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PRELIMINARY STATEMENT AND REQUEST FOR A STAY

This motion is filed protectively, and Lazzaro asks that it be held in
abeyance.

A motion for a new trial based on juror misconduct has becn
pending before this Court since August 25, 2025. ECF No. 594. Lazzaro does
not wish this filing to disturb, delay, or complicate it in any way. In a post to
the “Occupy Democrats” group, Juror 45 wrote of the President’s
supporters that “[a]imost all of his followers are sexual predators or telons,”
and elsewhere repeatedly described his followers as mostly criminals and
sex offenders. In another post she declared: “Believe ALL women.” She was
seated in a case the Court had already described to the venire as charging a
prominent Republican donor with the sex trafficking of minors, in which
every fact witness to the charged conduct was a woman and the defense
case came from Lazzaro himself. She was the only member of the venire to
write that she could be “very fair” on the juror questionnaire. No other
prospective juror—among more than one hundred—wrote the same. She
wrote afterward that she “was one of the lucky 12 to be picked for the Anton
Lazzaro federal child sex trafficking case.”

When the Court asked mid-trial whether a conversation in the jury
room had affected her impartiality, she alone claimed to have heard
nothing, cutting the Court off mid-sentence to say, "l don't know what's
going on, actually, so—I'm just playing dumb.” A digital survey she answered
atter trial revealed that she had responded falsely to a material question on
the juror questionnaire concerning close friends and family members who
are victims of sexual abuse.

At voir dire, she responded falsely again when asked whether any

juror had “ever been involved in any type of civil litigation, whether as a
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plaintiff, a defendant, or a witness”; she had been a party to at least four
such actions. And falsely a third time when asked about her organizational
involvement, describing herself as a former 4H leader who spends her free
time on crafts—omitting a years-long Occupy Democratic Socialists
political passion.

Under McDonough Power Equipment, Inc. v. Greenwood, 464 U.S.
548, 556 (1984), and United States v. Tucker, 137 F.3d 1016, 1026-27 (8th Cir.
1998), that showing entitles Lazzaro to a new trial. The point admits of no
partisan gloss. A juror who had posted that “almost all blacks in
Minneapolis are drug dealers,” and then answered falsely three times to be
seated on the jury of a Black man charged with dealing drugs, would be
excused without a second thought—and a verdict she joined would not
stand. Juror 45 is that juror. Only the group has changed. A juror who
answers falsely on voir dire about matters bearing on her impartiality, and
who holds the views this juror published, was not the impartial juror the
Sixth Amendment guarantees. Nothing less than a new trial cures that, and
the motion asks in the alternative for an evidentiary hearing.! The motion
has been pending for more than a year without a ruling.

Lazzaro files this motion now only because he must. His conviction
became final on October 6, 2025, when the Supreme Court denied

certiorari. The one-year limitation period of 28 U.S.C. § 2255(f)(1) therefore

"I'he full showing appears in ECF No. 594 and the materials filed with it, the interested party’s
sealed letter and exhibits at ECI No. 597, and the reply at ECF No. 604. The juror’s statements to
the Court appear at ‘I'rial Tr. 1364-65; her questionnaire and voir dire responses at Voir Dire ‘I'T.
17 and 223. The four civil actions to which she had been a party are identified by case number in
ECF No. 597.

“Lazzaro intends no criticism of the Court in noting the passage of time. He is aware that this
District has absorbed an extraordinary influx of immigration matters, and that the burden on its
judges and staff has been severe. See Fox 9, After ICE Ovenwhelmed Federal Courts, Chief Judge
Reflects on Emotional Toll, hips://www.fox9.com/news/alter-ice-overwhelmed-tederal-
courts-chief-judge-reflecis-emotional-toll. He notes the pendency of the motion only because
(L bears un the relief he requests here, and because the limitations period does not pause while
the docket ts congested.
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expires on Qctober 6, 2026, and the pendency of a Rule 33 motion does not
toll it. Were he to await a ruling on the juror-misconduct motion, the
claims raiscd here would be time-barred before that ruling issued. He is
forced to choose between waiting and preserving, and the statute does not
permit him to do both.

He therefore asks the Court to accept this filing as timely and to stay
it pending resolution of the Rule 33 motion, with leave to amend thereafter.
Amendments arising from the same core facts would relate back under
Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 15(c). A stay costs the Government nothing,
spares the Court from adjudicating claims that may be mooted by an order
granting a new trial, and permits the juror-misconduct motion to be
decided first and on its own terms.

There is a further reason for that sequence. Both claims raised here
rest on omissions by Lazzaro's own counsel, who continues to represent
him ably on the Rule 33 motion and whom Lazzaro has no wish to displace.
Because a lawyer cannot be asked to litigate the consequences of his own
omissions, these claims will require the appointment of conflict counsel for
that limited purpose. That is a reason to hold this motion rather than to
press it now: present counsel should be permitted to finish the juror-
misconduct litigation he began, unencumbered, while separate counsel
takes up the claims below if and when they become necessary.

What follows is pleaded to preserve.
INTRODUCTION

Anton lazzaro is serving 252 months following a prosecution

brought on a theory no United States Attorney had ever charged before,



CASE 0:21-cr-00173-PJS-DTS  Doc. 615 Filed 09/24/26 Page 9 of 43

and resting on a single contested element the jury was never taught how to
decide. He raises two claims under the Sixth Amendment.

Claim | concerns the appeal. Lazzaro litigated a selective-
prosecution claim through a magistrate’s recommendation, objections, an
order, and a motion to reconsider, on a record the Government never
answered. 1t was denied on the ground that he had not identified particular
comparators and proved that they did not share his politics or his assets—a
demand for “virtually identical and identifiable comparators™ that the
Supreme Court has since held “goes too far.” Gonzalez v. Trevino, 602 U.S.
653 (2024) (per curiam). The claiin was preserved but not raised on appeal,
although by the time the opening brief was filed the Supreme Court had
already granted certiorari to decide that very question.

Claim Il concerns the jury charge. This Court told the parties before
trial that a defense of generosity rather than commerce “would be a
perfectly legitimate defense.” Pretrial Conf. 'Tr. 12. That defense was argued
to the jury in closing. No instruction embodying it was ever requested or
given. The jury received the bare statutory phrase—a “commercial sex act”
is one “on account of which anything of value is given,” 18 U.S.C. § 1591(¢)(3)
—was told to supply its “ordinary meaning,” and was left to convict on
sequence rather than exchange.

A word at the outset about what these claims are not. Lazzaro was
represented at trial and on appeal by counsel he respects, who litigated this
case with skill and continues to represent him. Nothing here impugns
counsel's competence, diligence, or good taith, and Lazzaro continues to
rely on him. The Sixth Amendment inquiry is narrow: it asks whether a
particular omission fell below an objective standard of reasonableness and

whether it altered the result. Strickland v. Washington, 466 U.S. 668, 687 -
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88, 694 (1984). Able lawyers make omissions that satisfy that standard, and
the two identified here are of that kind. Lazzaro raises them because the
law requires that they be raised now or not at all.

Each claim is independent. Either warrants relief. A third section
wentifics two further matters—restitution and forteiture—that Lazzaro

preserves but does not present for decision.

[. THE SELECTIVE-PROSECUTION CLAIM WAS NOT PRESSED ON
APPLEAL, AND THE RULING THAT DEFEATED IT HAS SINCE BEEN
UNDLERMINED.

For fifty years courts have recognized that a prosecutor who selects
his targets by their politics has abandoned law enforcement for something
else. “Selective prosecution then can become a weapon used to discipline
political foes and dissidents,” diverting the prosecutor’s objective “from the
public interest to the punishment of those harboring beliefs with which the
administration in power may disagree.” United States v. Berrios, 501 F.2d
1207, 1209 (2d Cir. 1974). To prevail, Lazzaro must show “that he has been
singled out for prosecution while others similarly situated have not been
prosecuted for similar conduct,” and that the singling out “was based on an
impermissible motive such as race, religion, or the exercise of
constitutional rights.” United States v. White, 928 F.3d 734, 742-43 (8th Cir.
2019). He made both showings before this Court. The claim was preserved,
developed, and never answered on the merits. It was not among the issues

presented on appeal.
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A. The Record Established Differential Treatment That the

Government Has Never Denied.

Start with the docket, because it is not disputed.

The last sex-trafficking indictment this District returned before
Lazzaro's was United States v. Stennis, No. 20-cr-19 (D. Minn.)—an
organized online prostitution enterprise—about two years earlier. Over the
preceding near-decade the office averaged roughly one such case a year,
and every one charged force, fraud, threats, or coercion under § 1591(b)(1),
organized overt prostitution advertising, child pornography, or all three.”
Each falls within what the Fourth Circuit calls the statute’s “legitimate
sweep”"—the conviction of “individuals who have forced minors into
prostitution and maintained them through varied means.” United States v.
Snead, No. 21-4333 (4th Cir. 2022). Not one resembles this case.

The pattern holds across this Circuit. Every § 1591 purchaser
prosecution this Circuit has reviewed has involved at least one of three
features, none of which is present here: a third party supervising the
transaction; force, fraud, threats, or coercion; or the overt advertising of

the minor for prostitution.’ The point is not that any of these is an element

*United States v. Zavala & United States v. Rangel-Torres, No. 19-cr-319 (D. Minn,) {(organized
prostitution to construction workers); United States v. ‘Taylor, No. 18-cr-88 (1. Minn.) (massage-
parlor front coercing Native American women); United States v. Koech & United States v. Mathis,
NG. 18-cr-18 (I). Minn.) {violent pimp sclling a {ifteen-year-old to purchasers); Linited States v.
Unpradit, No, 17-¢r-107 (1. Mian.) (Thai women held in bondage debt); United States v. Charles,
Na. 16-cr-065 (D. Minn.), United States v. Loyd, No. 13-cr-142 (D. Minn.); United States v. Geddes.
No. 14-cr-394 (D. Minn.) {organized online prostitution enterprise).

TUnited States v. Jungers, 702 F.3d 1066, 1070 (8th Cir. 2013) (purchaser negotiated with pimp
for an eleven-vear-old); United States v. Bonestroo, 702 F.3d 1066 (8th Cir. 2013) (5200 for
kidnapped fourteen-year-old twins); United States v. Wolff, 796 F.3d 972, 975 (8th Cir. 2015} (S150
arranged through a North Dakota pimp); United States v, Larive, 794 F.3d 1016 (8th Cir, 2015) (cell
phone traded to pimp for sex with a fifteen-year-old); United States v. Muny, 989 F.3d 639, 641-
42 (8th Cir, 2021y (8150 arranged with a stepfather at a motel), United States v. Slini, 34 F.4th 642,
648 (8th Cir. 2022) ($200 for an hour with a fifteen-year-old advertised by her pimp}. see also
United States v. Lopez, No. 22-3044 (8th Cir. July 20, 2023) (escort-website ad, negotiated price
and duration—cited by this Court at sentencing, Sentencing ‘I'r. 10, but still bearing the third
feature, advertising, that is absent here).
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the Government failed to prove; that question was resolved on direct
appeal. The point is that no United States Attorney, in this District or
clsewhere, has ever selected for federal prosecution a case in which none
of them was present.

Narrow the frame from the Circuit to this District and the picture is
starker. Before Lazzaro, this office had charged a commercial-sex
purchaser under § 1591 exactly once. 'That was United States v. Koech, No.
18-cr-18(2) (D. Minn.)—and Koech existed only because United States v.
Mathis, No. 18-cr-18(1}) (D. Minn.), did. Koech was charged because he had
purchased from Mathis, the violent pimp the office was already
prosecuting for selling a fifteen-year-old girl. Koech was not an
independent charging decision; he was charged as part of the prosecution
of the man who sold to him. Then came Lazzaro, in 2021—charged with no
pimp, no coercion, and no advertising. And after Lazzaro, the office
charged no commercial-sex purchaser of any kind, under any statute, for
nearly four years, until it charged a sitting Republican state senator in
March 2025. That is the entire history of purchaser entorcement in this
District: one man charged as an adjunct to a violent trafhcker's
prosecution, and two men charged standing alone. The two are Lazzaro
and Eichorn.

That gap was not for lack of conduct to charge. Over the same
period the Minnesota Sentencing Commission recorded 247 sentencings
under the state commercial-sex statutes, Minn. Stat. §§ 609.321-.324, of

which 187 resulted in stayed or probationary sentences. Ex. A They

“Exhibit A is the Minnesota Sentencing Guidelines Commission’s statewide sentencing data
tor Minn. Stat. §§ 609.322 and 609.324, covering calendar years 2019 through 2023, obtained
directly from the Commission. It records 247 sentencings, of which 187 received stayed or
probationary dispositions. Those figures capture only cases reaching sentencing and therelore
understate the number of chargeable offenders.
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include mothers selling their own daughters and the organized
prostitution of middle-school children. The Office of Justice Programs
counted 345 American Indian women and girls trafficked in Minnesota over
three years, and Minnesota residents placed 353 calls to the National
Human Trafficking Hotline in 2020 alone.” Under the construction of § 1591
the Government pressed and obtained, every one of those state cases
involving a person under eighteen was federally chargeable. And the
Minnesota Human Trafficking Investigators Task Force that generated
most of them is staffed by agents of the very office that indicted Lazzaro.
From that field—and setting aside Koech, who was charged only
because the office was already prosecuting the trafficker who sold to him—
the United States Attorney selected one man on his own account: an
outspoken Republican whose forfeitable assets her agents had inventoried
before she charged him. Four years later the office selected a second.
Alleged commercial-sex purchasers are, in practice, exempt from federal
prosecution in the District of Minnesota—unless the purchaser is a

prominent Republican.

B. The Eichorn Prosecution Confirms the Pattern—and Shows How Far

the Error Has Spread.

On March 19, 2025, this office charged Justin David Eichorn, a sitting

Republican state senator, with attempted enticement of a minor under 13

"Shattered Hearts: The Commercial Sexual Exploitation of American ndian Women and Girls
in  Minnesota,  hitps:/ /www.niwrc.org/sites /default /files /images /resource /Shattered-
Hearts-Full.pdf. Minnesota hotline datwa is compiled at National Human Tralficking Hotline,
Mimiesota Statistics, https:/ /humantraffickinghotline.org /en /statistics /minnesota,
Minnesola's prevalence of child sex trotficking is severe enough that a national anti-trafhicking
organization relocated operations to the State to address it. See Mikki Morrissette, OUR Rescue
Moving to Minnesota to Address High Sex Trafficking of Children, Minn. Women's Press (Dec. 7,
2024), hups://www.womenspress.com /our-rescue-moving-to-minnesota-to-address-high-
sex-trafficking-of-chiklren /.
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U.S.C. § 2422(b).” In the entire history of this statute’s use in this District,
this office has made exactly two freestanding decisions to federalize a
commercial-sex purchaser. Both were prominent Republicans. Even
accounting for United States v. Koech—the one prior federal purchaser
prosecution in this District, charged only because the office was already
prosecuting the trafficker who sold to him—the office brought exactly two
freestanding commercial-sex purchaser charges in the five years between
Lazzaro's indictment in 2021 and Eichorn's in 2025. Both are Republicans.
The circumstances of that charge supply the cleanest comparator
this record could offer, because it removes every variable at once. Eichorn
was arrested in a single Bloomington sting operation that netted fourteen
men.” Same operation. Same undercover premise. The same statutes
available against every one of them. Of those arrested, one was charged
federally and exposed to a ten-year mandatory minimum. The others were
left to the state courts, where the ordinary disposition is probation. The
one taken federally was the sitting Republican state senator, and the
United States Attorney's office announced him by his office rather than his
conduct. There is no enforcement rationale that distinguishes the one from
the rest. There is only the difference the press release itself advertised.
What the office did next confirms the point, and the chronology is
worth setting out precisely. Eichorn was charged on March 19, 2025. Two
days later, the Star Tribune asked in print why he faced a far harsher

potential sentence than others charged in the same sting. Why Justin

"United States . Eichori. No. 25-cr-317 (ECT /SGL) (D. Minn.), Press Release, U.S. Att'y's Off., D.
Minn., Minnesota State Senator Charged with Attempted Coercien and Enticement of a Minor
(Mar. 19, 2025). hups://www justice.goy/usao-mn/pr/minnesota-state-senator-charged-
attempted-coercion-and-enticement-minor. The office annovunced the charge by the
defendant’s office, not his conduct.

"4 Men Arrested in Bloomington Prostitution Sting. Bring Me ‘The News (Mar. 2023),
hitps: / /bringmethenews.com/minnesota-news /14-men-arrested-in-bloomingion-
ProsULULion-stin.

Y
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Eichorn Is Facing a Harsher Potential Sentence, Star Tribune (Mar. 21, 2025),
https: //www startribune.com /why-justin-eichorn-is-facing-a-harsher-
sentence-than-others-caught-in-sex-sting /601241240. Just days later,
the office returned its next indictment out of the same operation. United
States v. Cazhco-Inamagua, No. 25-cr-128 (ECT/SGE) (D. Minn.) (hled Apr.
8. 2025). Two more followed. United States v. Huerta-Sanchez, No. 25-¢cr-
129 (ECT/SGE) (D. Minn.); United States v. Taweeleh, No. 25-cr-139
(IMB/D'I'S) (D. Minn.). A category of case this office had declined to bring
for a decade produced three federal indictments within days of a
newspaper pointing out that it had brought exactly one, against a
Republican legislator.”

That sequence is not exculpatory. It is an admission. A prosecutor
who charges one man out of a group arrested together, and reaches back
for three more only once the disparity has appeared in print, has confirmed
both that the others were chargeable all along and that something other
than their conduct explained why they had not been charged. The remedy
for a selective prosecution is not to select 4 few more.

Nor does prominence itself explain the selection, because
prominent men who did the same thing were left to the state courts. In May
2022—while Lazzaro's motion to dismiss was pending before this Court—
Hennepin County charged Mohamed Ali Selim, the principal of a
Burnsville-Eagan-Savage middle school, with attempting to hire a fifteen-

year-old for prostitution after he responded to an advertisement and drove

"One further continuity between the two prosecutions bears note. The charging decision in
Eichornt was made not by a United States Attorney appointed by the current administration, but
by then-acting United States Attorney Lisa D. Kirkpatrick, a holdover from the prior
administration. See Eichorn, ECF No. 73, al 6 {guoting her press statement). Ms. Kirkpatrick was
also an Assistant United States Atlorney on the prosecution team in Lazzaro's own case. Sce
Trial 'Ir. Vol. VI (appearances). The two federal commercial-sex purchaser prosecutions this
District has brought against prominent Republicans were charged by the same attorneys.

10
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to St. Louis Park to meet her. He pleaded guilty and was sentenced on
November 4, 2022—eleven days betore this Court denied Lazzaro's motion
—to thirty days in the county workhouse and three years of probation.” No
federal charge followed.

The Eichorn litigation also carries a warning. Both Judge Elkins and
Judge Tostrud denied Eichorn relief by applying the comparator
framcwork of this Court’s order, citing it by name. Eichorn, ECF Nos. 64-65,
at 11-12; United States v. Eichorn, No. 25~cr-117, Opinion and Order, ECF No.
73, at 4-6 (D. Minn, Feb. 17, 2026). They adopted its three-part test—
including the requirement that comparators be “outside the protected
class,” meaning persons who “did not share the trait or participate in the
activity on which the prosecutor allegedly relied”—and its holding that
fourteen unprosecuted state defendants are “not statistically significant”
because they say “nothing about the total number of individuals who could
have been prosecuted in federal court.” Id. at 5 (quoting United States v.
Lazzaro, No. 21-cr-173 (PIS /DTS), 2022 WL 16948157, at *2, *4-5 (D. Minn.
Nov, 15, 2022)). Neither decision cites Gonzalez v. Trevino. Neither was
asked to. The comparator rule stated in that order has become the working
rule of this District, unexamined, because no one has yet brought the
controlling authority to bear on it. This motion is the first occasion to do so.

The statistical objection will not bear the weight placed on it.
Neither court identified how many comparators would sutfice, what
denominator it had in mind, or what test it was applying. “Not statistically
significant” appears in both opinions not as the conclusion of an analysis

but in place of one. It is an assertion wearing the clothes of a finding.

"Kim [Hyatt, Savage Middle Schaol Principal Sentenced for Hiring Minar for Sex, Star T'ribune
(Nov. 4, 2022), hups://www.startribune.com/savage-middle-school-principal-sentenced-
(riday-for-hiring-a-minor-as-a-prostitute /600222023,

n
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More fundamentally, the objection is answered by evidence Lazzaro
possesses. Both courts reasoned that a handful of state defendants “says
nothing about the total number of individuals who could have been
prosecuted in federal court.” Eichorn, ECF No. 73, at 5. That is a demand for
the denominator. Neither Lazzaro's counsel nor Eichorn’s presented the
raw state sentencing data to the courts that ruled. Lazzaro presents it now:
247 state commercial-sex sentencings over five years, against zero federal
purchaser prosecutions. Ex. A. That is not a sample from which inferences
must be drawn. It is the whole field, and the federal share of it is nothing.
Where the observed number is zero and the expected number is not, the
disparity is itself the evidence. Int'T Bhd. of Teamsters v. United States, 431
U.S. 324, 342 n.23 (1977).

Nor is “statistically significant” a phrase without content. The
Supreme Court has defined it. An inference of discrimination arises when
“the difference between the expected value and the observed number is
greater than two or three standard deviations™—that is, when the result
would occur by chance less than roughly five times in a hundred.
Castaneda v. Partida, 430 U.S. 482, 496 n.17 (1977); Hazelwood School District
v. United States, 433 U.S. 299, 308 n.14 (1977). Apply that measure here. The
field of chargeable purchasers consists of the 247 state-sentenced
offenders in Exhibit A together with Lazzaro and Eichorn: 249 men. From
that field the office made two freestanding decisions to charge federally. If
those two selections were made without regard to politics, the probability
that both would fall on the only two prominent Republicans in the pool is
one in 30,876—the¢ number of ways two men can be drawn from 249.
Expressed as a p-value, that is 0.00003. several times beyond the threshold

Hazelwood describes. The Government may dispute whether every one of

12
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the 247 is comparable; that is the argument answered in Part C. It cannot
dispute the arithmetic. The order below called ten comparators “not
statistically significant” without stating what test it applied. The test the
Supreme Court applies, run on the whole field, yields the opposite result.
[f more is required, the remainder lies with the Government.
Declination decisions are not published; there is no docket of cases not
brought, That asymmetry is why Arinstrong contemplates discovery, and it
is why the alternative relief Lazzaro requests is discovery and a hearing

rather than dismissal alone.

C. The Comparator Rule Applied Here [s One Armstrong Rejects and

Gonzalez Forbids.

Consider first what Armstrong says. The Court there identified
state-court comparators as an appropriate means of demonstrating
differential treatment, faulting those defendants for failing to investigate
“whether similarly situated persons of other races were prosccuted by the
State of California.” 517 U.S. at 461, 470. State cases are not an inferior
substitute ftor the required showing. They are the showing Armstrong
describes. Neither Armstrong nor this Circuit requires identical
comparators. Both ask only for persons "who could have been charged for
the offenses for which the defendant[] w[as] charged, but were not so
prosecuted.” Armstrong, 517 U.S. at 469. In the equal-protection setting this
Circuit has described the required similarity as one of “comparable
seriousness.” Burton v. Martin, 737 .3d 1219, 1231 (8th Cir. 2013).

The state defendants satisty that standard on the Government's own
theory of the statute. A “commercial sex act” is any sex act “on account of

which anything of value is given to or received by any person.” 18 US.C. §

13
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1591(¢)(3). Lach of the 247 gave or received a thing of valuc in connection
with a sex act, and each whose conduct involved a person under eighteen
was chargeable under § 1591 on precisely the reading the Government
advanced here—more readily, in fact, because cach had negotiated an
explicit price, the element the Government has labored to establish in this
case. The comparison does not turn on whether the relationships
resembled one another. It turns on whether the same statute reached both.
On the Government's reading, it reached both, and it reached the state
defendants more comfortably. As to seriousness, the Government has
never suggested that this “sugar daddy” case is as grave as the state cases it
declined—cases involving violent pimps, prepubescent children, and
mothers selling their own daughters.

The Court rejected the comparators, reasoning that the state
defendants’ conduct was "different,” and "because it is different, the
defendants who committed it are not comparators.” United States v.
Lazzuro, No. 21-cr-173, ECF No. 264, at 11 (D. Minn. Nov. 15, 2022). But
different how? More violent. More organized. Younger victims. Different,
that is, in the direction of greater culpability. A comparator rule under
which the Government immunizes itself by prosecuting the least serious
offender in the field is not equal protection. It is equal protection stood on

its head.

Then came the requirement that cannot survive. It was not enough
that hundreds of offenders went unprosecuted; Lazzaro was obliged to
prove that those offenders "did not engage in similar political activism and
did not possess similar forfeitable assets.” Ibid. Read that again. To prove he
was singled out for his politics, he first had to prove that everyone spared

was apolitical.

14
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There is no way that could possibly be the law. A homeowner
ticketed for a code violation his neighbors commit more flagrantly could
never allege selective enforcement unless he first established that his
neighbors’ yards displayed opposing political signs. A Black defendant
could not challenge a racially selective prosecution without first proving
the race of each unprosecuted offender, one by one. A rule of that kind
does not filter weak claims. It abolishes the doctrine.

The Supreme Court held as much in Gonzalez v. Trevino, 602 U.S.
653 (2024) (per curiam)—a case in which certiorari was granted on October
13, 2023, and which was decided on June 20, 2024, while this appeal was
pending. The plaintiff, a city councilmember, alleged she had been arrested
in retaliation for protected speech. The Fifth Circuit held that her claim
could fall within the exception only if she proffered “comparative evidence”
of “otherwise similarly situated individuals who engaged in the same
criminal conduct but were not arrested.” Gonzalez v. Trevino, 42 F.4th 487,
493 (5th Cir. 2022). It demanded, as the Supreme Court described it, "very
specific comparator evidence—that is, examples of identifiable people who
‘mishandled a government petition in the same way Gonzalez did but were
not arrested.” The Supreme Court vacated that judgment. The Fifth Circuit
had taken "an overly cramped view” of the governing standard: “Aithough
the Nieves exception is slim, the demand for virtually identical and
identifiable comparators goces too far.” What suffices instead is “objective
evidence” that the plaintiff was proceeded against “when otherwise
similarly situated individuals not engaged in the same sort of protected
speech had not been.” Gonzalez, 602 U.S. 653 (per curiam) {quoting Nieves

v. Bartlett, 587 U.S. 391, 407 (2019)).
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The evidence the Court held sufficient mirrors this record. Gonzalez
had reviewed “the past decade's misdemeanor and felony data™ for her
county and found the statute had never been used there to charge anyone
for conduct like hers. That, the Court held, was “a permissible type of
evidence because the fact that no one has ever been arrested for engaging
in a certain kind of conduct—especially when the criminal prohibition is
longstanding and the conduct at issue is not novel—makes it more likely
that an officer has declined to arrest someone for engaging in such
conduct in the past.” Gonzalez, 602 U.S. 653 (per curiam). Lazzaro reviewed
the entire history of this statutc’s use in this District and found § 1591 had
never been used to charge a purchaser on facts resembling his. The
prohibition is longstanding; the conduct is not novel; the enforcement is
absent. 'That is the same showing, in the same form, on 4 larger scale. And
the evidence the Court approved was not drawn from a single incident or a
single operation. It was a review of a decade of county charging data.
Lazzaro's showing is of the same character, and on the federal side it spans
longer: the entire history of this statute’s use in this District, alongside five
years and 247 sentencings of the state records available to him.

The rule applied here went further than the one the Fifth Circuit
applied in Gonzalez. It required not merely identifiable comparators, but
comparators affirmatively proven to lack Lazzaro's politics and Lazzaro's
asscts. If the demand in Gonzalez went “too far,” the demand here went
considerably further. Nor was this Circuit's law ever otherwise. It has long
asked for “[u]bjective evidence that he was arrested when otherwise
similarly situated individuals not engaged in the same sort of protected

speech had not been.” Just v. City of St. Louis, 7 F.4th 761 (8th Cir. 2021).
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The Government will answer that Gonzalez is a § 1983 retaliatory-
arrest case and does not govern a criminal selective-prosecution claim,
The answer is that Gonzalez construes a standard this Court borrowed
from selective-prosecution law in the first place.

When Nieves v. Bartlett created the exception at issue—that
probable cause does not defeat a claim where the plaintiff offers “objective
evidence that he was arrested when otherwise similarly situated
individuals not engaged in the same sort of protected speech had not
been”—it cited a single authority: United States v. Arntstrong. 587 U.S, 391,
407 (2019) (citing Armstrong, 517 U.S. at 465), Justice Thomas said plainly
what the Court had done: “The majority today imports its ‘qualification’
from our jurisprudence on selective-prosccution claims.” Id. at 413
(Thomas, J., concurring in part) (citing Armstrong). Justice Gorsuch read it
the same way, observing that “the Court today seems to indicate that
something like Armstrong’s standard might govern a retaliatory arrest
claim,” and noting that several courts of appeals—including this one—"have
already applied Armstrong to claims alleging selective arrest.” Id. at 425-26
(Gorsuch, J., concurring in part and dissenting in part) (citing, inter aliq,
Johnson v. Crooks, 326 F.3d 895, 1000 (8th Cir. 2003)). lustice Sotomayor,
dissenting, described the majority opinion as seeking “kinship with
Armstrong.” Id. at 434 n.9.

The comparator requirement Gonzalez addressed is therefore not a
rule from a neighboring field. It is Armstrong's requirement, borrowed into
the arrest setting and then construed. When the Court held that “the
demand for virtually identical and identifiable comparators goes too far,”
602 U.S. 653 (per curiam), it was telling the lower courts what that

borrowed standard does not require. A rule that goes too far when applied
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to a civil plaintiff does not become permissible when applied to a man
facing a ten-year mandatory minimum,

Two further points make the objection immaterial. It would be a
strange asymmetry if a civil plaintiff seeking damages could establish
differential treatment through objective enforcement data while a criminal
defendant could not. And in any event Lazzaro does not need Gonzalez to
displace Armstrong. Armstrong itself endorses state-court comparators
and requires only persons who could have been charged and were not. 517
U.S. at 461, 469-70. Nothing in Armstrong, and nothing in this Circuit’s
cases, has ever required a defendant to prove that the unprosecuted lacked
his politics. That requirement appears in no decision of the Supreme Court
or of this Circuit.

The Court also obscrved that “all that Lazzaro has demonstrated is
that the government did not prosecute every single person who was
suspected of committing crimes similar to his,” which it thought “hardly
breaking news.” ECF No. 264, at 11. But that is not what the record showed.
Had this been a firearms, narcotics, child-pornography, or fraud
prosecution—offenses this office charges dozens of times a year—the claim
would be meritless. What the record showed was a category in which the
office charged no one at all. That is the “inexorable zero.” Intl Bhd. of

Teamsters v, United States, 431 U.S. 324, 342 n.23 (1977).
D. The Evidence of Discriminatory Purpose Was Dismissed as
“Coincidence.” [t Was a Pattern.

Under Armstrong, the comparator data alone would compel
discovery. But Lazzaro offered more. Intent is proved as intent is always

proved—circumstantially. “lmproper motive may be proved either by direct
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or circumstantial evidence.” United States v. Leathers, 354 F.3d 955 (8th Cir.
2004). No selective-prosecution case has ever turned on a confession, and
courts have ordered dismissal, discovery, or hearings on far less than this
record.”

The lead prosecutor had given more to political candidates—all
Democrats—than every other Assistant United States Attorney in
Minnesota combined.” Her agents subpoenaed the web hosts and bank
records of Lazzaro's political action committee, material with no
conceivable bearing on a sex-trafficking investigation; those materials are
in the Government’s discovery. She ordered the cancellation of a scheduled
meeting between the FBI and that political action committee concerning
evidence of felony fraud by a sitting Democratic congresswoman—
evidence Lazzaro had spent more than 5300,000 developing, and the
subject of national reporting days after his arrest."Agents interrogating the
co-defendant in her freshman dormitory returned repeatedly to Lazzaro's
political activity, to photographs of him with the President, and to the
contents of the safe they intended to seize." At the detention hearing the
prosecutor asked a witness whether he knew Lazzaro “as Tony GOP,” and
whether the two followed each other on Twitter. Det. Hr'g Tr. 66. And at a

trial about commercial sex acts, the name “Trump” was placed before the

"United States v. Correa-Gomez, No. 01-32 (E.D. Ky. Aug. 31, 2001); United States v. Lopez, 415 F.
Supp. 3d 422 (S.D.NY. 2019) United States v. Siriprechapong. 181 F.R.D, 416 (N.D. Cal. 1998).
Uniited States v. Bradley, 880 1. Supp. 271 (M.D. Pa. 1994); United States v. McDonald, 553 F. Supp.
1003, 1011 (S.[). Tex. 1983); United States v, Carron, 541 1. Supp. 341 (W.D.N.Y. 1982).

“Federal Election Commission records of the Assistant United States Attorney's
contributions are publicly available; Lazzare's own political contributions are documented at
OpenSecrets.org. See https: / /www.opensecrets.org/search?q=anton+lazzaro&type=donors,

“"Miranda Devine. FBI Dodged Ithan Omar-'Bro’ Wed Prabe, NY. Post (Aug. 15, 2021),
https:/ /nypost.com /2021 /08 /15 /fhi-dodged-ilhan-omar-bro-wed-probe-devine /. The
recorded call to the Minneapolis Field Office is available at www llhanOmarDNA.com.

"the interrogation was conducted by Minnesota Human Tratficking Investigators Task Force
Commander Bobbi Jo Pazdernik and FBI Special Agent Bob Blackmore in December 2020. The
transeriptis in the Government's discovery; the agents’ questioning concerning the safe appears
at pages 15 and 84,
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jury on nine separate occasions, in lines of questioning bearing on nothing
the Government had to prove."”

The manner in which the charge was publicized deserves separate
mention, because it reveals the mmtended audience. A Minnesota
indictment of a Minnesota defendant, arising from a Minnesota
investigation, did not break in Minnesota. [t broke in The Daily Beast—a
New York-based national political publication—under the headline “GOP
Strategist Anton Lazzaro Arrested for Underage Sex Trafficking.” The Daily
Beast (Aug. 2021)." Its author has acknowledged that he was in contact with
an Assistant United States Attorney in the prosecuting office. The local
press followed. Of all the outlets in the country, the story was placed first
with the one whose readership would find the defendant’s party affiliation
the most interesting fact about him—and the headline duly led with it.

[Lach of these, in isolation, is a coincidence. Assembled, they are a
practice. And they answer the question Wayte asks: whether the
Government acted "because of’ the defendant’s protected status rather
than “in spite of” it. Wayte v. United States, 470 U.S. 598, 610 (1985). “An
enforcement procedurce that focuses upon the vocal offender is inherently
suspect, since it is vulnerable to the charge that those chosen for
prosecution are being punished for their expression of ideas, a
constitutionally protected right.” United States v. Steele, 461 F.2d 1148, 1152
(9th Cir. 1972).

Reliance on United States v. Ojala, 544 F.2d 940 (8th Cir. 1976), and
the tax-protester and Selective Service cases is also misplaced. Those

decisions tolerate targeting the vocal offender because there the vocal

PE.g.. Trial Tr. Vol. | at 166; Vol. Il at 324-25, 346; Vol. Il at 573. 616, 681.

GOP Strategist Anton Lazzare Arrested for Underage Sex Trafficking, The Daily Beast {Aug.
2021), https: / /www thedailybeast.com /gop-strategist -anton-lazzaro-arrested - for-underage-
sex-trafticking/.
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defiance is the offense—the protest and the crime are one act, and the
Government retains a legitimate interest in “punishing flagrant violators
and deterring violations by others.” United States v. Johnmson, 577 F.2d 1304,
1309 (5th Cir. 1978)."” Lazzaro's politics had nothing whatever to do with his
alleged conduct. If prominence alone justified selection, the defense would
be unavailable to every federal defendant who ever spoke publicly. That is

the whole difference between deterrence and retaliation.

E. The Omission Deprived Lazzaro of the Appellate Review to Which

He Was Entitled.

The claim arrived on appeal fully preserved. It had been litigated
through a magistrate’s recommendation, objections, an order, and a
motion to reconsider.” Facing a word limit and five other issues, counsel
clected not to press it, noting in a footnote: "Mr. Lazzaro does not press
that issue here.” Appellant’s Br. at 30 n.10, United States v. Lazzaro, No. 23-
3098 (8th Cir. Jan. 29, 2024).

The ditficulty is one of timing. On October 13, 2023—more than
three months before the opening brief was filed—the Supreme Court
granted certiorari in Gonzalez v. Trevino. The questions presented were
whether the comparator requirement “can be satisfied by objective
evidence other than specific examples” of enforcement that never
occurred, and whether that requirement is confined to the arrest setting,
Pet. for Cert. at i, Gonzalez v. T'revino, No. 22-1025. Those were the precise

questions on which this claim had failed. A defendant whose selective-

"The Eichorn courts relied on Ojala, 544 F.2d at 94445, and on United States v, Peskin, 527
I-.2d 71, 86 (7th Cir. 1975), which Qjalu quotes. See Eichorn, ECI Nos. 64-65, at 12, Eichorn, ECT
No. 73, al 7-8. Both involved public officials prosecuted for offenses connected to their offices.
t.azzaro held no office.

Weee ECI Nos. 236 (amended motion to dismiss). 261 (objections to report and
recommendation), 264 (order denying motion), 274 (order denying reconsideration),
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prosecution claim has just been rejected for want of individually identified
comparators, and who learns that the Supreme Court has agreed to decide
whether such comparators may be required. is holding a claim whose
governing rule is about to be reexamined by the only court that can change
it.

That grant was a matter of public record when the brief was written.
Preserving the claim would have cost a portion of a word limit that was
then being spent on five other issues, none of which prevailed. Federal Rule
of Appellate Procedure 28(j) would then have permitted the intervening
decision to be brought to the panel’s attention at no cost in space whatever
—but only if the claim had been preserved in the opening brief. Because the
claim was not carried forward, the decision issued on June 20, 2024 with
nothing before the panel to which it could attach.

Winnowing is the hallmark of competent appellate advocacy, and
such judgments receive deference. Jones v. Burnes, 463 U.S. 745 (1983). The
choice made here is understandable in isolation: facing a word limit and
five other issues, counsel pressed the claims he judged strongest and
folded the sclective-prosecution facts into the vagueness argument
instead. Lazzaro does not suggest that choice was made carelessly, or that
counscl served him poorly in this case generally. But the question under
Strickland is not whether a choice is understandable; it is whether it was
objectively reasonable in light of the information then available.

The difficalty is what happened after the choice was made,
Deference under Barnes protects the decision to trade a weaker claim for a
stronger one, measured against the information available, Where the
omitted issue was “clearly stronger” than those presented, the

presumption of strategy vields. Smith v. Robbins, 528 U.S. 259, 288 (2000).
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Measured against the information available in January 2024, however, a
claim with a complete record, an unrebutted showing, and a pending
Supreme Court case addressing the very rule that had defeated it was
clearly stronger than issues a unanimous panel would go on to reject in full.
That comparison is not made with hindsight; the cert grant preceded the
brief by more than three months.

The prejudice requires no speculation, Lazzaro need show only a
reasonable probability of a different result. Strickland v. Washington, 466
U.S. 668, 694 (1984). He had cleared this Circuit's threshold for discovery
-"at least some credible showing of different treatment of similarly
situated persons’—many times over, on facts the Government never
contested. United States v, Hirsch, 360 F.3d 860, 864 (8th Cir. 2004). The
ruling against him rested on a comparator requirement the Supreme Court
disapproved while his appeal was pending, and on a purpose finding the
Government's own subsequent conduct has undone. Had the claim been
pressed, there is a reasonable probability the court of appeals would have
reversed or remanded for the discovery and hearing plainly warranted.

A man is serving 252 months following a prosecution the
Government has never once been willing to defend on its merits. The
argument that would have said so was preserved and available. It was set
aside for reasons that were sound when the brief was written, and that no

longer held after June 20, 2024,
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[I. THE JURY WAS NOT INSTRUCTED ON THE ONLY CONTESTED
ELEMENT.

Before a witness was sworn, this Court identified the defense this
case would turn on. Addressing trial counsel at the pretrial conference, the
Court said:

“l assume you're going to—one potential defense would be, and
there's some reference to this in your papers, this isn't
commercial sex. It's just two people hooking up. And one of
them happens to be generous and is generous to the other
person, and that’s not commercial sex. And that would be a
perfectly legitimate defense.”

Pretrial Conf. 'T'r. 12,

The court was not speaking loosely, because it returned to the same
distinction minutes later, unprompted and in its own words: “one of the
defenses would seem to be that this was just two folks hooking up, and it
was just a date that involved sex and 1 was generous to my date. It wasnt
commercial sex.” Id. at 17. Twice in a single conference, before any cvidence
was heard, the Court identified the line between a commercial sex act and
a generous date, and twice it described the defense on the lawful side of
that line as one the law permitted Lazzaro to make.

The jury was never told about it.

A. The Case Turned on a Single Question, and Every Participant Knew

It

The Government did not contend that Lazzaro used force, threats,
or fraud. It did not contend that a trafficker delivered the girls, that anyone
advertised them, or that anyone supervised them. Its own expert had told a

jury in this District what separates the two offenses: prostitution involves
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“two people”—one “performing a commercial sex act, which would be sex
in exchange for money,” and "a buyer or a purchaser”—while sex trafficking
requires “a third person involved, and that's going to be the trafficker,” who
Is “doing the advertising, transporting, housing, recruiting, maintaining
that person tor the purposes of that commercial sex act.” Trial Tr. 163,
United States v. Koech, No. 18-¢r-00018 (DWF /LIB) (D. Minn.), ECF No. 236,
at 66. There was no such person here.

What remained was a single question: were the gifts the price of the
sex, or did they merely accompany it? The statute makes that question
dispositive, because a “commercial sex act” is one “on account of which
anything of value is given to or received by any person.” 18 U.S.C. § 1591(c)
(3). Those three words do work. They require a nexus—the value must be
the reason for the act, not its sequel. A gift that follows sex has not bought
it, any more than a dinner check paid afterward purchases the
conversation.

This Court saw the difficulty as it unfolded. Settling the instructions,
it said: “this is the problem that we've had run throughout the trial, which is
there can be certain evidence that's relevant to consent, which is not a
defense, but it's also relevant to what's going on here. s this a conunercial
sex act, or is this just a date with generous gifts?” Trial I'r. Vol. VII at 1569.

At sentencing, explaining why the defense had failed, the Count
sorted the same evidence into two categories. Lazzaro “used money and
other things of value for two purposes. First, he used them to groom the
girls, such as when he bought Estella that purse. And, second, he used them
to pay the girls for sex, such as when he would pay cash to Gabbic after
cach sex act.” Sentencing Tr. 9. A $1,300 purse bought minutes after

mecting was grooming. Cash handed over following a sex act was paviment.
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The categories are different, and the difference between them is the
clement.

But the Court did not say what placed a given gift in one category
rather than the other. It sorted without stating the principle of sorting.
That was not an oversight, and no criticismn is intended in observing it: the
Court had no occasion to articulate the standard, because it had assigned
Lhe question to the jury. The difficulty is that the jury had been given no
standard either. The distinction the Court identified before trial, and
applied after trial, was never delivered to the only body required to apply it
during trial.

The Court then said the thing that decides this motion: "Ultimately,
it was up to the jury to decide whether when Mr. Lazzaro handed hundred
dollar bills to a girl, he was engaging, to quote his attorney, in ‘courtship
behavior' or whether he was instead paying for sex.” Ibid.

That was exactly right. It was up to the jury. 'the jury was given

nothing to decide it with.

B. The Instruction Defined the Element by Repeating [t.

The jury received the bare words of the statute: a "commercial sex
act” means “any sex act on account of which anything of value is given to or
received by any person.” Trial Tr. Vol. VIII at 1668, 1t was told that “[u]nless |
defined a term in this or another instruction, give the ordinary meaning to
terms in the elements of a crime.” Ibid. “Sex act” was never defined. "On
account of” was never explained. No instruction distinguished a payment
from a present, an inducement from an afterthought, courtship from

purchase.
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Consider what that charge permitted. A juror who believed every
word of the defense—that Lazzaro gave freely, that nothing was negotiated,
that no girl was ever told sex was the price of anything—was still obliged to
convict. Gifts were given. Sex occurred. The instruction asked for nothing
more. The “perfectly legitimate defense” the Court had described weeks
carlier was, on this charge, not a defense at all. It was a concession.

Every purchaser prosecution in this Circuit confirtns what the
missing instruction would have required, because each involved an actual
bargain. That includes the one case this Court cited at sentencing as proof
that no trafficker is necessary. The defendant in Lopez answered an
advertisement on an escort website, “negotiate[d] a price for sexual acts
directly with the undercover officer who had placed the ad,” and drove to
the arranged meeting place. Sentencing Tr. 10; see United States v. Lopez,
No. 22-3044 (8th Cir. July 20, 2023). That is a purchasc—an offer, a4 price, an
agreement. Whatever else Loper establishes, it does not establish that a gift
given afterward is one. Lazzaro's case has no trafficker, no coercion, and no
bargain. It falls below the floor of every case in which this statute has ever

heen applied to a purchaser.

C. The Defense Was Argued to the Jury but Never Placed in the

Charge.

The defense understood all of this. In closing the jury was told that
on account of” means the thing of value must be given for the act, and that
what the girls came to expect afterward could not make a completed act
commercial. Trial Tr. Vol. VIII at 1639-40.

But the Court was never asked to instruct on it. At the charge

conference no objection was stated to [nstruction 14, none to Instruction
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I5—which defined “commercial sex act”™—and none to Instruction 16. Trial
Tr. Vol. VII at 1554-71. Asked whether there was anything further on the
final instructions, the defense requested an instruction concerning the
credibility of witnesses who abuse drugs and alcohol. Id. at 1571, No nexus
instruction was tendered. No definition of “sex act” was proposed. Nothing
was submitted that would have told the jury the distinction on which the
defense depended.

The omission is difficult to attribute to strategy, because no strategy
is served by it. An instruction requiring the Government to prove that the
thing of value induced the sex act would have burdencd the prosecution
and aided the defense in every respect; there was nothing to be gained by
its absence and a great deal to lose. The right defense was identified and it
was argued well. The single step not taken was to ask that the jury be told it
was the law. Under Strickland. the question is not whether counsel
performed capably overall—he did—but whether onc particular omission
fell below an objective standard of reasonableness and altered the
outcome. Strickland v. Washington, 466 U.S. 668, 687-88, 690 (1984). Where
a defense depends cntirely on a distinction, the jury must be given the
means to draw it.

The Government itself articulated the standard the jury never
received. Confronted after trial with a hypothetical drawn trom Noble v.
Weinstein, 335 F. Supp. 3d 504, 523 (S.D.N.Y. 2018)—a man who treats a
person to a free dinner and a movie, promises future outings and gifts, and
then cngages in what he construes as consensual sexual activity—the
Government explained why that would not be a § 1591 offense. It lacked
force, fraud, or coercion. It did not mention the victim's age. And, “[m]ore

importantly, it does not specity whether the gifts were conditional on
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performance of the sex act.” That fact, the Government wrote, “is essential
in establishing that the parties engaged in commercial sex.” ECF No. 386, at
10 n.6. The Government thus ranked conditionality above the absence of
force and above the age of the participant, and called it essential. That is
the distinction on which this case turned. It appears nowhere in the
instructions.

The Government’s own answer illustrates the difficulty. It asserted
that “evidence presented at trial showed that Defendant conditioned these
payments on the receipt of sex,” and pointed in part to an inference that
Lazzaro “implied” the pursc he purchased “was prepayment for sex.” ECF
No. 386, at 10 (citing Trial Tr. Vol. [V at 1000). This Court, considering the
same purse, described it not as payment but as grooming. Sentencing Tr. 9.
If the prosecutor and the Court drew opposite conclusions from the same
gift, a jury given no standard at all was being asked to do something neither

of them could do unaided.

D. The Omission Affected the OQutcome.

Prejudice requires not certainty of acquittal but a probability
sufficient to undermine confidence in the verdict. Strickland, 466 U.S. at
694. Three features of this record supply it.

First, the element was genuinely contested—so contested that this
Court called it “the problem that we've had run throughout the trial,” Trial
Tr. Vol. VII at 1569, and assigned its resolution to the jury.

Second, the Government’s proof on that element rested on a single
witness. Of the young women who testified, exactly one described an ofter
of money conditioned in advance on intercourse. Trial Tr. Vol. [11 at 693-95.

Every other witness who was asked said the opposite,

29



CASE 0:21-cr-00173-PJS-DTS Doc. 615  Filed 09/24/26  Page 35 of 43

Her own sister, present on the same nights, was asked by the
Government on direct examination whether “there [was] an explicit
discussion of sex for money.” She answered: "No.” The discussion, she
explained, concerned “taking clothes off for money.” Id. at 632-33. Asked
whether it had been *100 percent clear” to her “the entire time that this was
sex in exchange for money,” she again answered “No,” saying that
understanding came only “[a]fter a few nights.” Id. at 642. She repeated it
on cross. Id. at 651.

Estella was asked directly: “He never offered you any money to kiss
or take your clothes oft or anything like that?” She answered: “No.” Trial Tr.
Vol. IV at 965. She had been given a purse worth roughly S1,.300 at the Mall
of America before any sexual encounter occurred, with nothing asked in
return, and she testified that when she wanted money she asked for it—
sending Lazzaro photographs of shoes she wanted. Id. at 938, 947. Emily,
asked whether Lazzaro "sa[id] anything about money or getting paid or
anything like that,” answered: "Not that | remember.” Trial 'Ir. Vol. [ at 230.
She and another young woman received identical gifts on the same evening
—the same cash in the same envelopes—though only one of them had any
sexual contact with Lazzaro at all. Id. at 211. And confronted on cross with
her own earlier statement that "[i]t sounds bad, but it wasn't. It wasn't bad.
[t wasn't like prostitution or anything,” Cmily did not retreat from it. She
said it “sounds like something that I agree with right now,” confirmed that
she agreed with it, and when asked directly—"It was not prostitution?"—
answered: "l—no.” Id. at 227.

Other witnesses did testify that they would not have gone but for
the money, or that they were paid after sex. That testimony is not the same

thing, and the difference is the one the missing instruction would have
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drawn. A witness who says she did something for money is describing her
own motive. A witness who says the defendant told her the money was for a
sex act is describing an exchange. Only the second bears on what § 1591
makes criminal, because the statute punishes what the defendant did and
knew, not what the other participant privately concluded. A defendant
cannot be convicted on the basis of an understanding formed in someone
else’s mind and never communicated to him. Trial counsel argued exactly
this to the jury. Trial Tr. Vol. VIII at 1639-40. No instruction told the jury it
was the law, and the charge as given permitted conviction on either kind of
proof, without distinguishing between them.

The Government's answer is that everyone understood what was
happening—he wanted sex, they wanted the gifts, and cach knew it of the
other. Assume all of it. That still is not an exchange. Two people can each
want something from the other, and each know what the other wants,
without either making the thing conditional. What converts mutual
awareness into a commercial transaction is a price: an understanding that
the sex is what the money is for, and that without the one the other would
not be given. The charge required no such finding. [t permitted conviction
on mutual awareness alone—on a finding that he hoped, that they hoped.
and that both hopes were satisfied.

That is the shape of the Government's case on the element that
mattered. One witness, intoxicated by her own account on the night in
question, described a bargain proposed in advance. The others described
motives, sequences, and gifts—asked for, sometimes; unsolicited, often;
given before sex, after sex, and to women with whom there was no sex. A
properly instructed jury, told that the thing of value must have been the

reason for the sex act rather than its accompaniment or its aftermath,
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could readily have found that the Government had not carried its burden.
'he jury was told no such thing.

Third, the element as the jury received it had no discernible limit.
The court of appeals has since described “commercial sex act” as
"extremely broad,” and held that “paying [minors] in cash or valuables after
sex could ‘cause™ a commercial sex act. Op. 13, 15. If that is so, then on the
charge given, the giving of any gift in the vicinity of any sexual encounter
suffices. “[N]o boundary separates conduct that gives risc to liability from
conduct that does not.” Dubin v. United States, 599 U.S, 110 (2023). Lazzaro
made the point himself at sentencing: if courtship behavior suffices, “then |
suppose anyone who gives someone a gift, whether it be, you know, a cheap
gift or a million dollars, is grooming their companion for sex. . .. If that's the
standard that wc're going to apply, then 1 dont know how there is any
standard to apply.” Sentencing Tr, 42.

[t is no answer that Lazzaro's conduct was unattractive, or that a
properly instructed jury might have convicted him anyway. The Supreme
Court has “squarely contradict[ed] the theory that a vague provision is
constitutional merely because there is some conduct that clearly falls
within the provision’s grasp.” Johnson v. United States, 576 U.S. 591, 602
(2015). The same principle governs an instruction that supplies no
standard: the question is not whether this defendant could have been
convicted under a correct charge, but whether the jury was given one. [t
was not. And the difference is not academic. The statute rcaches the
trafficker. On the instruction given, it reached everyonc.

The element has no natural stopping point, and this Circuit has said
0. “Anything of valuc” is a term of art that courts "generally construe to

envelop[] both tangibles and intangibles,” United States v. Petrovic, 701 F.3d
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849, 858 (8th Cir. 2012), and the intangibles held to qualify under federal law
include amusement, the time and attention of a younger woman, a
candidate’s agreement not to run for office, photographs, and a promise to
do virtually anything another person might value, “[Clommercial sex act” is
itself “extremely broad.” United States v. Cook, 782 F.3d 983, 988 (8th Cir.
2015). A federal court applying the identical statutory definition put the
consequence plainly: if “something of value™ means anything tradeable—"a
bottle of wine, a nice dinner, or a promisc to do the dishes"™—then the
definition of a commercial sex act “encompasses vast swaths of legal,
conscensual, non-commercial sexual activity.,” Backpage.com, LLC .
McKenna, 881 F. Supp. 2d 1262, 1281 (W.D. Wash. 2012).

On that understanding, the $1.300 purse cannot be what makes this
case criminal. A purse is a thing of value; so is a ride home, a concert ticket,
and a case of beer bought by a twenty-one-year-old for a group of high-
school girls in hopes of the same lawful encounter. If the giving of a
valuable thing were enough, the statute would reach all of them, and the
only difterence between Lazzaro and the twenty-one-ycar-old would be
his age and the price tag. Neither is an element. What separates the
criminal case from the lawful one cannot be the value of the gift. It can only
be whether the gift bought the act. That is the finding the jury was never
asked to make.

Consider a defendant the charge would reach as easily. An eighteen-
year-old with a large following mects two seventeen-year-olds who
admire him. He reposts their videos to his audience, which is to say he gives
them the thing they want most and the thing hardest to come by-—
attention, reach, the possibility of being seen. Social-media exposure is not

a trivial inducement. It is among the most valuable currencies available to a
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teenager, and there is no serious dispute that it draws them. The
relationships turn sexual, as relationships between a barely-adult and a
near-adult lawfully may under the age-of-consent laws of most States. And
because he has money and they do not, he buys them dinners, clothes, a
weekend away. On the reasoning applied here, every element is present.
The reposts are enticement, for displaying desirable things to a minor
entices. The gifts are the commercial component, for value given after sex
may “causc” the act it followed. He knew their ages. 'That is a ten-year
mandatory minimum, and the young man is a sex trafficker.

The response will be that no prosecutor would bring such a case. But
that is not an answer:; it is the concession. “[W]e cannot construe a criminal
statute on the assumption that the Government will use it responsibly.”
McDonnell v. United States, 579 U.S. 550, 576 (2016). When nothing but
prosecutorial forbearance separates ordinary conduct from a decade in
prison, the jury has been given no standard at ali—which is precisely what
an instruction on inducement would have supplied.

Where a statute’s reach is uncertain, the remedy is a narrowing
construction delivered to the jury, not a conviction and an assurance of

restraint. The instruction that was never requested was that construction.

E. Where Is the Line?

The Court said one existed. Before trial it told counsel that a man
who is simply “generous to the other person” has not comimtted a
commercial sex act, and that saying so "would be a perfectly legitimate
defense.” Pretrial Conf. Tr. 12. At the charge conference it returned to the
same question—"Is this a commercial sex act, or is this just a date with

generous gifts?"—and called it the problem that had “run throughout the
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trial.” Trial Tr. Vol. VIl at 1569. At sentencing it sorted the very same
evidence into two piles, grooming on one side and payment on the other, a
$1.300 purse in the first and cash after sex in the second. Sentencing Tr. 9.

Three times the Court identified the line. Not once did it say where
the line is.

It did not have to. It had given the question to the jury: "Ultimately, it
was up to the jury to decide whether when Mr. Lazzaro handed hundred
dollar bills to a girl, he was engaging . . . in ‘courtship behavior’ or whether
he was instead paying for sex.” Ibid. But the jury was handed the bare words
of the statute and told to give them their ordinary meaning. It was never
told that “on account of” requires the money to have bought the act rather
than followed it. It was told nothing at all about how to tell a gift from a
price.

So the question returns, and it has only two answers. If buying a
seventeen-year-old cxpensive things and later sleeping with her is sex
trafficking, then there was never a legitimate defense—not a weak one, not
a hard one, but none, on any facts, and the assurance given before trial was
empty. If instead the defense was real, then a line exists between the
generous date and the commercial transaction, and a jury asked to find one
and not the other had to be told where it falls.

Lazzaro does not pretend the line is easy to draw. He says only this:
a defendant told he has a perfectly legitimate defense is entitled to a jury
told the same thing, in terms it can apply. This one was not. Confidence in

the verdict does not survive that.
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1. ADDITIONAL CLAIMS.

Claims 1 and 1l are Lazzaro's primary claims. Two further
components of the judgment rest on legal premises that are presently

unsettled, and he raises them here as well.

A. Restitution.

By amended judgment entered in October 2023, the Court ordered
Lazzaro to pay more than $400,000 in restitution. No jury found the facts
underlying that award. At the time, this Circuit held that criminal
restitution is not punishment but a civil, compensatory remedy. and on
that reasoning concluded that Apprendi v. New Jersey, 530 U.S. 466 (2000),
has no application to it. That reasoning is no longer available. In Ellingburg
v. United States, 607 U.S. 163 (2026), a unanimous Court reversed the Eighth
Circuit and held that restitution under the Mandatory Victims Restitution
Act “is plainly criminal punishment.” Whether it follows that the facts
supporting a restitution award must be found by a jury is a question
Ellingburg did not decide and that the courts of appeals have not yet

addressed in its wake. Lazzaro preserves the contention that it does.

B. Forfeiture.

The Court ordered forfeiture of Lazzaro's residence under 18 U.S.C.
§ 1594(e) and rejected his LEighth Amendment challenge, applying the
standard that a forfeiture offends the Excessive Fines Clause only if it is
“grossly disproportional to the gravity of the defendant’s offense.”
Sentencing Tr. 25-26. The Supreme Court has granted certiorari to decide
whether that inquity may be conducted in the abstract or must instead be

measured against the gravity of the particular defendant’'s own conduct.
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louppt v. Alaska, No. 25-246 (cert. granted July 20, 2026). That question is

squarely presented by this forfeiture, and Lazzaro preserves it.

C. The Vehicie for These Claims.

This Circuit has held that a federal prisoner may not use § 2255 to
challenge the restitution component of his sentence, because the statute
reaches only a prisoner “claiming the right to be released.” United States v.
Bernard, 351 F.3d 360, 361 (8th Cir. 2003). That limitation applies equally
where the challenge is framed as one of ineffective assistance. Shephard v.
United States, 735 F.3d 797, 798 (8th Cir. 2013) (per curiam). The same
reasoning governs a challenge to forfeiture, which likewise seeks relief
from a property consequence rather than from custody.

LLazzaro therefore raises these claims subject to that limitation. To
the extent the Court concludes that § 2255 does not reach them, he asks
that they be denied without prejudice to their assertion by whatever
vehicle proves appropriate, and that the denial not be treated as a waiver or

an abandonment of the underlying contentions.

CONCLUSION

Claim 1 relief. The conviction should be vacated. [n the alternative,
this Court should order discovery and an evidentiary hcaring on the
selective-prosecution claim.

Claim [l relief. The conviction should be vacated and a ncw trial
ordered. In the alternative, this Court should conduct an evidentiary
hearing on this claim.

Should the Court deny relief on either claim, Lazzaro respectfully

requests a certificate of appealability. Reasonable jurists could at minimum
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debate whether a comparator rule requiring a defendant to prove that the
unprosecuted did not share his politics survives Gonzalez v. Trevino, and
whether a jury instructed only in the statute’s bare words was equipped to
decide the sole contested element. See Slack v. McDantel, 529 U.S. 473, 484
(2000); 28 U.S.C. § 2253(c)2).

Dated: September 24, 2026

Respectfully submitted,

Afp—

Anton J. Lazzaro, 59637-509, K3
FCI Sandstone

P.O. Box 1000

Sandstone, MN 55072

Defendant, pro se
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CLERK, U.S DISTRICT C
, U.S. OURT
MINNEAPOLIS, MINNESOTA

Minnesota Sentencing Guidelines Commission
Statewide Sentencing Data
Minn. Stat. §§ 609.322 and 609.324
Calendar Years 2019-2023

The data reproduced on the following pages were obtained from
the Minnesota Sentencing Guidelines Commission and record every
sentencing imposed statewide under Minn. Stat. §§ 609.322
(solicitation, inducement, and promotion of prostitution; sex
trafficking) and 609.324 (patrons and prostitutes) for calendar years
2019 through 2023. The dataset contains 247 sentencings. Of these, 187

resulted in a stayed or probationary disposition.

The Commission's dataset as produced contains forty-nine
fields, several of which are administrative codes without bearing on this
motion. Reproduced here are the year and county of sentencing, the
district court file number, the offender’s name, age category, sex, and
race, the severity level and criminal history score, the recommended
and pronounced dispositions, and the offense of conviction. All 247
records are included. Nothing has been excluded on the basis of its

content, and the complete dataset as received from the Commission is

retained and available to the Court on request.
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IE-L')ES Ht:-n;ﬁépin LRJZIIMHI o E&IIEE?T E_"_I-_I-h‘q. EZ RUDY 3] 40 ma]e Hlspanl '3 0 bt:ﬂ “Caon] Tail B Ne  Yes 16 Prostitution - Hires/offers ,f’agree to hire: individ
2003 Hemnepin Crzzmoss Lok Wb 2630 male asan 5 0 Swy | Comdlal 0 N Ves 35 Prowitation -vures/offers/agree torre mdmd
éf_}El__Hf-nnepm CR2I3009 PINNEY +BRUC‘E N _- ) 51 ;Iam_-ﬁ';hll{‘ E 0 i?-‘.my' Lﬂnd_.'l_:iu_l______‘__;l]._ Nﬂ_ Yes 26 Prostitution - Hires/offers /agree to hire: individ _
EGEE__iiennfpm_CH;I%SEGE_X_I(_J_NE_ CKEVIN _31-40 _;ma].v_:j__. Asian_ 3 _”-'-ﬂ _ f:taw "'_""'_E&d Tail 0 No Yes ._.3E-im__l_’;;:-:-stltutmn Hires/offers /agree to hire; Lindivid
_2[)_22 Hennepin  CR2122530 o 'CRL'E NEGRLETE 'ANPI-(..}N“.} . ..E.»_’-J'i- male _FHi.\:p.;m.i.{...m :—qﬂ o ____?la‘-r o Cond .].:-1].|. “ ) 0 hNﬂ Yes 3'5 ‘_Plrf;st_ltlltl_l:_rn - leﬂ;’offcrs,-’agrﬂe tL‘.l hlrE ln;:-ll‘nfld o
2002 Hennepin  CR2I22259  ARMSTRONG  “JONATHAN 3140 male Black 5 0 Sty Condlal 0 No  Yes 36 Prostitution - Hires/offers agree to hire: individ _
2022 Hennepin CR2120484  CURETON  RONALD 4150  male  White 5 0 Say  Condlal 0 No  Yes 3  Prostitution - Hires /offers /agree to hire; individ
2022 Hennepm. C‘RZII-Rﬂ;i: _RAITZ . ;BLAIR A1-50  male __Wh_ll; 3 0 1‘1!4» :1[‘:9_1_1_1_:1_.]ai| 0 No  Yes 36 Prostitution - Hires/offers /agree Lo hire; individ
EEIEE_chnEpm _CRZIM5YY o WULPI:RN | (.CIRH’ 3] 4[} . _._IIE:TJ._IE-__. Whlte +5 2 Stay :Cond Jail _?E_‘T’Eﬂ .__I:J;rm:_E]?“_mP_l;&:Stltu[mn Hires/vlfers /agree to hire; individ
2[]22_Hennepm CRZIIMZ? M_F.jl:‘\_ 'Va;ul ENTINA Sl+ ) fema.]_«.e_-_.I.-fllspanlc 'C' 0 Cumnﬁt ESI;HF.E Prizson .84 1N_{_:_-___ 1Nn o +F'mmme-z Prostitution of an Individual )
‘2023 Hennepin CR2M4422  HERNANDEZ- ' LINO st male  Hispanic .C 0 Commit :Condfail 0 No  Yes 36  Receives Profits From Prostiution
L . CRUZ ' . e . : e o s , _
2022 Hennepin  CR2Z113573 LOFPEZ PMNKL[N 32,__2_:"____'"_"_;”:__ Hlk]:ranu. iz 0 Stay . Cond Jail 0 Ne ‘Iea .36 Prostitution - Hires/oflers /agree to hire: individ
2023 Hennepin CR2U3128 _.N_i,f_R I ABDIRAHMAN 18-21  male Hlack 3 FU - S__lﬂ_____CE_l_:]d_ J__a_u! 0 ‘No ‘ Yes 3\‘3 Prostitution - lef"'ifﬂff?r"-‘u /agree to hire; _!El:llur] B
| 2@_2_?_1{?_qn_epin jCRE‘lIZEZE BROWNE _}Ihr'sJTH{JT\I_"nr _a]i - _male  White > 0 Sty LondlJail 0O No ey 36 Prostitution - Hires /offers /agree to hire: individ
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T R e N e ﬂ#&! hace Sev CHS Bec. Diep. et “coni Sﬂ? s“ys“! i R
2022 IHL"I‘II'IE.']Ji!'I CR21I2443 MATTHIAS TYVLER 26-30 I'I'Id]t‘ ‘INhltL' '5 0 Stay Condd Jail { fNo "!’ﬂs 36 Ptmtllulmn leea.fcﬂerxjagree to ]'nre |r|.d|wd
2024 Hennepin  UR2N0532  SANCHEZ "MIGUEL 22-25  male  Hispamie 3 0 Stav  CondJal O No  Yes 36  Prostitution - Hires foffers fagree to hire: individ
[(CCHAN
2020 Hemnepin CR204762  WETTERN CTMOTHY 34+ male White 3 1 Stay  Condlall | 12 Yes  No 2 Prostitution-Hire or Agree o Hire 16 1017 Yr Old
dﬂz-l__;ienm_mn *CRZGZSE:I C(}*?.TA .TDSHUA -31_4[} Imale I‘;"u’hite 5 ﬂ -Sta}' -.'Eiu:.nr.n:.l.Jail- .{‘.l Mu -*'r'm-; ) L:‘i—ﬁ__l::rl‘_lhtl_lll_lTﬂn Hirex Soffers /agree 1o h]re mdwn:l T
2022 Hennepin  CR2012810  ANTHONY “KEVIN 31-40 male cBlack € 6 Commit StatePrison 180 Mo  No 0  Promotes Prostitution of an Individual
2019 Hennepin  CRI9VYS  OMAR 'MOHAMED 2225 male Black 5 0  Stay  CondJal O  'No  Yes 36  Prostitution - Hires/oflers/agrec to hire: individ
2019 Hennepin  CRISS094  ANDERSON  MAXIMILAN 2225 male White &5 0 Sty CondJal 0 No  Yes 36 Prostitution - Hires/offers /agree to hire: individ
202  Hennepin  CRIOBIGR FINK P,’i.U[. 22-25 Imale .w]“_w -5 0 -Sta}' Cond Jail “:.{‘.l N ‘.‘I"t".:’-i. - _Prostinution - Hires /offers /agree to hire! individ S
2021 Hennepin  CRI99692 MLLLGHLN 1ODD 430 male  White 3 1 Stay  Condlail _23%*, No 36 Prostitution - Hires/offers/agree tohire; individ
2019 Hennepin CRI99ST4 HD_ﬁEEE,_Ej" _ MARCUS 2225 male .Black 3 0 Sty Cond Jail O  iNo  Yes 36 Prostilution - Hires/offers fagrectobire: indiwid
2-(';1-@_- Hennepin C_RTH.’I%EI L IVANOY . VAN .ﬂ+ :malﬂ 11"'»’]1",1. _1 ‘D Stay _[C-:ml:l Jajl_____ _D__hl":h; ) "u’ﬂ_i’rﬁ _ I‘-;;l’-'.;;atltutlﬂl'l - -|:I_il_l:;:?h,fﬂf lers /apree to hire; m.divid
2020 Hennepin  CRI99443 ULFERTS MUREY 51+ male White 5 0 Stay Condlail -0 ‘N Yes 36  Prostitution - Hires/offers /agree to hire: individ
2019  Hennepin  CRIOSIS] HEINE NIKLAS 26 30 male  Asian 5 -0 Stay  CondJal 0 No  Yes 36 Prostitution - Hires/offers fagree to hire: individ
2020 - Hennepin  CRI98115 MOHAMED  MOHAMED  41-30 male Asan 5 0 Sty CondJail O No  Yes 36  Prostitution - Hires/offers /agree te hire: individ
ARDUILAZEEZ _
2020 Mennepin  CRI98025  PROA © WILLAM  41-50 male Hispanic 5 0 Sty Condlal O No  Yes 36 Prostitution-Hire or Agree to Hire 13t0 15 ¥r Old__
2021 - Hennepin  CRI9021 SEE. 'PANG '31-40  male .Asisn 5 .2 Stay  Other 28  Yes Ne 36 Prostitution - Hires/offers /agree to hirc individ
Sanctinns :
.2{}20 Ht—'ﬂl‘lt‘pl n " C‘RIQF ﬂﬁl hRN(}I D . QUFNT!N ) 31-4ﬁ ) lﬁalé 7H]a{.:k . L . _Ei ) C‘ummn_m: ét-a;l: Pn'-mn_ IISEI' .No No Q Prnmnth Pmﬂltulmn uf an Individual )
201 Hennepin  CRIA3ZIZ  YANCY  SANDY 340 male Black ¢ 6 Commit  StatcPrison 131 No  No 0  PromotesProstitution of an Individual
2020 Hennepin _CRIOZI&: "TRAMBLE CTERRELL 3140 male Black C 6  Commit StatcPrison 180 No  No 0 Promates Prostitution of an Individual
) 022 " ﬁéinﬁc:pi-n . (_‘RIEEIJ&"'}EI HL_[_IZI;I(;N% o KEVTN . zﬁ Jﬂ' .rr;al.u IElack -C - o rCummil Cund J.nl h '3'}:+‘:‘_£'*-_: m-_.r-\.i-l;m-.-““-IE:EI_____IGI';;;:ult-..a. P:.'.u.smutlon m“ an Indmdual " o
2020 Henncpin  CRIS2063Y  CHEN a(jmszu 40 male ‘“;‘I.f-;i;m © 0 Commit  Stete Prison 96 “Ne e o _Promates, Prostitulion of an Individual T
2019 Hennepin CRIS13064 22-25 male Black € 6  Commit StaicPrison 90 .No No 6 _Promotes Prostitution of an Individual
2022 Hemnepin  CRISIZ&ES  TACOBS CCHARITY 3140 female White € 0  Commit CondJail 12 -Yes No 24 PromotesProstitution of an Individual
2020 Hennepin  CRIOI2845  KILBURY  AMANDA  26-30 female Hispaoic C 0 Commit  Condleil 0 No  ves “J'_Er-lilmmml-“;".c.r.r"l;i:r;l;;a“f.‘.r.t;s_l{t.uti-nnnfan Individual o
2022 j1-l|:*nn+|:1:-in 'CRI‘JIESSQ -SLA'I'I‘EN MARK 3I 4U. .male White 45 " {l ‘:t:u _hal‘.—i{; o ._4.12 Yes B 24 Prmtltutmn leeqfn-fﬁ:rq fagr{*(-talai;\dw;{_] __________________
' 3. . _ Sanctions , . — T
2019 Honnepin  CRI9IZSS8  VANG XA 2225 male asian 3 0 Stay Condlal O  'Nu  Yes 36 Prostitution - Hires/offers/agree to hire; individ
2_G2_1_+ Eji_enn;epm #_Eiiiﬂ_li:iﬁﬂ - IIDRES o _*AN'I_‘(_';NI(J 13 21 rn_al_e ) HISpEII'II{' _5 _+I_Z-l“ _Stav T Cr.:nd Tail { .rMu 'r'e:-a 13& ‘Pruutlmuun leesfoffersfagme 10 hlre individ )
2021 .He.r.me.p.i;\ CRISIIZS6 .M.I o " ABDIAZIZ 18-21 malec  Black ? 0 .Stm' Cund .TaL] 0 _+ND _h‘a cS 36 Frostitution - lem,—"nl’r‘en ,f‘agree o hITE |nd|1..r.|_1.‘_f“““_-_m_-
2M3  Hennepin  CRI911313 HENRY IOSHUA 26-30 male  White 5 2 bta\rm o Lﬂnd Tail .-:B____h‘:’;-:“ _f-‘]-l‘..!l . 36 Prostitution- Hire or A Agree to Hire 13 to syrold
2019 Hennepin  CRISN294  DWORAK JOSEPH 5k male White 5 0 Stay  Condlail O  No  Yes 36  Prostitution - Hires/offers /agree to hire: individ_
2013 Henmepin CRISNZ9Z  ENA o 2630 mele Back 5 0  Stay  Condlal 0 No  Yes 36  Prostitution - Hires/offers /agree to hirc: individ
202 Hemnepin  CRISIZS0  TSE  GFON 2025 male Back 5 0 Sty Cond Jail O No  Yes 36 [rostitution - Hires/ offcrs /agree 1o hire: individ
2019 Henneplr:_- ‘ER.iBIIISE ) HUAM_AI;J[ 'SﬂSA BF NHDRT 22—2‘: male  Hispanic ;5 0 Stav *Cond Jail o ?Nn _“b';'-l_’:.ﬁ" N _'!»ﬁ ..Pn)-:tllutmn Hires /offers fagree to hire; individ
2020 Hennepin  CRISN3S  TEFERA CGASHAW 2630 malc Black 5 0  Stay | Condlal 0  No  Yes 3  Prostitution - Hires/offers /agree 1o hire: individ
2M9 Henmepin CRISIO257  VANG  SU 3140 male Asan 5 O Sty Condlal O Ne  Yes 35 Prostitution - Hircs/offers/agree 1o hire: individ
2020 Hennepin _CRIOIO256  AGA SNy 1821 male Bleck 5 0 Sty Condlal 0  No  Yes 36 Prostitution - Hires/offers/agree tohire: individ
2019 Hennepin CRIS8277 - 182 female Black B 0 Commil Condlail 0 T Ne Yes 60 Promotes Prostitution-Under wyrold
2020 Hennepin _CRISJ026  ABDUR-RAHMAN ‘SHARE 3140 male Black ¢ 6  Commit StatcPrison 29 No  No O Promotes Prostitution of an Individual
2019 Henoepin  CRIB6333 AKRAMOV Ji"‘.’."_’l_?ﬂ[__[’ 3140 male Whitt 5 0  Stav  Condlal 0  No  Yex 60 Proitution - Hires/offers/agree tohire: individ
2018 - -.!-.I.r:-r.].m?l.:-ir.\ LRlE'thH CH&NND! KHAM 141—5{] 1malc .ﬁsmn ':- 0 .IS.t;l:.-' Cnnr.i .Tai] D_ No TE"; 3h_ Prmmutmnﬁcaf offers fagree 10 hlre lnl:lu.ld o
2023 Hennepin  CRI85456 SWANSON "ROBERT 3140 male  White 5 0 Stay  Condlail O  MNa  Yes 36 Prostitution - Hires/offers/agree to hires individ
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¥r  County  CaseNo. ‘Last Name 'FlrstNume Age Sex Bace  Sev CHS Rec Disp. Promounced Conf. StnyStagr Stay  Offense Name o
_ 209 Hl?l"lllt'])l no CRI83235 INI—. JOSHUA _.IE—_EI__ male - Black ) 0 Htm Cond Jalf 0 No  NYes &0 F"rmututmn - let'ﬁ,:’nfferﬁ,fagrrc to hire: individ
2019 Hennepin  CRIS3NT TESCHYSHYN  LEONARD 51+ male Whie & 0 Sty Other 0 No  Yes 36 Prostitution - Hires /offors/agree to hire; individ
: : _ . ... Sametions e — - e e
2019 | Hanpm ”ETRIR}MHd .GUAMAN— JDRGI S .’;J.I‘J--:IE} male  Hispamic 5 0 Stav Other Q N e 36 [‘rmtltulmn - Hln a,’nf& rH ja;re t lu hlrt‘: nelivigd
201% Hennepin  CRIB2451 GARCIA- JUAN 15-21 mah? White o \] Stav Cond Jail u MNa Yk 36 Prustitution - Hires /ofers/agree to hire; individ
;'Zﬂl_? ______ lL Icnm pln_[RIHZ-Mﬂ o _.ﬁNUDHA CHINOMSO - 22-25 _J_n__a]e Blacl 5 0 'il;w ;_Cund jall a No R 38 _Prestitution - Hires /offers /agree to hire; individ
-Eﬂ_l‘.? Hennepin .CI{ISEESSE IWIL.SDN___.__ . ) a‘t[leR"I o ﬁh male Elut:l-: -C ;E Cammn h é;:l-l_e.l?'nmn h mﬁﬂ - Mo - Mo ‘D- Promotes Pr‘mlllutu}n al an Individual |
.2019 Hl!"ll‘lt_ﬂl;'l - {RI_EEiQIu . HENDFERSON rHD"v'v'a'-.I{I) l4l—5{} ma]e Elack _f_ 4 Cnmm]t . St_.s;te_[;nwn -_5{] Mo Mo +_D o Prt:rﬁuté:_[;&:;aaimn af an Individual
209 Hermepin cRISZ0SRUTZNGR Lo 2225 “me Whie 5 0 Sy condial 0 No Ve 36 Prosiwution - Hires/offers/sgree o manid
2019 Hennepin  CRIS2134) VANG  KONG 3140 male  Asan 5 0 Stay  -CondJal 0  No  Yes 36 Prostitution - Hires/offers/agree to hireindivid
2019 Hennepin  CRISI7I74 ‘COLLINS MICHAEILA 1821 female Black B 0  Commit StatePrison 7 No  No O Keceives Profit from Prostitution-Under 18 yr Old
2021 Hennepin  CRISI3878  GARCLA  CLIFTON 3140 male Hispanic C 5 Commit StatcPrison 72 No No O Promotes Prostitution of an Individual
2019 Hennepin  CRIBI2076  ZACCAGLIN  FRNSST S+ male White C 0 “.“(_::::_rﬁﬁ;;—f‘;nd Jal 0 'No  Yes 36 Promotes Prostitution of an individual )
E_'IJTIE] |'.i.t‘:.1"ln'i’.pil'l _CRI723400 '-.’ANGUII DFR JD‘SI E’H o ;_‘h—.m ma]c " Whlla_ C P Cnrﬁ.mi.t " ' State Prlsclﬁ 45 _+Nn ) +N{; - 'ﬂ ) Prumute& Prmmutmn af an Individual )
2(!21'! Hennepin CRHEE’FE{] o DAVIE ASHLEY ) 22-25 I"emalv Hlau k ‘E' “?l.\.'.'mm“l;_-‘.ommit : Cond Jail o 12 "ru No 24 . Receives Pmﬁm I'T-CII‘I‘I Prostitution )
2019 Hennepin  CRITZ6467  LEAKE Lﬁ)ﬁﬁ%nw - "_"'-a_lTﬂ__q;n;Té ‘Black  C 5 Commit StalcPrisun 44  No No 0 Reccives Profits From Prostitution o
2019 Hmnﬁplnm CRI#EJGE-I-({“ _i';IARTI_N“-_ BARRDN - j5]1 ma]e Iilack o h{. h E,;mn_\ll__szlte F'rlwn - _52 iNn Nn o .ﬂ __dﬁurﬁﬂl“t'b Prostitution of an Indwldual S
Ebﬁ Henngpin  CRITIHA1G “ _LIITELL DARYI © 31-40 __ma?ﬁ;_'_ T"‘l"]‘lllf_ 5 E [“nmrnll L(,nnr] Jail :_ﬁﬂ Yes  Nao 60 +F’rmutut|nn Hlreﬂfnfferf;,f’agree_m_hl:t:-];d|'I.r||:1
2019 'Hennepm CCRITIF994 PA"v'I-l[K ) TIM'L'J"I HY 514_'““' male - ‘White 5 0 Stay  CondJal 0 .No  Yes 36 Prostitution - Hires/offers /agree Lo hire; individ
2018 Hennepin  CRITIS681  GIBSON “VVETTE 18-21  female Black B 0 Commit CondJsl 0 No Yes 36 PromotesProstitution-Under 8yrOld
2019 Hennepin  CRIG32001  WILLIAMS ' l:l;"l'.;i.ﬁ[_"s-;# o ;ﬁ_a?f__;l?_ Black 5 0 Stay ‘Condlall 0 No Yes 36 ~ Prostitution-Hire or Agree to Hire 13 to 15 Yr Old.
-éaz-;...-.l:iennt'pin .CRIEZ?FISJ# EEASEY L‘.'LSHAN 31-40 l-'l.l.i].]t " Black ? 1 Stay C{:nd Jat]m .ﬂ _Nn_ ._‘nrs-._“ 2.“. F'matltuuon - I-Ilres,’crffer*;,fagree Lo }"Ili'l*_.l:l;jl-;lﬂd | N
-JU.:’.U I_'ial'lll ( RIH fID S HDRNHD&"ST . UAN"‘.[.-_ o 3| A0 male Whlt(‘m b'_fl . {.1 . Slﬂ]-.'. o __C(;I'_lﬂ_J_rll] - hl:l Nl‘r '.‘:"ES . G0 . P‘I‘ﬂ'\l.ltutlﬂn lee;;;t;_ﬂ??rsféé;ee to hire: individ
2021 Isanti  CRIBT09  GUSCIORA  JLFEERY 41-30 male White 5 1 Sy Other 23 Yes No 120 Prostitution - Hiresfoffers/agree 10 hire: individ
"1 1nr:1 m ns
2021 lases CR‘_?I:iEi_ "_d_r_;aEK_E_ﬁi-TJOHI CHAH .41 56 malc CWhite | 5 2 Std‘. ) Cc:nd aail 28 j‘rcﬁ hﬁ.{nw“_ﬁ“ﬁm"__l:_'r_c;ﬂtltutmn letﬂ,.r”nfffr%fagr{*{'m hire; 1nd1~.|d o
12022 Itasca CR21419 MAREK RUSTY 5+ male Whit 5 0 Sty Condlal 0  No  Yes 60 prostitution - Hires/offers/agree to hire: individ
2022 Hasea  CR2MIF SISSOHO  SAIHOU 82 male Black 5 0 Stay _""_T:E'ﬁd Jal 0 iNo  Yes 60 DProstitution - Hircs/offers/agree tohirecindivid
2022 ctasca  CR2I4IS JOKINEN  DEREK  41-50 male White 5 0 Sty CondJal 0  iNo Yes 60 Prositution - Hires foffers /agree to hire: individ
2019 lasca  CRIS2458  WALKER  PATRICK  26-30 male ‘White & 2 Sty iCondlall 28 Yes No 60 Prostitution-Hirc or Agree o Hire 130 13Yr Ol
._é.ll.‘.!éi..-+ﬁandlwnh1 CE2023E MARLS MhRIbbﬁ. 206- .SEI_ female  Hispanic fi Com I!TI-I[ Cond .131] . ﬁﬂll_ +‘|;:*;_ T Mo 'Eﬂ REL(“I\.EH Profits From Prostitution T
?L.ﬁé-“L}fun“ o LRTIHI-M-I -_R-(;B_F_RT*; TDI‘JD o 4-50 male 1I-"-r"ll'utf 3 --4-6--- Eiax ) L:r::nd Ja1] ﬁﬂ o Ne _T’;a __]:?ﬂ Prostitution - Htrﬁjnfff'nfdg_ree Lo hi_re mdwn:l
2019 lyon  CRIB240  CROUCHER  GEORGE  26-30 male Whitk 5 0 “Stay © Condlal  :0  No  Yes 120 Prostitution - Hires/offers/agrec tohire: individ
2019 Lvon CRIBIZ38  ONKEN DAV 50 male White 5 0  Stay  Condlal 0  'No  YVes 120 Prostitution - Hires joffers /agree to hire: individ
2019 Mcleod | CRIBIMIT  RASMUSSEN  AARON 1871 male White 3 0 Sy CondJal 0 No_ Yes 60 Prostitution-Actor Hires or Agrees to Hire and Rea
2021 Mille Lacs  CR201I58 MILLER CFRANK 3140 male White C 3  Commit  StatePrison 90 No  No 0 .Promotes Prostitution of an Individual
.Zf:l.-_’.»_’hh;h]ea - CRZ.Z!H o H;\NL_I—-IF?;-'EDRTD JONATHAN :13—21 ma]f.._.._l'..l.'.ﬁﬁ.'ﬂ’E...-E.... LU _L_cnmm_ll __State Prison 48 :Nu ‘ Mo .lJ . Pmrr;n;}:gf;_ PI'EHIII.I.J—[;‘!;'I -:‘Jh;n I.-n-.;.l-lwdual
2022 Nobles  CR2284 RODRIGUEZ-  CRISTIAN 3140 male  Hispanic 5 0 Stay CondJail 18  ‘Yes No 60 Prostitulion-Engage Mto1SyroW
- FI1ALAI\FLRII1 N e “ . e S — 1 1 L S ———
EGE’*‘- Dlm'att-d ICR2155?3 FFMNI{L[N ﬂNDHE _ 4I—5l'.'|' ma]e e +ZI t‘ﬂmmll *?._l_;_a_Iﬁ_inn _ ;53 ‘Na _No 0 i Pmmntt 5 Prmmutu:rn of an Indlwdual
E{]_Q',U {]Im-\tt‘-d (‘.I;EM }2] i _‘-_H__Ra"."]"i Y AHUN RA ) 31-40 -—male-----. H[dt k ) '3 " fl o Std‘l. +Cﬂr1d Jail ) 0 :_N{} ‘l"{;“-: _ﬁl}-_ _:-I;‘rl:l_stlt-u-t;ﬂn Hirc 1610317 "'c'r' ﬂld S
2020 Olmsted  CRIBISS PHAN 1L0C 41-50  male  Asian 5 6 Commit StncPrison 41 No  No 0 Prostitulion-Hire 131015 Yr Old
2023 Pulk | CRZ21976  EVENSON  AARON 3140 male White C 0 Commit StatePrison 44 No  No 0O  Receives Profits From Prostitution
2024 Ramsev  CRZ3228 TAN YU (2630 male Asian  C -0 Commil  CondJal 0  No  Yes 36  PromotesProstitution of an Indwidual
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Yr  County  CaseNo " Last Name ‘FirstName Age Sex Race  Sev CHS Reo Disp. Pronounced Conf. Stay Stay Stay OffenseName
e e T, . SOOI Tyee [Mos.  Exec  Imp Mos o e
2022 Ramsey (R225856 GUZMAN ANGEL -40  male "Hispanic 5 { Stay “ther II.HJ "r’t's; Nao 24 Prostitution - Hires /offers /agree to hire: individ
R . . O, e e e e oo  sanctiens : - e e e e
2D Ra meey  CR225823 HOUSTON 'l IFFANY 3] -4![]1 &-*m::lt Btnr:k ‘{.‘ 3 Commit Curld Jail 0 Mo Yes 60 Lngagn in [he seX trafﬁckmg of an individual
2023 Ramsey CR22406] NDHUNGANS ISHWOR 22 23 malE A’-;Jan 5_-{1 N :Sta‘_'.' E__ﬂ_n{_i_]al] o {.:'I_"““ Nt_‘y-_‘fc'ﬁ._ “ '1_6 Prostitution - Hires /oflers /agree to hire: individ
2023 Ramsey  CR2Z24038 w.mi.?zé?fm T UOCTAVIO 26-20 male  Hispanie 5 0 Stay  Other M8 Yes No 24 Prostitution - Hires/offers agree to hire: individ

e e et e et e s Sanctmm e peee e o e \ . . e e e e et e
| 2023__Ramwv _ CRZ23971 KUNAH L.ARR‘: .5.3 .s:. male HI:]CL C 0 anrmt f%tatt Prmm 41 Nn M A Eec«eiven Profits From Prostitution
202y Ia;ﬁm © CR22ATHRY ML(_hL‘[ EY MI( HM*[ S male ‘.ﬂvhm- s o .‘Stm. dal_'l_[i_.]él] 0 No Yes 36 E‘rmntutmn Hires /offers /agree Lo hires mdnml T
20_2_{1_ Ramht} N _CEEEE]E}H o I II-\T-_“_" - MIAD o 31—40. .Fmale “ Aslan L U Commit  Cond Jail .48 “r'(—:b _:_NU Iﬁﬂ o El‘iﬂdﬂ't‘b in the sex trafficking of an individual S )
2020 Ramsey  CRI%Z2I6  STEPHENS LEE 5+ male Black € 2 Commit SwtePrison 76 No  No 0 Promotes Prostitution of an Individual N
2019 Ramscy  CRI93030  ZABINSKI  MATTHEW 4150 male White 3 1 Stav  CondJal 13 VYes No 60  Prostitution-Engagelftol?veold
éaé_t-i_-+lgjmhexr URISEMR BRASWELL _MhRLhI.I.U.‘: ‘Jﬁ jﬂ _male Frldf,L ;El 6 Commit . State Prison __:15{} Nn__ .Nm_.____. | ;2] _ Engages in Sex Traflicking of Individual- Under 13
2023 Hamsey CRI9215 ‘?ANL"HLF BAUL _ dh—&ﬂ ma_l? qupanjuc._;__ E}__bt;!. ...... I;;r::ﬁm_] _________ 18 Yk My 60 Prostitution - Hires Soffers /agree to hire; individ -
zl_'l_‘.la_Ramf-.u " _ E‘FEH_TE]_ __NE]IIE___ _‘;1(_}‘;? 31-40  male  Black 3 0 .Stav Cond Jail 0 ‘No  Yes 48 F'mststutl:;n Hires foflers fagree Lo hire: indiv i
2021 Rameey  CRISTNO  WHITE CDURFLLE 3140 make Black B 3 Commit  StatcPrison 76 Ne  No 0 Promotes Prostitution-Under 18 yr Old
2021 Ramsey  CRISTI09  SHINKARENKO  ANNA 1821 female White B 0  Commit StatePrison 5 No  No 0 Engages in Sex Trdfﬁckmgﬁfinc{{; idual-Under 18
2019 Ramscy  CRIB3587 LARSON DENNIS 3k male White 5 0 Sty  Condlail 0 No  Yes 36  Prostitution - Hites/offers/agrec to hires individ
2019 Ramsey  CRIS5521  GUASCO-LOJA  MANUEL 3140 male FHispanic 5 0  Stay CondJai 0 No  Yes 36 Prostitution-Hire of Agree o Hire 3 1o 15 Yr Old
2M9 Ramsey CRIBS486 MOUA TOU 2225 m:!ll;‘ Asian I 0 ‘Sta}-' - Cund Jail 0 ___?\h:;__ :‘fe:-. 60 Prostitution - lecﬁfnffcrs,faﬂnt-luhlre individ
._QE}_I_E!____Ramaex. _C_[EI_SS;& I"ATEL _ ._._ .TA‘r"»’aE-l.A"Hm._m 31- 4{1 _male '\"ﬂ'lllt‘“ 3 0 Staﬂ._ Cc-_;u:ﬁa_ll_[;__ No Yes 84 F'rmututmn Hires fuoffers /agree to hire; individ o
2019 Ramsey  CRIGI9R0  BROWN IOHK 4U50 male White 5 1 Sy Conddail O No  Yes 36 Prostitiion - Hires/aflcrs /agres 1o hire: individ
2022 5 Lx:-um- ” E(:i{él_J_\{}f BULL& o . l]‘le‘& Zb- 3{] f-ernale Whi[E Ii B 1 | Lﬂmmlt bmte Pl‘l'il.":;l'l. ; E}Tl_ Mo - My ﬂ o ‘Eu]mn Und;'f 18 1 OMd to Practice Prostitution
2022 St.lous  DUCRZIZBI6  PELKEY  MITCHELL zé 25 male Whie & 0 ‘Stav CondJail 0 No  Yes 36 Prostitution-Hire or Agrec toHire (610 7 Yr Old
2022 St.Louis  DUCR2IZBT5  BROWN CIMELVN 4150 male Amind 3 0 Sty CondJail 0 No  Yes 36 Prostitution-Hire of Agree (o Hire 16t017 e Old
2022 St.Louls  DUCRZI2E7I 'WERMTER .SCOTT 4150 male White .3 1 Stay  CondJal O No  Yes 36 Prostitution-Hire or Agrec (o Hire 161097 Yr Old
2021 St.teuis  DUCR20652  [OYEAR GLEN 51 male Whie % 0 Stay  CondJail 1203 Yes No 24 Prostitution-Fire or Agree ta Hire 16 to 17 ¥r Old B
2019 . st. Louis DUCR19392 UNRUH LUKE .:j'l_;‘ﬂ- | mai%....“ E%Ite _; _Fj- ) Slﬂ\ o ._+ C_l‘;l'ld_laﬂ iﬂ o _.-Nt; ‘:{'*’i “Eﬂ F'ruhl.!l:ul',n:m - leehﬁif‘fer‘\,ﬂ"c‘!iirt‘t' Lo hire; |nd|1.rqd o _,
2019 St louis  DUCRISISS  TELAGAM  DEVIVARAPRA 31-40 male Asian 5 -0 Sty CondJal 0 ‘No  Ves 0.3 FProstitution - Hires /offers/agree to hire: individ |

SAD . . e e e et . s R, : . ' e —— i ——_—
2{];‘1] . bt Ix}ul:: "I!?J'_L_I'ER_I_Q‘EITI ‘-:.{_[}T‘:F“__*E.LN]A_IEN__ il 4[1_ -._I]-'I_I;]_C CWhite: 5.0 Btay Coind Jail 0 Nu Yes 60 Pmsntut ion - lees,-"ﬂffer';fagree 10 hu_!je mdwld
-2('!19 BCot CE1844534 AMINGA PPAUI. 3! 44 Imale ‘Blar.‘.k 3 .0 - Seay Dthe_r . U - :Nc_! ‘;'.es 36 Prosutution-Actor Hires or Agrees 1o Hnrt-l;nﬂ R(:-cl_ )
2{11‘!‘5(01! | +E‘_RIESITI4H RIP!.}‘_‘;. S ll"l INTDN 31 41‘] mule +‘L"-r'hih:* 3 :'L”I ISl:ay Cund Tail a -Na Yes 114 Prcmmutmn -Actor Hires or Agn_f_q 10 Hire anﬂ Rea T B
2019 Scom  CRE2982 LU MAHN  31-40 male Asian 3 0 Stay Other 0 'Ne  Yes 36  Prostitution-Actor Hires or Agrees to Hire and Rea
Sanctmn&; .
2019 Scow  CR1S2970 STEWLOW  BENJAMIN  26-30 male White 3 1 Stay Condsal @  No  ¥es 48 Prostitution-Actor Hires or Agrees to Hire and Rea
2013 Scott CRISI536  HOLERUD _CHARLES 2225 male Whie 3 0 Stay  Condfail O No  ¥es 36 Prostitution-Actor Hires or Agrees to Hire and Rea
U023 Sherburne  CRIUSS  WALKER  SABRINA 22-25 female White 3 0 Stay Other 0 No  Yes B0  Prostitution-Hire or Agree to Hire $6t0 G ye Old
2023 Stearns 'CR228834 CLLJBB o _l":NN o _wlr malf__‘ _White 3 .1 Sty Cond Jail AL No  Yes 60 Pr::-qmutmn Patron - Hires. offers, or .agru:ut T
2023 Steams  CR228067  JOHNSON DON 4150 male Whitt € & Commit  StatePrison 132 'No  MNo D Promotes Prostitution of an [ndividyal
Znéi‘%twmﬂ. MLREZ-IE*‘-‘II - SCHEVE . IIMU'I HY o 51' rn,alr: ) "n"l.-hl[l?m“m"i D Stay ) Other ) O . Ny Ves 'H'U' -FF'I'URl]l:ut ion - Patron - Hires, offers, ar agre-:-st_ o
I e e e . Sunctions f . e

.2023 Rtwma - CR221174 JONES -BUEBT 41- :-{J male Hlack C .5 Lﬂmmlt (_ﬂnd Jml .9{1 ;Y-ES Mo E‘ f} Rer_ Bives thts Pmm Prusmutmn
2022 Stearns  CR221068 | I:LRDD " JDI—!N___ 5}.*______;mdle__ white €2 [.'..?Tmll I_j:}_t&t.e F’n’mn E_i:‘; %NO No @ PI‘DI.I?I;:-I.:._;-F_';-(;&.I‘..ITHUtlﬂn of an Inﬂwldual o S
2023 St;:;;ns CRZI9091 W FROCI{W BFNMMIN 4150 ____r_:js_g_l_f? "v'»hm 3 vE} Sty _. C‘ﬂn-:;l Jml ﬂ' E_NCI "['f.'.‘i“" 1] Prostitution - Patron - lee_“-: nfl't m_;;;;{;et:.t S
2022 Stearns CREI:Q';I hW'*LI-B-ETL - DRI_._.}T________ 31 4{}_ _male. _"r'_'thlE 3‘[}  Stay Lcnd Jail R ) _;_Nc;'_ ‘I’Ui Ei{l Prusl:tutmnm Patron -violates this subdivision w o

Exhibit A — Page O
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‘¥r . County  CaseNo.  Last Name FirstName Age Sexr Bace  Sev CHS Rec. Disp. Pronounced Conf Stay Stay Stay OffenseName
T - | Type Mo FExec Imp Mos
2023 _Stearns  CRAATSD  WILLIAMS MICHAEL 3140 mole White C 0  Commit SttePrison 42 No No O  Promotes Prostitution of an ndividual
2022 Stearns CR21619 WILLIAMS AMANDA H-40 ft"l'l'!d":‘ _Am Ind C -4 Commit Condlal 17 Yes No 180 Prameates Prostitution of an Tndividual
JEEE__ Stearns  CRZ14383  CLARK __ANTONIO 3140 ‘_malc Black o fi Commit  State Prison 120 Mo No a _Engages in the sex trafficking of an mdw:dua]
2023 '%T_carnf-. CR208534 NDEGUITSEFPI SHAD 4] .;{! male  White C i Com mit Cond Jaﬂ 0 Mo Yes IR0 Su]u..nl;,flndme [ndividual to Practice Prostitution
2021 Str.drn.a CR204429 SCHULTZ- JU‘-}I IN 22 Za male  White C 4 Commit  State Prisoa 100 No Mty o Receives Profits From Prostitution
KILHb’I LHD . _
2{122 'itt arns FREDJAZJ WMTF*T- Kﬁ;RFFM 31 40 mqllt'___ HI;!{ Kk b Commit State ["n'-wn 128 Nu No 0] Rw:em 5 Pm!m. From Prostitution
2021 Steam% CRI99BE2 HORTON JDSI:PH 31 40 ~male  Black € &  Commit L{md .lm] 228 _'r':__; - Ne 300 Promates l’rnfit:ll:l.]tlnn of an [ndmdua]
2021 Stearns _CR19861S ___HARRI:LL JERRY 2[1 30 male  Black C 6 Commit - State Prison 120 Mo Mo 0 Receives Profits From Prostitution .
202} ‘itcamq o CR]BHESE o 'IE-EI ma]e _Am lnd C 4 [Inmmit ‘:tme Prisen B0 Mo No 0 Receives Profits From Prostitution
2020 Stt'd:rn-. (‘qu 3230 FN(‘FI B».P NH AUTU‘-.{ N 22-25 ferncl]e _Whltt‘ o c oo Commlt Cond Jail _EI No Yos 180 Promotes Prostitution of an | ndividual
2020 Stearns ______E‘_R_I_E_ifr_gﬂ N ___pLSE}_N o SON‘:.-‘& o jl 4EI' _____fgr_p;_i]e White C =& Comimit “31.—’11\? Prtwn 228 Mo No o Promaotes Prostitution of an Individual
2021 Stearns CRI1H465 SCHUH RDEFRT ~ :_!:f_ o _fp_{t!_t*.____ Whltt' o ) Com mit Cond Jan] -0 Mo Yes 60 '-":.o]u:n,.-’ [nduce Inelividnal te F*m(:hu: F'matltutmrt
2019 Stearns CRISEZ54 DU NSTDN RleHRD 31 40 male E]ack C & Ccmmit 5-.1;119 Prmm 120 Mo No D Receives Profits Erom Prostitution
2019 bt.{.amﬁ CRIB5565 BJ"I.RKLEY ) LH RISTDPHER 2.2 25 male ‘Mll!.f, B 0 Commit :State Prisen 77 Mo No 0 .‘:rD]lCII-Undcr 18 v Old 1o Practice Prostitution
2019 ’itearna CRIBJJ[I SHELTDN ‘rICT DR ZE 3{]' malt‘ En]dck C .56 Commit - State Prison - 168 “No Mo 0 Re(eweu Profits From Prmt:tutlnn
2019 " Stearns ( RIS4019 LIN YANHANU JI 40 female Asian ¢ 0 Commit : Other 48 Yes No 180 Promotes Prostitution of an Individual
- Sanctions ' _
2019 - Stearns CRIRIGSRI TIBRFTTS OOy 18-21 male Whlte 30 bl;av : Cond Jail 0 :No Yes 60 - Prostitution-Engage 16 to I7 ¥Yr Old
2019 Stearns CRIB10257 CANADY BRUCE ~ H-50 male Black .C 6 Cﬂmmlt _ Statc Pr_ljf:_m 300 No No 0 _Engages in the sex trafficking of an individual
2019 Stearns CRITIGRA JONES DF,&NDRF 22-2% male Rlack B 3 CETT_J_!: St_dte Prison - 128 ‘No No - _Promotes Prostitution-Under 18 yr Cnld
CHMS Stearns CRITI344 : 22-25  male Elack E} b Commit  : State Prison . 240 _No Nay 0 Pmm-utes Prastitution-Under 13 yr (Old
2018 stearns CRITI35 DRUM IALMIE 22—25 femalr: Whlte "B 2 Commit Lond Jm] 130 Yes No 240 l:ngagfs in Sex Trafficking of Individual- Under 18
2D19 Stt'arnn. CRITNIGS TOVERTON IAMAR 2ﬁ—30 male Hldr.k C & E‘Dmmlt _State Prlson 156 - No No 0 _Engages in the sex Lralficking of an lm:lmdual
20_1_9___ W_agcﬁa____ _{Rl_ii.ffﬁ o ha‘iﬁ_l_?_l_,_‘_[i_:’ﬂl_-_llﬁ Hh‘::HIFJ B a_ﬂ_ﬂ_{} _m_alc :Et__:_i-_::_k_ 3 i Cummn . Cond Jail 23 “Yes No fif) Prostitution- Hirc or Agree (o Hire 16 w17 Yr Old .
2023 Washinpro CR232265 EOHN NhTHANiEL 31-40 male  White 3 0 Stav {,}ther 1] Mo Yes 36 Prostitution- Actor Hires or Agrees to Hire and Rea
2{]23 Wd'shll'l[:'{l{.l CR224232 [SMAIL M-’DIN%S[R 31-40  male - Black 3 a Stav Cond Jail 0 Mo Yes A6 Progmutmn Actor Hires or Agrees 1o Hire and Rca
n
2023 Washingto . CR224231 HASTREITER ERICH 41-30 male - White 3 0 Stay .Cond fail 0 Na Yes a6 Prmmuhon Actor Hires or Afrees to Hire and Rea
n - :
2023 Washmgm TCRZZ4229 TRINH GIA 3-40  male  Asian 3.0 Stay “Cond Jail 196 Yes No 24 Prostitutinn-Actor Hires or Agrees to Hire and Rea
n :
2023  Washingto CR224118 MECHA CHARLES 26-30  male Black 30 Stay “Cond Jail 0 No Yes 36 Prostitution- Actor leeq or Ag‘reeg to Hire and Rea
n ' :
2023 Washingto CR223364 -HIILL CHRISTOQPHER 31-40 male  Black 3 3 Stay Condl Jail 1048  Yes No 24 Prostitution-Actor Hires or Agrees 1o let' rmurj Rea
n
2023 Washingto CRZ23158 JOHNSON  MALTIANO H-50 -male  Black 3 6 Commit State Prison 23 No No O Prostitution-Actor Hires or Agrt'es o Hire and Rea
i n H . - - . " - i " e e e e s s e s . e —————— e L s
2ﬂ 23 EVaihlnﬂ‘to CR222302 “TAYLOR “JASON 41-50+  male White 3 0 Stay Cﬂnd .Tall ] No Yes 36 Pru:stll,ul]un—.#.(,tur Hil‘t‘b Or Agrees to Htri: and Rea
n : :
2023 ‘.\-aﬁh:ngm CRZ217104 "MILON -CORTEZ 26-30 male Black c C.Drnmit 'State Prison 41 Ko Mer 0 Promotes Prostitution of an Individual
n
2{)23 Washmg‘m CR221418 VANG CHGNG al+ male  Asian 3 0 Stav - Cond Jail a "Moo Yex a6 Prostlt utmn—ﬁc[l:-r Hires or Agrees to Hire and Rea
n ’ B
2023 Washingta  CR221417 O'BRIAN THOMAS 31-40  male  White 7.0 Stay “Cond Jail 0 No Yex 36 Prostitution-Actor Hires or Agrees to Hire and Rea
n : Z
2023 Washingto  CR22M15 NIE CLINTON 26-30 male Black 3 0 Stay - Other 196 Yes No 24  Prostitution-Actor Hires or Agrees to Hire and Rea
n bdnLtmnb



2027 Washingto
n
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CRZ2142

2022 Washingto  CRZ1411

n

2023 Washingto
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2023 Washingto
2022 Washingto
n
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Washingto
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n
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n
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Lant Name

JOHNSON

"CR212638

CR2UT8
CR211767
" CR217B4
© CR204099
T CR203026

: CRZM233

VINKEMEILR

WEIDNER
FILVA

FITTERER

'CHEN

 CHOTTEPANDA

KYLE

-

Cat.

31+

- Race

male  “White

i

Cek e e me e

3 0

+

" ser " Cits Hos Bisg Pronimases Cont. Siay” Sty Stay  Offonse Neme
: . Mos.  Exec [mp

Stay

GALVEZ

EUSTAGQUICY 31-40 male

Hispanic 3 0 Stay

| CRZOI1ZRZ

CHANG

TIMOTHY

JASCIN
ANTONC

NAVEEN

YING e

41-30
© 26-30
"31-40
26-30
"31-40

- 41-50

al+

a0

e A e

male

male

mak-  White

male  Black

male  Black

tmale

fernale Asian

el e

male  Aslan

wWhite

Asion

- PP .o

- Cond Jail

“Cond Jail

0

2t

: u - 5151,
.Sla}'
IStay
3 1[1 .Stay
~ Commit
Cﬂmrﬁit

0 Sty

b |

2022 Washingto CRI93339

n

2021 Washingto

n

2000 washingzo
n

" CR195353

Washingto
n

2021

2020 Washingto

4]

12020 Washingto
’ i]

2020 - Washingto
n

" CRI9368
. CR192363

 CRI91972

—— e e

2020 Washingto

CR193454

CRI94686

CRISI966

KE
Y
CALDWELL
“casTILO
I STEPHENS
'ELLINGTON

" CHEN

Washingt
n

“Washingic
n

020
2020

020
PSS n
2020
2021
n
Washingto
n

2020

Washingio

Washingto

CRISS65

CCRIDIOGE

‘washingto  CRIOIO4T

CRID12D

CCRIIO30

BENMETT

MENSEN

e ————

JTARAMILLG

" HORGAN
U UWaARA
" MCELMURKY

21-40

male  Asian

KIALN NG

JUTIET

AF

Cosa

L)

- ROJELIC
LEE
DANIEL

"IN

—————————— . .

LASHAWN
"CEAZAR
" IDHN
T MUSA

JACOB

TMATTHEW

2223

2630

31-40

3140

"26-30

450

31°40
31-40
41-30
26-30

"22-25

tmale

female Asian

- -

2-30 female Asian

male - Asian

e rms bt g s

male : Black

- ———— e — g

22-25 male | Hispanic

e

male  Black
male  Asian
) rﬁ;ﬂe' ‘Fiila-:k

While

male
make  White
male  Black

male  * White

male :Black

-Hispanic a0

Cond jail

sanctions
: Cond Jail

- Cond Jail

“Cond Jail

State Prison 201

~ Cond Jail

~ iCondlail

-0

J1LY96

0

"M

My
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Mos
an

G0

60

Prostitution: Actor Hires or Agrees to Hire and Rea

Prowtitution-Actor Hires or Agrees to Hire and Rea

Yes

60

PR S

Prostitution - Hires /offers Zagree to hire: individ

: individ

48

: Cond Jail

M

Y¥es

36

Prostitution - Hires folfers Zagree te hire; individ

‘Nu. Yt':. E_-;] F'FUSI.itl.].l“i:];l-'l"—“;'.I_'I;l.;'-!'i:fl’.lfrerﬁ Sagree to hire; individ. .
Yes  No 24 Prostitution - Hires/ofters/agree to hire, individ
‘No  Yes 60  Proslitution - Hires/offers/agree to hire; individ
No Mo 0 Engages in the sex tratficking of an individual o
i 4‘[4:‘5 No 60 Pr;rﬁ;:rtes PFD;E&-U“OI'I of an Individual _
“No -Yt..‘.f-i . ‘SIE.i_ o Prmtltutmn - .F.I.ir-e.s;.’;!;fersfagref to hire; individ

ClomnuiL
Coimnmit
C 2 Commit

C 1] Commit

¢ 4 Commit
5
3 3 Commit
50 sty
IStay
TSmy'
Stay

5001 Stay

Clommil

Stay

‘state Prison

caond

Congd Jail

-

: Btats: Prison

& e — e

- State Prison

s

i Btate Prison

State Prison

: ;Clo'n;:] 'Jaill
" Cond Jail
- Cond Jail
‘ Cond Jail

“Cond Jail

~icondlail

R

“Other
- Sanctions

Exhibit A — Page 7

R T

41

—_

N

26.59

(108

100

0

+3

0

. :.U .

120

24 i No

"N

CNo

“Yus

Mo

' Nt

"Nor

-Yes

No

Mo

M

Y

Mo

Mo
Mo
"Moo

[ F)

o ——— e

)

Yes

N{].

Yes

Yey

Yew

N

CMNo

Yes

Y

0

120

e e

G0

— b s e

e —

H0
120

36

e

Engages in the sex lral!'ﬁ;r.:k.i_nf;{-u_af amn individual

Promotes Prostitution of an Individual

Prostitution - Hires /offers /agree to hire; individ

mm e

e

Prostitution - Hires,fu.f;f.er.s};gme to hire: individ

Prostitution - Hires /offers/agree to hire: individ

*

Engages in the sex trafficking of an individual

Engages in the sex trafficking of an individual

Ergages in Lhe sex lra.t‘ﬁ::i:i.r;é.uf an individual

Receives Profits From Prostitat ion

Promotes Prostitution of 3n Ingdividual

Prostitution .-".E:Ii.r.éékufl"ersfagree to hire; individ

Prostitution - Hires/offers/agree to hire: individ

ﬁ.rli;éﬁ-tll:liﬂﬂ - Hires:.fﬁﬁ';rsfagrcf to hire: individ

Prostitution - Hires /offers /agree to hire: individ
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Cat

3140 male

_Cn;nty ; No. S N e

See " CHS “Roc Dlepy Promvineod Colk Biky By Besy " Offames Name
. Type Mos.  Exec Imp Mos

2019  Washingto  CRISENM UDSETH SCOTT white' 3 0 Stav “Cond Jail o No 60 Prostitution - Hires /offers /agree to hire. individ

n
2019 Washingto
n

M9 Washingmo
n
201 Washingo  CRISRZ0

Yoy

e ————— - -

CRIN692 THAZ TAYLOR 18-21  male Hispanic 53 0 Stay Condlail 12 Yes Ne 24 Prostitution - Hires foffers fagree to hire: individ

Hispanic 3 -0

Y¥o5

Prostitution - Hircs /oflers Japree to hire individ

CRIRG1 ' RAMIREZ saUl, 31-40 male Sty Condlail O No 5O

male

B r r - PR

“Cond Jail N : Yes 60

MAMIDALA KOUSHIK 18-21 ‘White 3 .0 Stay Prostitution - Hircs/offers /agree to hire, individ

 CRIRGHY LEMA-CHICAIZA  JEFFRFY  22-25 male Hispanic 5 0  Stav  Other 0 Ne  Yes
n _ ) o “Sanctions
Washinglo CRIBGEE Stay -Cond Jail -0
n
Washingio
n

(4] Prostitution - Hires /offers /agree to hire: individ

AWIL ABDIRAHMAN 31-40 male Black 3 0

e e e s

19 -No Yes 6 I"F.'rr.mtit.utinn - Hires foflers / agre.e T.U]Tlll‘t' individ

| --;-I—Sl'l malc: | W’P‘ute o 3 ' 0

0 CRIBGE4  ANDERSON GUY suy Condsal 0 Ver TR0 rosition - Hires fflers agree o Hires ndid

[P

White 1 0

Washingto  CRIBGB3 ROV  MARTIN male

n

201 Washange
n
201 Washingto

2019 Stay Cond Jail ¢ Yes GO Prostitution-Engage /Hire fAgree to Hire 16 to (7Yr

_41_50 m;ah; _Wh”_-e; U .

Yes

Prostitution - Hires /offers fagree to hire; individ

CRISLZT HARTZEI. PETER Stav Cond Jail 0 Mia

—_—

31-40 male

— e .-

White 3 4

Yoy Mo

CRISS2H MCEACHERN ANGUS Commit - Cond Jail 38 120 Prostitution - Hires /offers /agree to hire; individ

20193 Washingto
n

2020 Washingto
n

male While 3

e — e e e ' - . U |

:Cong Tail 24 Yes Mo 120

Stay Pl"-"'ﬂltlilllﬂn-_let‘ﬂfﬂfrer\,{dm—pf- to hlre individ T

P

CRISAET JOHNSON DWAYNE 51+

CRINISND MCCALLUM JOHN 31-40  male White B 0  Commit StatePrison 72 No 'Engages in Sex Trafficking of Individual-Under 18

2020 Washingte  CRIRITAR LAN SHUXIM 41-50  female Asian . 2 Commit - State Prison 124 Mo No 0 Promotes Prostitution of an Individual
i .

2019 wWashingo  CRIS3414 WILLIAMS JORINNY i1-400  male  EBlack C 3 Commit  Cond Jail 1N 120 Promotes Prostitution of an Individual

n

2019 Washinglo
- . - n
2019 Washinglo
n

CHEN

s e e e f reebem e e =

4150 femake Asan € 0

CRIB2G2) NG Commit . Cond Jail 41 Yes No 60 Promotes Prostitution of an Individoal

31-40 mate Asian 5 0

o e —

‘Yes 60  Prostitution - Hires/offers /agree to hire: individ

\CRI7170 'CHANG . KAD Stay ‘Condlail ©  No

2019 Washingto

ek eeeemeam meedmaee e e s em

cebe e " -

‘i ther i No

Prostitution - Hires/offers fagree to hire; individ

CRI74169 RRACKEN KYLE 11-40  male Yes 60

2019 Washingto
2019 Washingta
n

CRI74168

CRIG2403

2022 Wmunw-un

INFANTE

PHAM

CGARY

JOHN

31-40

51

male

ﬁﬁale

Hispanic 5 1]

CR22230

AMNNKIS

TERREY

H-50

make

“ﬂ-_l.i.te 3(] -

Asgian 3 0

n ’ 'Banctions

~Cand Jail

“Ceancd Jail

Cond Jail
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Mo

Yes

Yes

No

60

24

Prostitution-Actar Hires or Agrees to Hire and Rea

“Prostitution - Hires /offers fagree to hire; individ

Yeox

_24

Prostitution - Patron - Hires, offers. or agrees (




