic and should not reward harassment or confrontation.

The accountability format described below requires a Topic because it creates a forward-looking question about a defined remedy,
allows confidence allocation, accepts private reasoning or evidence, generates shareable predictions, records corrections, and re-
solves against a predeclared standard. Adding a Topic should preserve the same supporter list, token, and task history while adding
stronger moderation and evidentiary controls.

B The Campaign Market should forecast remedy, not guilt

A dangerous campaign asks, “Did this company steal the collection?” while the facts and legal responsibilities remain contested. It
invites participants to turn an allegation into a verdict. A better campaign identifies an observable remedial action that any party can
complete without requiring Statstrade to adjudicate criminal or civil liability.

A safer accountability question

By the published deadline, will the responsible Bricks & Minifigs entity or other named party publish a verifiable inventory
and accounting of the disputed collection, identify what remains missing or sold, and provide a documented remediation or
settlement proposal?

The campaign must define which legal entity or person is responsible for each component. “Bricks & Minifigs” may refer to a fran-
chisor, a current franchisee, a former franchisee, or a public brand; those are not interchangeable. The resolution criteria should say
what counts as verifiable, who can redact private information, how an independent reviewer is selected, and whether a court filing,
settlement, inventory, return of property, or compensation proposal satisfies the outcome.

Possible outcomes can distinguish complete verified accounting and proposal, partial response, public response without verifiable
accounting, and no qualifying response. Participants allocate confidence across those outcomes. They can update after new evi-
dence, a company response, a filing, or an independent report.

n Evidence intake becomes structured and safer

The organiser can publish an evidence register with categories: public source, primary document, interview, disputed allegation, party
response, correction, and resolution evidence. Sensitive submissions arrive privately. The submitter states whether the creator may
contact them, quote them, or publish the document. Duplicate tips can be linked rather than amplified as independent corroboration.

The public market does not display every raw allegation. It displays the evidence that is relevant to the defined remedy and a
transparent status: verified, sourced but disputed, response requested, corrected, withdrawn, or legally restricted. This reduces the
incentive for viewers to treat volume as proof.

A named subject receives a right-of-reply channel. Their response can be published in full or linked, subject to lawful redaction.
Adding a response does not require the creator to agree with it. It requires the campaign to show that the position exists and let
participants update their confidence.
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Shareable predictions create pressure with context

A participant can share, "l assign a 25% chance that a complete independently verifiable accounting will be published by the deadline.”
The card identifies the question, deadline, evidence status, and current distribution. It does not state that theft occurred. Another
participant can share a higher probability and explain that a new company statement or legal filing changes their view.

The creator can publish an aggregate card: "After the latest response, community confidence in a complete accounting moved from
18% to 32%; most participants still expect only a partial response.” This is strong public pressure. It is also more precise than an
insult because the subject knows exactly what action would change the market and close the campaign.

Share cards can link to the creator’s latest video and the evidence register. The viewer gets both the emotional narrative and the
structured current state.

n Positive shame is an intentional product capability

The campaign may use a public countdown, an “unanswered" label, a red status, a sponsor or franchise-network comparison, and
an overdue commitment card. These are forms of shame. They can be ethically defensible when the subject has public power or
responsibility, the statement is evidence-based, and the campaign offers a clear remedy.

The strongest version of positive shame says: “This documented commitment remains unmet. Here is the evidence. Here is the
requested action. Here is the deadline. Here is the subject’s response. The negative status will be removed when the remedy is
verified."” It does not say: “This person is permanently bad and deserves unlimited punishment.”

Statstrade should refuse doxxing, home targeting, threats, instructions to flood private phone numbers, attacks on family members,
protected-characteristic abuse, sabotage, or incentives for confrontation. It should also provide a correction card with the same
visual prominence as the original claim. A creator who benefits from public pressure must also accept public correction.

n The off-ramp is part of the pressure

A campaign without an off-ramp rewards endless escalation. A well-designed Statstrade campaign closes when the agreed evidence
is published, property is returned, a proposal is made, an independent review is completed, or the deadline passes under the stated
rule. The final page preserves the outcome and correction history but stops prompting further pressure.

If the parties enter confidential settlement discussions, the campaign can pause under a published rule rather than speculate. If a
court order restricts publication, the organiser can record that the campaign is legally suspended. If the original claim is materially
disproven, the market resolves accordingly and the correction becomes the lead public card.

This makes the product more useful to an investigative creator: the creator can be aggressive about accountability while demonstrat-
ing that the goal is remedy rather than perpetual outrage.

n Franchise and network-level accountability

Bricks & Minifigs has publicly argued that the dispute involved isolated former-franchisee conduct and did not represent its wider
network. A Statstrade campaign can preserve that distinction. One market may ask whether the specific disputed collection receives
a verified accounting. Another may ask whether the franchisor publishes a network-wide consignment safeguard, complaint process,
audit standard, or customer-remedy policy by a date.

This gives the wider network a positive action. Current franchisees do not need to accept liability for another party's alleged conduct
to support better procedures. The campaign can recognise completed reforms and allow the brand to demonstrate that public
pressure produced a useful outcome.

n Success measures

The product should measure whether participants understand the difference between allegation and resolution question; the per-
centage who consult the evidence register; updates after new evidence; correction reach; private evidence quality; right-of-reply
usage; harassment reports; actions that cross a safety boundary; creator moderation time; share-card distribution; and whether the
campaign reaches a documented remedy.

The critical product metric is not maximum outrage. It is the ratio of useful pressure to collateral harm. A campaign succeeds when
attention remains focused on an answerable question, a subject can respond, corrections travel, and participants know when the
matter has resolved.
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An investigative creator can justify AU$24-AU$49 per month if Statstrade reduces repetitive update work, creates stronger
shareable content, improves evidence intake, and gives the campaign a credible public resolution page. The product should
remain self-service for ordinary public commitments, with a higher-review path for allegations and active legal disputes.

VA lllustrative campaign lifecycle

The creator begins with a pre-publication evidence review. The legal entities, disputed property, public allegations, responses, and
requested remedy are separated. The Campaign Market is not opened until an independent reviewer can determine the result from
the stated evidence.

At launch, the creator publishes the question, source register, response invitation, deadline, and prohibited actions. The first video
explains that participants are forecasting whether a remedy will occur, not voting on guilt. The company, former franchisee, and
other named parties receive the same campaign link and response route.

During the campaign, new documents enter a review queue before publication. A material update creates a visible version and invites
participants to revise their allocation. The creator can still publish confrontational video, but every share card links to the current
evidence status rather than to an isolated accusation.

If a party makes a commitment, the campaign records the commitment and deadline. If the commitment is missed, a red overdue
card can be shared. If it is completed, the card changes to verified and the campaign records the remedy. This makes correction
and success as visible as failure.

At resolution, the independent reviewer applies the predeclared criteria. The final page displays the outcome, responses, corrections,
and what remains outside the question. The campaign then stops prompting pressure. A later legal judgment or material correction
can be appended without rewriting the historical record.

m Legal and product prerequisites

This use case should not be an unrestricted MVP template. It requires terms for allegations, defamation-sensitive review, evidence
retention, privacy, right of reply, correction, legal hold, law-enforcement requests, harassment, and campaign suspension. The
organiser may need identity verification and a published jurisdiction. Statstrade should reserve the ability to refuse a campaign even
when the underlying concern is legitimate if the proposed question is not safely resolvable.

A creator should obtain independent legal advice. Statstrade is not a court, fact-finder, publisher's lawyer, or shield against liability.
The value of the product is procedural clarity: an answerable question, structured evidence, transparent disagreement, proportional
pressure, and an off-ramp.

Public sources used for this scenario

Salem Brick Trials primary archive: https://salembricktrials.com/.

The Wall Street Journal, "How a Star Wars Lego Dispute Triggered an Armed Police Raid in Utah”, 2026, https://www.wsj.com/us-news/how-a-star-wars-lego-d
ispute-triggered-an-armed-police-raid-in-utah-ccae9cbb.

GamesRadar, “How this $20,000 Lego Star Wars collection ignited an online meltdown involving Bricks and Minifigs, alleged police corruption, and fleeing the law”, 17 June 2026,
https://www.gamesradar.com/toys-collectibles/how-this-usd20-000-1lego-star-wars-collection-ignited-a-dramatic-internet-m
eltdown-involving-everything-from-the-mormon-church-to-alleged-police-corruption/. The article reproduces a Bricks & Minifigs response
concerning the former-franchisee distinction, disputed valuation, consignment procedures, and changes across the network. All unadjudicated claims remain allegations.
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