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USAO, Miami, FL, Lisa Tobin Rubio, U.S. Attorney
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Appellee.

Margaret Y. Foldes, Michael Caruso, Federal Public
Defender's Office, Fort Lauderdale, FL, for Defendant-
Appellant.

Before William Pryor, Chief Judge, and Newsom and
Anderson, Circuit Judges.

Opinion

PER CURIAM:

*1  Luke Joselin appeals his convictions and sentence
for conspiring to commit and committing wire fraud,

18 U.S.C. §§ 1349, 1343, and aggravated identity
theft, id. § 1028A(a)(1). Joselin argues that insufficient
evidence supports his conviction for aggravated
identity theft and that the district court erred by
admitting badcharacter evidence, Fed. R. Evid. 404(b).
He also argues, for the first time on appeal, that
the loss calculation supporting his enhanced advisory

sentencing range failed to adhere to Kisor v. Wilkie,

139 S. Ct. 2400 (2019), and United States v. Dupree,
57 F.4th 1269 (11th Cir. 2023) (en banc), because

the district court relied on the commentary to the
Sentencing Guidelines to consider his intended loss

instead of actual loss. United States Sentencing
Guidelines Manual § 2B1.1, cmt. n.3(A) (Nov. 2021).
We affirm.

I. BACKGROUND

A grand jury indicted Joselin for one count of
conspiring to commit wire fraud, 18 U.S.C. § 1349,

nine counts of wire fraud, id. § 1343, and two
counts of aggravated identity theft, id. § 1028A(a)
(1). The indictment alleged that between May and
August 2020, Joselin conspired with Renaldo Harrison
and Judlex Jean Louis to submit fraudulent loan
applications to the Paycheck Protection Program.
The conspirators allegedly shared stolen personal
identification information to prepare fraudulent loan
applications in the victims’ names. The two aggravated
identity theft counts were based on the alleged use of
J.C.’s name and driver's license and T.D.’s name and
social security number in fraudulent loan applications.
Joselin pleaded not guilty to all charges.

Before trial, the government notified Joselin of its
intent to introduce “inextricably intertwined and
[Rule] 404(b) evidence” of his involvement in
another fraudulent loan scheme with the Economic
Injury Disaster Loan program. The government also
provided notice of its intent to present testimony
from Jean Louis that before 2020 he and Joselin
jointly possessed multiple victims’ stolen personal
information, including T.D.’s information, and that the
“pair always intended to use this [information] for
fraud and that the [paycheck program] just provided
the best opportunity.” The government argued that this
evidence was inextricably intertwined with the setup of
the charged offenses because it established that Joselin
knowingly used T.D.’s real information to submit the
fraudulent loan application. After the district court
deferred ruling on the admissibility of this evidence,
the government agreed to proffer the testimony outside
the jury's presence.

At trial, the government presented testimony about the
paycheck loan program. The program was “designed
and funded to offer forgivable loans to business
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owners in America to help them pay their employees”
through the COVID-19 pandemic. The Small Business
Administration administered the program but allowed
private lenders to manage the loan application and
disbursement process. Applicants submitted proof of
eligibility and certified the veracity of their application
under penalty of fine or imprisonment.

*2  Harrison testified that around May 2020 Joselin
told him about an opportunity to obtain money
through the paycheck loan program. Harrison provided
Joselin with the necessary documents, including his
driver's license and social security number, and
Joselin submitted the application for a 15 percent
fee. Harrison agreed to work with Joselin on another
application for one of Harrison's companies by
falsifying payroll information. Harrison later pleaded
guilty to conspiring to commit and committing wire
fraud.

Jean Louis testified about his role in the scheme. After
meeting Joselin in 2005, the two lived together briefly
until 2006 and again between 2016 and 2019. Jean
Louis worked at one of Joselin's companies, 24Hour
Printing, between 2017 and 2020, and received cash or
digital payments. In March 2020, Joselin said that he
had obtained a paycheck loan under his own name and
that he intended to submit a second application using a
fictitious social security number. Joselin recruited Jean
Louis to apply for a loan using Jean Louis's real name
and inactive company, Pricerite, and a fictitious social
security number. The pair then “continued a scheme
to submit applications in different victims’ names,
using [the victim's] driver's license and Social Security
number” obtained from a government website. Jean
Louis's job was to research and send the documents
Joselin asked for, while Joselin's job was to edit the
documents and submit the loan applications.

Jean Louis testified about two fraudulent applications
that he and Joselin filed for J.C., who was Jean Louis's
girlfriend, and T.D., who was a stranger. Jean Louis
provided Joselin with J.C.’s real name, address, and
driver's license but supplied a fictitious social security
number because she did not know about the loan
application. When Jean Louis began testifying about
the fraudulent application for T.D., using her real name
and social security number, the government requested
a sidebar based on the earlier Rule 404(b) ruling. The

government stated its intent to ask Jean Louis when
and how he obtained T.D.’s personal information and
why he shared T.D.’s information with Joselin. The
government anticipated that Jean Louis would testify
that he “obtained the information a long [time] ago, in
the early 2000s; that he obtained it unlawfully; that he
then shared it soon thereafter with [Joselin]; and that he
did so for the purpose of committing other fraud with
[Joselin].” The district court instructed the government
to “just indicate that [Jean Louis] had obtained this
information before he had given it to [Joselin] without
indicating that it was for fraudulent means.”

Jean Louis testified that he obtained T.D.’s personal
information in 2005 and sent her information to
Joselin “soon thereafter.” Jean Louis again supplied
T.D.’s information to Joselin in 2020 for the loan
application. At some point, Joselin sent Jean Louis a
text message asking for a “CPN,” meaning a fictitious
social security number. A later text message referenced
“Jude,” meaning an application using Jean Louis's real
name and social security number, and “Jude CPN,”
meaning an application using his real name but a
fictitious social security number.

On cross-examination, Jean Louis explained that he
sent an e-mail titled “[J.C.]” and containing J.C.’s real
information to an e-mail account that he and Joselin
shared. Jean Louis also sent an e-mail titled “[T.D.],”
without a “CPN” designation, to the shared e-mail
account for Joselin to access. After Jean Louis's arrest,
officers found several victims’ identification in his
home. Jean Louis pleaded guilty to bank fraud and
aggravated identity theft of J.C.

*3  On re-direct examination, the prosecutor asked
Jean Louis whether he told Joselin that he did not have
T.D.’s or J.C.’s permission to use their information.
Jean Louis answered:

Joselin had knowledge of
everything that was going on.
He knows that I did not have
permission to use any of those
[sic] information that I had,
and he know[s] that I obtained
those [sic] information that I
had fraudulently, and he still
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encourage[d] me and indulge[d]
in submitting those applications
for the fraudulent PPP loans.

After the prosecutor asked whether Jean Louis had
“any reason at all to believe that Mr. Joselin thought
that [J.C.] or [T.D.] had given you permission to use
their identities,” he answered in the negative:

Absolutely not. Mr. Joselin
knew those documents and
information I had were obtained
fraudulently. And those were
obtained—some of them were
obtained in 2005 and stored in
emails just for those purposes.

After Joselin objected and the district court sustained
his objection, Joselin did not request a curative
instruction, ask the district court to strike Jean Louis's
testimony, or move for a mistrial.

Ricardo Pena, an economic crimes detective and U.S.
Secret Service task force officer, testified that, based
on his investigation and experience, “CPN” means
a false social security number. Pena believed that
Joselin knew he was committing fraud and “kn[ew]
what he was doing” because his communications with
Jean Louis about identities used for loan applications
referenced “CPN.”

Joselin moved for a judgment of acquittal on both
counts of aggravated identity theft because J.C.’s
and T.D.’s identifications were found in Jean Louis's
possession. Fed. R. Crim. P. 29. After the district
court denied the motion, Joselin declined to testify and
renewed his motion for a judgment of acquittal, which
was denied. The district court then cautioned the jury
on Rule 404(b) evidence:

During the trial, you heard
evidence of acts allegedly
done by the defendant on
other occasions that may be
similar to acts with which the

defendant is currently charged.
You must not consider any
of this evidence to decide
whether the defendant engaged
in the activity alleged in the
indictment. This evidence is
admitted and may be considered
by you for the limited purpose
of assisting you in determining
whether the defendant had the
state of mind or intent necessary
to commit the crime charged in
the indictment, or the defendant
had a motive or an opportunity
to commit the acts charged in
the indictment, or the defendant
acted according to a plan or in
preparation to commit a crime,
or the defendant committed the
acts charged in the indictment
by accident or mistake.

The jury acquitted Joselin of aggravated identity theft
of J.C. and found him guilty of the remaining counts.
Joselin moved for a new trial, Fed. R. Crim. P.
33, based on Jean Louis's testimony about Joselin's
involvement in obtaining T.D.’s information. The
district court denied Joselin's motion for a new trial
and agreed with the government that the testimony was
inextricably intertwined with the charged counts and,
in any event, was admissible under Rule 404(b) for
multiple non-propensity purposes.

*4  Joselin's presentence investigation report provided

a base offense level of seven, U.S.S.G. § 2B1.1(a)
(1), added 18 levels based on the calculation that he
was responsible for $3.6 million in intended losses,

id. § 2B1.1(b)(1)(J), added two levels for using

sophisticated means, id. § 2B1.1(b)(10)(C), and
added two levels for his role as the organizer or
leader of the scheme, id. § 3B1.1(c). With a total
offense level of 29 and criminal history category
of I, Joselin's advisory guideline range was 87 to
108 months of imprisonment plus a consecutive two
years of imprisonment for the aggravated identity theft
conviction.
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After Joselin objected that he was responsible for
a loss amount of $477,533, the government notified
the probation officer that the correct intended loss
amount was $1,955,479, based on $842,543 from
the wire fraud counts plus $1,112,936 from Joselin's
relevant conduct of submitting additional fraudulent
loan applications to both the paycheck loan and
the economic injury loan programs. Based on the
recalculated loss amount and a total offense level of
27, Joselin's advisory guideline range became 70 to 87
months followed by two years of imprisonment.

At sentencing, Joselin argued that he was responsible
for an actual loss amount of $477,533, and the intended
loss calculation should not include his uncharged
relevant conduct. But he clarified that he had no
objections to the government's exhibit that calculated
a total intended loss amount of $1.9 million based
on charged and uncharged relevant conduct. The
district court determined that the loss amount was
$1.9 million because intended loss could be counted
under the Guidelines and could include uncharged
relevant conduct. Joselin objected that considering loss
amounts tied to uncharged relevant conduct violated
due process.

The government requested a total sentence of 94
months and argued that Joselin's conduct was
“above the run-of-the-mill type” of conduct common
in these loan schemes. The district court heard
Joselin's allocution and argument that the statutory

sentencing factors, 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a), warranted
a downward variance due to his health issues,
community ties, and codefendants’ sentences. The
district court varied downward and sentenced Joselin
to 60 months of imprisonment for the wire fraud
counts and a consecutive 24 months for the aggravated
identity theft count.

II. STANDARDS OF REVIEW

Three standards govern our review. We review the
sufficiency of the evidence de novo, viewing “the
evidence in the light most favorable to the government,
with all inferences and credibility choices drawn in

the government's favor.” United States v. Feldman,
931 F.3d 1245, 1253, 1257 (11th Cir. 2019) (quotation

marks omitted). The evidence will be sufficient to
sustain a conviction unless “no rational trier of fact
could have found proof of guilt beyond a reasonable

doubt.” United States v. Shabazz, 887 F.3d 1204,
1221 (11th Cir. 2018). We review rulings on the

admissibility of evidence for abuse of discretion. Id.
at 1216. We review a sentencing challenge raised for

the first time on appeal for plain error. United States
v. Ramirez-Flores, 743 F.3d 816, 821–22 (11th Cir.
2014). Under that standard, Joselin must prove that the
district court committed an error that is plain and that
affects his substantial rights. See id.

III. DISCUSSION

We divide our discussion in three parts. First, we
explain that sufficient evidence supports Joselin's
conviction for aggravated identity theft of T.D. Second,
we reject Joselin's argument that the district court
erred by admitting Jean Louis's testimony about T.D.’s
information. Third, we explain that Joselin's challenge
to the loss calculation based on Kisor and Dupree fails
on plain error review and that the loss calculation is
reasonable.

A. Sufficient Evidence Supports Joselin's
Conviction for Aggravated Identity Theft of T.D.

*5  Joselin argues that the government failed to
present sufficient evidence that he knew T.D.’s
identification belonged to a real person. To convict
Joselin of aggravated identity theft, the government
had to prove that he “knew that the identity [used in the

scheme] belonged to a real person.” United States v.
Gomez-Castro, 605 F.3d 1245, 1248 (11th Cir. 2010);
see 18 U.S.C. § 1028A(a)(1). Means of identification
includes “a name, social security number, date of
birth, or driver's license number, among other things.”

United States v. Doe, 661 F.3d 550, 561 (11th Cir.
2011). “[K]nowledge can be inferred reasonably based
on ordinary human experience for which no special
proof is required; a trier of fact can rely on common

sense.” Gomez-Castro, 605 F.3d at 1249.
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Sufficient evidence supports Joselin's conviction for
aggravated identity theft of T.D. The government
introduced evidence that Joselin submitted a fraudulent
loan application using T.D.’s name and social
security number and that all Joselin's fraudulent loan
applications were submitted under the names of real
people, including himself, Jean Louis, Harrison, and
J.C. A reasonable jury could have found that, based on
Joselin's pattern of submitting applications under the
names of real people, he would not have submitted an
application under T.D.’s name to the loan processors
had he not believed that T.D. was a real person. See id.

The government also introduced evidence that Jean
Louis and Joselin shared identities that were ready
to be used for fraudulent loan applications through
a shared e-mail account, and Pena and Jean Louis
testified about the unique naming conventions used
to designate which identity profiles were real and
which profiles contained fictitious information. Jean
Louis sent J.C.’s real information to Joselin in e-mails
with the subject lines “[J.C.]” and “[J.C.] Checking
account” and “[J.C.] Savings account.” Jean Louis
explained that he and Joselin used “CPN” to refer
to identity profiles that contained fictitious social
security numbers, such as “Jude CPN.” Jean Louis
also explained that a reference to “Jude,” without the
“CPN” designation, referred to his identity profile
using his real social security number. The government
then introduced evidence that Jean Louis sent an e-
mail containing T.D.’s real information to the shared
account for Joselin to access, and the e-mail subject
line was “[T.D.],” without the “CPN” designation.
A reasonable jury again could infer that Joselin
understood that the “[T.D.]” e-mail contained T.D.’s
real identifying information, which he then used to file
a fraudulent loan application.

B. The District Court Did Not Abuse its Discretion
Regarding Jean Louis's Unsolicited Remark.

Joselin argues that Jean Louis's testimony that he stole
and sent T.D.’s information to Joselin for a shared
fraudulent purpose long before the charged offense
was inadmissible under Federal Rule of Evidence
404(b). He argues that, by continuing to press Jean
Louis after the sidebar ruling, the government elicited
prejudicial testimony and the district court erred by

failing to strike the testimony or provide a limiting
instruction.

The district court did not abuse its discretion. The
district court instructed the government not to ask Jean
Louis whether, in 2005, he shared T.D.’s information
with Joselin for a fraudulent purpose. The government
followed that instruction, and after it asked Jean
Louis whether it was possible that Joselin could have
believed Jean Louis had permission to use J.C.’s or
T.D.’s information, Jean Louis said no. He then made
the unsolicited remark that some identities, though he
did not specify whose, were obtained and stored for
fraudulent reasons as early as 2005.

*6  Joselin complains that after he successfully
objected to Jean Louis's remark, the district court
failed to strike sua sponte the remark or provide
a curative instruction, but he never requested either
form of relief. Nor did he move for a mistrial based
on the testimony. See United States v. Mosquera,

886 F.3d 1032, 1046 (11th Cir. 2018); United
States v. Emmanuel, 565 F.3d 1324, 1335 (11th Cir.
2009) (holding that the district court did not abuse
its discretion by failing to issue sua sponte a curative
instruction to a witness's stray prejudicial remark
because “the comment was but a brief reference ... and
a curative instruction could have drawn unwarranted
attention to the comment” (quotation marks omitted)).
The district court also reduced the risk of prejudice by
cautioning the jury that it could not consider evidence
that Joselin allegedly engaged in similar uncharged
acts as evidence that he engaged in the charged
offenses.

C. The District Court Did Not Plainly
Err by Considering Intended Loss.

Joselin argues for the first time that the district court
erred in the light of Kisor and Dupree because the

term “loss” in the guideline, U.S.S.G. § 2B1.1(b)
(1), unambiguously refers to actual loss, so the district
court could not defer to the commentary that “loss”
means the “greater of actual loss or intended loss,”

id. § 2B1.1(b)(1), cmt. n.3(A). Because Joselin
never argued in the district court that “loss” in
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section 2B1.1(b)(1) is unambiguous nor challenged
relying on the commentary, but instead argued without
elaboration that he should be responsible only for the
actual loss, we review this new argument for plain
error. United States v. Verdeza, 69 F.4th 780, 794 (11th
Cir. 2023).

In Kisor, the Supreme Court held that a district
court should defer to an agency's interpretation
of a regulation “only if a regulation is genuinely
ambiguous.... even after a court has resorted to all the

standard tools of interpretation.” 139 S. Ct. at 2414.
We held in Dupree that Kisor’s clarification applies
to the Sentencing Guidelines and that the commentary

cannot deviate from an unambiguous guideline. 57
F.4th at 1275, 1277. In other words, district courts
may not defer to commentary “if uncertainty does not

exist in the Guideline.” Id. at 1275 (quotation marks
omitted).

The district court did not plainly err in considering
the commentary to find Joselin's loss amount based
on his intended loss. To be plain, an error must have
been specifically resolved by controlling precedent or
by the clear language of a statute or rule. See United
States v. Sanchez, 940 F.3d 526, 537 (11th Cir. 2019).
Our precedent requires district courts to consider
the amount of intended loss in calculating the loss
attributable to the defendant. See United States v. Moss,

34 F.4th 1176, 1190–92 (11th Cir. 2022); United
States v. Orton, 73 F.3d 331, 333 (11th Cir. 1996). And
we recently explained that Dupree “did not specifically

and directly resolve the question of whether §
2B1.1’s definition of loss is ambiguous.” Verdeza,
69 F.4th at 794 (quotation marks omitted, alteration

adopted). Because our precedent required the district
court to consider intended loss in determining Joselin's
loss amount, see id., Joselin cannot establish that the
district court plainly erred.

Joselin further argues that his sentence is unreasonable
because the district court considered uncharged
relevant conduct to hold him responsible for a loss
amount of $1.9 million, but we disagree. We have held
that relevant uncharged or acquitted conduct may be
considered in sentencing, so long as the government
proves that conduct by a preponderance of the evidence
and the district court applies the Sentencing Guidelines

as advisory. See United States v. Wilson, 788
F.3d 1298, 1317 (11th Cir. 2015). Joselin failed to
dispute the accuracy of the loss calculation, so he
cannot argue that the government failed to prove his
relevant uncharged conduct by a preponderance of the
evidence. See United States v. Wade, 458 F.3d 1278,
1277 (11th Cir. 2006). The district court did not treat
the Guidelines as mandatory in varying downwards.

See Wilson, 788 F.3d at 1317. And the inclusion of
Joselin's relevant uncharged conduct did not increase
his statutory minimum or maximum sentence. See

United States v. Charles, 757 F.3d 1222, 1225 (11th
Cir. 2014). Joselin's sentence is reasonable.

IV. CONCLUSION

*7  We AFFIRM Joselin's convictions and sentence.

All Citations

Not Reported in Fed. Rptr., 2024 WL 113718
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA 

FORT LAUDERDALE DIVISION 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

V. 

LUKE JOSELIN 

THE DEFENDANT: 

□ pleaded guilty to count(s) 

pleaded guilty to count(s) before a U.S. 
□ Magistrate Judge, which was accepted by the 

court. 

□ 
pleaded nolo contendere to count(s) which was 
accepted by the court 

� 
was found guilty on count(s) after a plea of not 
guiltv 

The defendant is adjudicated guilty of these offenses: 
Title & Section / Nature of Offense 

18:U.S.C.§ 1349 Conspiracy To Commit Wire Fraud 
18:U.S.C.§1343 Wire Fraud 
18:U.S.C.§1343 Wire Fraud 
18:U.S.C.§1343 Wire Fraud 
18:U.S.C.§1343 Wire Fraud 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

JUDGMENT IN A CRIMINAL CASE 

Case Number: 0 :22-CR-60028-WPD( 1) 

USM Number: 88787-509 

Counsel for Defendant: Dameka Lachelle Davis 

Counsel for United States: Kiran Bhat 

Count(s) 1-10, and 12. 

Offense Ended 

08/31/2020 
08/31/2020 
08/31/2020 
08/31/2020 
08/31/2020 

Count 
I 
2 

3 

4 
5 

The defendant is sentenced as provided in pages 2 through 8 of this judgment. The sentence is imposed pursuant to the Sentencing 
Reform Act of 1984. 

x The defendant has been found not guilty on count(s) 11 

D Count(s) 1S D are dismissed on the motion of the United States 

It is ordered that the defendant must notify the United States attorney for this district within 30 days of any change of name, 
residence, or mailing address until all fines, restitution, costs, and special assessments imposed by this judgment are fully paid. lf 
ordered to pay restitution, the defendant must notify the court and United States attorney of material changes in economic 
circumstances. 

November 2, 2022 

WILLIAM P. DIMITROULEAS 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE 

Date 

Case 0:22-cr-60028-WPD   Document 101   Entered on FLSD Docket 11/03/2022   Page 1 of 8



AO 245B (Rev. FLSD 2/20) Judgment in a Criminal Case 

DEFENDANT: 
CASE NUMBER: 

LUKE JOSELIN 
0:22-CR-60028-WPD( 1) 

ADDITIONAL COUNTS OF CONVICTION 

Title & Section/ Nature of Offense 
!8:U.S.C.§1343 Wire Fraud 
18:U.S.C.§1343 Wire Fraud 
!8:U.S.C.§1343 Wire Fraud 
I 8:U.S.C.§ 1343 Wire Fraud 
18:U.S.C.§1343 Wire Fraud 
18:U.S.C.§ 1028A(A)(I )Aggravated Identity Theft 

J1,1dgment -- Page 2 of 8 

Offense Ended 
08/31/2020 
08/31/2020 
08/31/2020 
08/31/2020 
08/31/2020 
03/3/2020 

Count 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
12 

Case 0:22-cr-60028-WPD   Document 101   Entered on FLSD Docket 11/03/2022   Page 2 of 8



AO 245B (Rev. FLSD 2/20) Judgment in a Criminal Case Judgment -- Page 3 of 8 

DEFENDANT: LUKE JOSELIN 
CASE NUMBER: 0:22-CR-60028-WPD(l) 

IMPRISONMENT 

The defendant is hereby committed to the custody of the United States Bureau of Prisons to be imprisoned for a total term of: 

84 months total imprisonment. 60 months as to count(s) 1-10, to be served concurrent to each other; 24 months as to count 12, 
to be served consecutive to count(s) 1-10. 

1Z1 The court makes the following recommendations to the Bureau of Prisons: 

Placement at a South Florida facility. 

IZI The defendant is remanded to the custody of the United States Marshal. 

D The defendant shall surrender to the United States Marshal for this district: 

D at D a.m. D p.m. on 

D as notified by the United States Marshal. 

D The defendant shall surrender for service of sentence at the institution designated by the Bureau of Prisons: 

D before 2 p.m. on 

D as notified by the United States Marshal. 

D as notified by the Probation or Pretrial Services Office. 

RETURN 

I have executed this judgment as follows: 

Defendant delivered on ___________ to 

at ____________ ____, with a certified copy of this judgment. 

UNITED ST A TES MARSHAL 

By 
DEPUTY UNITED STATES MARSHAL 
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AO 245B (Rev. FLSD 2/20) Judgment in a Criminal Case 

DEFENDANT: 
CASE NUMBER: 

LUKE JOSELIN 
0:22-CR-60028-WPD( 1) 

SUPERVISED RELEASE 

Judgment -- Page 4 of 8 

Upon release from imprisonment, the defendant shall be on supervised release for a term of: three (3) years as to count(s) 1-10; one 
(1) year as to count 12. Terms to run concurrent. 

MANDATORY CONDITIONS 

I. You must not commit another federal, state or local crime. 

2. You must not unlawfully possess a controlled substance. 

3. You must refrain from any unlawful use of a controlled substance. You must submit to one drug test within 15 days of release 
from imprisonment and at least two periodic drug tests thereafter, as detennined by the court. 

D The above drug testing condition is suspended, based on the court's determination that you pose a low risk of future 
substance abuse. (check if applicable) 

4. D You must make restitution in accordance with 18 U .S.C. §§ 3663 and 3663A or any other statute authorizing a sentence 
of restitution. (check if applicable) 

5. IZ] You must cooperate in the collection of DNA as directed by the probation officer. (check if applicable) 

6. D You must comply with the requirements of the Sex Offender Registration and Notification Act (34 U.S.C. § 20901, et 
seq.) as directed by the probation officer, the Bureau of Prisons, or any state sex offender registration agency in which 
you reside, work, are a student, or were convicted of a qualifying offense. (check if applicable) 

7. D You must participate in an approved program for domestic violence. (check if applicable) 

You must comply with the standard conditions that have been adopted by this court as well as with any additional 
conditions on the attached page. 
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AO 2458 (Rev. FLSD 2/20) Judgment in a Criminal Case 

DEFENDANT: 
CASE NUMBER: 

LUKE JOSELIN 
0:22-CR-60028-WPD( I) 

STANDARD CONDITIONS OF SUPERVISION 

Judgment -- Page 5 of 8 

As pai1 of your supervised release, you must comply with the following standard conditions of supervision. These conditions are 
imposed because they establish the basic expectations for your behavior while on supervision and identify the minimum tools needed 
by probation officers to keep informed, report to the court about, and bring about improvements in your conduct and condition. 

I. You must report to the probation office in the federal judicial district where you are authorized to reside within 72 hours of your 
release from imprisonment, unless the probation officer instructs you to report to a different probation office or within a different time 
frame. 
2. After initially reporting to the probation office, you will receive instructions from the court or the probation officer about how and 
when you must report to the probation officer, and you must report to the probation officer as instructed. 
3. You must not knowingly leave the federal judicial district where you are authorized to reside without first getting permission from 
the court or the probation officer. 
4. You must answer truthfully the questions asked by your probation officer. 
5. You must live at a place approved by the probation officer. If you plan to change where you live or anything about your living 
arrangements (such as the people you live with), you must notify the probation officer at least IO days before the change. If notifying 
the probation officer in advance is not possible due to unanticipated circumstances, you must notify the probation officer within 72 
hours of becoming aware of a change or expected change. 
6. You must allow the probation officer to visit you at any time at your home or elsewhere, and you must permit the probation officer 
to take any items prohibited by the conditions of your supervision that he or she observes in plain view. 
7. You must work full time (at least 30 hours per week) at a lawful type of employment, unless the probation officer excuses you from 
doing so. If you do not have full-time employment you must try to find full-time employment, unless the probation officer excuses 
you from doing so. If you plan to change where you work or anything about your work (such as your position or your job 
responsibilities), you must notify the probation officer at least IO days before the change. If notifying the probation officer at least I 0 
days in advance is not possible due to unanticipated circumstances, you must notify the probation officer within 72 hours of 
becoming aware of a change or expected change. 
8. You must not communicate or interact with someone you know is engaged in criminal activity. If you know someone has been 
convicted of a felony, you must not knowingly communicate or interact with that person without first getting the permission of the 
probation officer. 
9. If you are a1Tested or questioned by a law enforcement officer, you must notify the probation officer within 72 hours. 
I 0. You must not own, possess, or have access to a fireann, ammunition, destructive device, or dangerous weapon (i.e., anything that 
was designed, or was modified for, the specific purpose of causing bodily injury or death to another person such as nunchakus or 
tasers). 
I I. You must not act or make any agreement with a law enforcement agency to act as a confidential human source or informant 
without first getting the permission of the court. 
12. If the probation officer detennines that you pose a risk to another person (including an organization), the probation officer may 
require you to notify the person about the risk and you must comply with that instruction. The probation officer may contact the 
person and confirm that you have notified the person about the risk. 
13. You must follow the instructions of the probation officer related to the conditions of supervision. 

U.S. Probation Office Use Only 

A U.S. probation officer has instructed me on the conditions specified by the court and has provided me with a written copy of this 
judgment containing these conditions. I understand additional information regarding these conditions is available at 
www.flsp.uscourts.gov. 

Defendant's Signature Date 
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Financial Disclosure Requirement: The defendant shall provide complete access to financial information, 

including disclosure of all business and personal finances, to the U.S. Probation Officer. 

No New Debt Restriction: The defendant shall not apply for, solicit or incur any further debt, included but not 
limited to loans, lines of credit or credit card charges, either as a principal or cosigner, as an individual or 

through any corporate entity, without first obtaining permission from the United States Probation Officer. 

Permissible Search: The defendant shall submit to a search of his/her person or property conducted in a 
reasonable manner and at a reasonable time by the U.S. Probation Officer. 

Self-Employment Restriction: The defendant shall obtain prior written approval from the Court before 
entering into any self-employment. 

Unpaid Restitution, Fines, or Special Assessments: If the defendant has any unpaid amount of restitution, 

fines, or special assessments, the deferidant shall notify the probation officer of any material change in the 

defendant's economic circumstances that might affect the defendant's ability to pay. 
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CRIMINAL MONETARY PENALTIES 

The defendant must a the total criminal moneta enalties under the schedule of 

TOTALS $1,100.00 $812,857.00 $.00 
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□ 

□ 

The detennination of restitution is deferred until An Amended Judgment in a Criminal Case 
(A0245C) will be entered after such determination. 
The defendant must make restitution (including community restitution) to the following payees in the 
amount listed below. 

If the defendant makes a partial payment, each payee shall receive an approximately propo11ioned payment. However, pursuant to 18 U.S.C. 
§ 3664(i), all nonfederal victims must be paid before the United States is paid. 

D Restitution amount ordered pursuant to plea agreement$ 

□ The defendant must pay interest on restitution and a fine of more than $2,500, unless the restitution or fine is paid in full before 
the fifteenth day after the date of the judgment, pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 36 l 2(f). All of the payment options on the schedule of 
payments page may be subject to penalties for delinquency and default, pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 3612(g). 

D The court detennined that the defendant does not have the ability to pay interest and it is ordered that: 

□ the interest requirement is waived for the 

D the interest requirement for the 

D fine 

D fine 

D restitution 

D restitution is modified as follows: 

Restitution with Imprisonment - It is further ordered that the defendant shall pay restitution in the amount of $812,857.00. During the 
period of incarceration, payment shall be made as follows: (1) if the defendant earns wages in a Federal Prison Industries (UNICOR) 
job, then the defendant must pay 50% of wages earned toward the financial obligations imposed by this Judgment in a Criminal Case; 
(2) if the defendant does not work in a UNICORjob, then the defendant must pay a minimum of $25.00 per quarter toward the 
financial obligations imposed in this order. Upon release of incarceration, the defendant shall pay restitution at the rate of 10% of 
monthly gross earnings, until such time as the court may alter that payment schedule in the interests of justice. The U.S. Bureau of 
Prisons, U.S. Probation Office and U.S. Attorney's Office shall monitor the payment of restitution and report to the court any material 
change in the defendant's ability to pay. These payments do not preclude the government from using other assets or income of the 
defendant to satisfy the restitution obligations. 

* Amy, Vicky, and Andy Child Pornography Victim Assistance Act of 2018, 18 U.S.C. §2259. 
** .Justice for Victims of Trafficking Act of 2015, 18 U.S.C. §3014. 
*** Findings for the total amount of losses are required under Chapters I 09A, 110, 11 OA, and 113A of Title 18 for offenses committed on or after 
September 13. I 994, but before April 23, 1996. 
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Having assessed the defendant's ability to pay, payment of the total criminal monetary penalties is due as follows: 

A IZ] Lump sum payments of $1,100.00 due during the period of supervised release. 

It is ordered that the Defendant shall pay to the United States a special assessment of $1,100.00 for Counts 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 
9, 10 and 12, which shall be due during the period of supervised release. Said special assessment shall be paid to the Clerk, 
U.S. District Court. Payment is to be addressed to: 

U.S. CLERK'S OFFICE 
ATTN: FINANCIAL SECTION 
400 NORTH MIAMI A VENUE, ROOM 8N09 
MIAMI, FLORIDA 33128-7716 

Unless the court has expressly ordered otherwise, if this judgment imposes imprisonment, payment of criminal monetary penalties is 
due during imprisonment. All criminal monetary penalties, except those payments made through the Federal Bureau of Prisons' 
Inmate Financial Responsibility Program, are made to the clerk of the court. 

The defendant shall receive credit for all payments previously made toward any criminal monetary penalties imposed. 

D Joint and Several 

IZl 

See above for Defendant and Co-Defendant Names and Case Numbers (including defendant number), Total Amount, Joint and 
Several Amount, and corresponding payee, if appropriate. 

The defendant shall forfeit the defendant's interest in the following property to the United States: 
$396,477.00 
FORFEITURE of the defendant's right, title and interest in certain property is hereby ordered consistent with the plea 
agreement. The United States shall submit a proposed Order of Forfeiture within three days of this proceeding. 

Payments shall be applied in the following order: (I) assessment, (2) restitution principal, (3) restitution interest, ( 4) AV AA assessment, (5) 
fine principal, (6) fine interest, (7) community restitution, (8) JVTA assessment, (9) penalties, and (JO) costs, including cost of prosecution 
and court costs. 
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