
Money Laundering / Knowledge / Willful Blindness / Jury Instructions / Evidence of 
Other Crimes 

United States v. Sims; 11th Circuit; Dec. 18, 2025. 

 The court held the evidence was suƯicient to show the defendant either actually knew, or 
was deliberately ignorant, that the funds she handled were criminal proceeds, based on 
circumstantial proof surrounding the sham-business banking activity and related conduct. 
It approved a willful blindness instruction even where there was evidence of actual 
knowledge, and held that any error in giving it would be harmless where the jury was also 
instructed on actual knowledge and the record supported guilt on that theory. The court 
also aƯirmed admission of a false SBA loan application as “intrinsic” evidence because it 
tended to show the business was a sham created to facilitate laundering, rather than 
impermissible other-crimes evidence oƯered only for propensity.  

Money Laundering / Merger Issue 

United States v. Page; 11th Circuit; Dec. 30, 2025.  
AƯirming the laundering convictions, the court rejected arguments framed as a “merger” 
problem—i.e., that the government failed to prove the laundered funds were fraud 
proceeds or that the fraud had to be “complete” before the laundering transactions 
occurred. It concluded the jury could Ʊnd the purchase money was derived from the wire-
fraud scheme, and it treated wire fraud as complete once the scheme was set in motion 
such that subsequent receipts could qualify as proceeds for laundering purposes. 

Property Involved in Money Laundering / Double Counting / Excessive Fines / 
Jurisdiction to Correct Clerical Error 

United States v. Waked Hatum; 11th Circuit; Jan. 14, 2026.  
The court held the district court could amend the criminal judgment to include forfeiture as 
a correctable clerical error even after the defendant noticed an appeal, relying on Rule 
32.2(b)(4)(B). On the merits, it aƯirmed a forfeiture money judgment based on the total 
amount “involved” in the laundering transactions and rejected the defendant’s claim that 
using an aggregate Ʊgure amounted to impermissible double counting, even if some funds 
were allegedly recycled. It also found no Excessive Fines Clause violation under Bajakajian 
because the forfeiture was tied to the laundering amount and was proportionate relative to 
the statutory maximum Ʊne. 

Money Laundering Conspiracy / Proof of Agreement 

United States v. Lopez; 3rd Circuit; Jan. 22, 2026.  
The court held the agreement element of a § 1956(h) money-laundering conspiracy may be 
proven circumstantially and does not require proof of an express agreement. In the sting 
setting, evidence that the dealer and employee accepted represented drug cash and 



arranged for the vehicle to be titled in a third party’s name supported an inference that they 
agreed to conduct a transaction designed to conceal or disguise ownership. The jury was 
entitled to reject the alternative explanation that the defendant was merely an inattentive 
supervisor. 

Money Laundering / Search and Seizure / Border Search / Search of Electronic Devices 

United States v. Adesayo; N.D. Ga.; Oct. 27, 2025.  
The court treated a forensic extraction of phone data, performed away from the airport, as 
part of a valid border search where the phones were found during entry processing and the 
later extraction was viewed as a continuation of the border-search sequence. It also held 
that when agents seize electronic devices pursuant to a warrant based on probable cause 
that the devices contain evidence, the warrant implicitly authorizes subsequent searching 
of those devices’ contents without obtaining a second, essentially duplicative warrant. 
Accordingly, it denied suppression of evidence derived from both sets of device searches.  

Money Laundering Indictment / Duplicity 

United States v. Banes; N.D. Ga.; Sep. 3, 2025.  
The court held a money-laundering indictment is not required to plead detailed facts 
establishing the underlying speciƱed unlawful activity; it is suƯicient to allege that the 
property involved was derived from speciƱed oƯenses such as wire fraud and honest-
services fraud. It also rejected a duplicity challenge to a § 1956(h) conspiracy count that 
identiƱed multiple SUAs as possible sources of proceeds, holding a single laundering 
oƯense may involve proceeds from multiple qualifying unlawful activities and the 
government need not specify which SUA generated the funds. 

Money Laundering / Black Market Currency Exchange / Third-Party Rights – Ancillary 
Proceeding / Bona Fide Purchaser 

United States v. Huang; E.D. Mo.; Jan. 5, 2026.  
In an ancillary proceeding over forfeited accounts tied to a black-market currency 
exchange laundering scheme, the court held the claimants had standing (including via 
community-property principles) but could not litigate Fourth Amendment seizure 
challenges in the ancillary forum. It declined to dismiss the claimants’ bona Ʊde purchaser 
theory on the pleadings, recognizing that a BFP claim may be viable but requires proof of 
reasonable inquiry and the absence of willful blindness to the funds’ taint. The court 
ordered discovery and set an evidentiary hearing (potentially including experts) focused on 
the BFP issue. 

Third Party Rights – Ancillary Proceeding / Proof of Ownership 

United States v. Hussein; S.D. Cal.; Jan. 5, 2026.  
The court denied an ex-girlfriend’s ancillary claim to a forfeited vehicle despite title and 



past payments, because the defendant exercised dominion and control over the vehicle 
when it was used in the oƯense. Applying the ownership analysis common in ancillary 
proceedings, the court treated nominal ownership as insuƯicient where the defendant 
retained exclusive possession, control, and use consistent with true ownership.  

Third Party Rights – Ancillary Proceeding / Proof of Ownership 

United States v. Ho; S.D. Ind.; Dec. 30, 2025.  
The court granted summary judgment to the government where the claimant—who bore 
the burden under § 853(n)(6)(A)—failed to produce any evidence supporting his asserted 
ownership of forfeited items. Because the claimant provided only nonresponsive discovery 
answers and no documentation, there was no genuine dispute that he could not carry his 
burden at a Rule 32.2(c) adjudication. 

Third Party Rights – Ancillary Proceeding / Pleading Requirements / Contesting 
Forfeitability / Joint Ownership / Bona Fide Purchaser 

United States v. Tam; D. Mass.; Dec. 12, 2025.  
The court held the defendant could not use a motion in the ancillary posture to vacate 
forfeiture based on arguments he could have raised on direct appeal, nor could he litigate 
third-party ownership through his own motion. It also held the third-party petition failed § 
853(n)(3)’s pleading requirements because it did not state the nature and extent of the 
interest and the time and circumstances of acquisition, and it reiterated that an ancillary 
proceeding is not a vehicle to relitigate forfeitability. Finally, it concluded a joint owner 
could not establish a “superior interest” against the defendant under § 853(n)(6)(A), and a 
domestic partner receiving the defendant’s interest as a gift (and with knowledge of 
criminal activity) could not qualify as a BFP under § 853(n)(6)(B). 

Third Party Rights – Ancillary Proceeding / Marital Property 

United States v. Ramos; M.D. Fla.; Jan. 26, 2026.  
The court held that while a spouse’s tenancy-by-the-entirety interest is not itself forfeitable, 
it does not bar forfeiture of the defendant-spouse’s interest as a substitute asset to satisfy 
a forfeiture money judgment. It approved practical mechanisms to implement the forfeiture 
without extinguishing the innocent spouse’s share, including allowing her to purchase the 
defendant’s interest from the government or permitting sale with an equal split of net 
proceeds. 

Standing / Delay / Motion to Dismiss Complaint / Tracing / Alleging Foreign Crimes / 
Venue 

United States v. All Assets Held in Raymond James & Assoc., Inc.; E.D.N.Y.; Dec. 18, 2025.  
The court held individual shareholders lacked standing to contest forfeiture of corporate-
held assets, even if they were directors who controlled the corporation, and it allowed a 



late-standing challenge under Rule G(8)(c). It rejected a due-process delay claim despite a 
Ʊve-year timeline (including a multi-year stay under § 981(g)), emphasizing justiƱcation tied 
to complex international criminal proceedings and the absence of litigation prejudice. On 
pleading, it held Rule G(2)(f) does not require transaction-by-transaction tracing at the 
motion-to-dismiss stage where the complaint adequately describes the government’s 
theory of the underlying crimes and laundering operation, and it found the foreign-law 
allegations and venue theory suƯicient. 

Innocent Owner / Fungible Property 

United States v. $909,708.64 in U.S. Currency; M.D.N.C.; Jan. 12, 2026.[] 
The court held a claimant cannot establish an innocent owner defense to the proceeds of a 
crime under § 983(d)(2), and asserting a bailment relationship does not expand the bailee’s 
ability to claim proceeds when the bailor likewise would have no cognizable ownership 
interest. It also held that when the government proceeds under § 984 (fungible property), it 
need not trace speciƱc dollars within a bank account up to the amount of the criminal 
deposit if the action is timely, and it treated the innocent-owner inquiry as if the seized 
funds were oƯense proceeds. 

Administrative Forfeiture / Notice to Prison / Section 983(e) 

United States v. Cruz-Marte; D.N.H.; Jan. 14, 2026.  
The court held that in a § 983(e) challenge to an administrative forfeiture, it has jurisdiction 
to assess suƯiciency of notice but not to entertain a Fourth Amendment attack on the 
underlying seizure. Mailing notice to the jail where the claimant was held—twice—coupled 
with receipt by jail oƯicials and no showing of systemic delivery problems, satisƱed due 
process even though the claimant asserted he personally did not receive the mail.  

Fraud Proceeds / Forfeiture and Restitution / Substitute Assets 

United States v. Harrison; E.D. Va.; Dec. 22, 2025.  
The court held that conviction for a single substantive act within a broader fraud scheme 
can support forfeiture of proceeds of the entire scheme, even where the prosecution 
proceeds by single-count information rather than a multi-count indictment. It reaƯirmed 
that forfeiture is mandatory and not excused by the defendant’s inability to pay or by the 
impact on restitution. It also concluded substitute-asset forfeiture under § 853(p) was 
appropriate where the defendant claimed he had reinvested proceeds into 
entities/projects, because that contention supported statutory predicates such as transfer 
to third parties, commingling, or diminution in value. 

Imposing Forfeiture on a Municipal Corporation 

United States v. Chesapeake Regional Medical Center; E.D. Va.; Dec. 23, 2025.  
The court rejected the argument that a forfeiture notice was improper against a municipal 



corporation on the theory that forfeiture is purely punitive and would amount to an open-
ended pecuniary penalty. It reasoned that forfeiture serves additional functions (including 
enabling victim compensation) and is limited by the amount gained through criminal 
conduct, with the amount determined by the court rather than a jury.  

Civil Forfeiture Complaint / Pleading Requirements in Rule G(2) 

United States v. 250,000 Filled Bottles of Liquid Product; N.D. Okla.; Dec. 10, 2025.  
The court held a civil forfeiture complaint need not plead that defenses or statutory 
exceptions do not apply, and it need not attach or recite all scientiƱc proof supporting the 
government’s theory. It is enough at the pleading stage that the complaint alleges facts 
supporting a reasonable belief the government can meet its burden at trial and provides 
suƯicient notice for the claimant to respond and investigate. 

Customs Forfeiture / Writ of Mandamus 

Hodge v. Department of Homeland Security; D.P.R.; Jan. 23, 2026.  
The court held mandamus was unavailable to compel CBP to act on a delayed 
administrative petition because the claimant had an adequate alternative remedy. 
SpeciƱcally, she could request referral to the U.S. Attorney for judicial forfeiture 
proceedings, even if she had initially chosen administrative review. 

Federal Tort Claims Act / Waiver of Sovereign Immunity 

A.R.M.R. v. United States; S.D. Ill.; Dec. 4, 2025.  
The court construed the FTCA forfeiture waiver narrowly, holding it applies only when 
property is seized solely for forfeiture purposes. Property taken during a broader law-
enforcement operation and not returned does not, without more, show a seizure “for the 
purpose of forfeiture,” and the presence of mixed motives is insuƯicient because forfeiture 
must be the exclusive purpose.  

Bivens Action / Injunction Against Frivolous Claims 

Williams v. Unknown Federal Agents of the U.S. Marshals Service; 11th Circuit; Dec. 31, 
2025.  
The court held Bivens does not authorize a damages action to attack the validity of a 
criminal forfeiture order, which is part of the defendant’s sentence. It further held 
enforcement of a valid Ʊnal forfeiture order does not violate the Takings Clause, and it 
upheld a district court order requiring leave of court before Ʊling further repetitive 
challenges. 

Forfeiture and Bankruptcy / Jurisdiction 

In Re: Kwok; D. Conn.; Jan. 8, 2026.  
The court held the bankruptcy court had jurisdiction to decide whether non-debtor entities 



were alter egos of the debtor and whether their assets belonged in the bankruptcy estate. 
The existence of a criminal case in which the debtor’s assets may be forfeited did not divest 
the bankruptcy court of authority to make that threshold estate/ownership determination, 
leaving the downstream interaction with forfeiture for later.  

Nature of Criminal Forfeiture 

Ellingburg v. United States; Supreme Court; Jan. 20, 2026.  
In concluding MVRA restitution is “criminal punishment” for Ex Post Facto purposes, the 
Supreme Court analogized to criminal forfeiture under § 982 as punishment imposed at the 
culmination of a criminal case and dependent on conviction. It contrasted that framework 
with civil in rem forfeiture, which it described as a civil sanction, while a concurrence 
suggested that functionally coercive penalties for public wrongs should be treated as 
criminal punishment even if labeled civil.  

Criminal Forfeiture Procedure / Oral Announcement / Plea Agreement 

United States v. Figueroa; 2nd Circuit; Dec. 29, 2025.  
The court held that although Rule 32.2(b)(4)(B) generally requires forfeiture to be included 
in the oral pronouncement of sentence, the defendant waived that objection through plea 
agreement provisions acknowledging forfeiture as part of the sentence and waiving notice. 
Those plea terms were treated as suƯicient waiver even without an explicit waiver keyed to 
the oral-announcement requirement itself. 

RICO Forfeiture / Money Judgment 

United States v. Howard; 11th Circuit; Jan. 7, 2026.  
The court aƯirmed both restitution and a forfeiture money judgment in a RICO case, 
rejecting challenges to the calculations used by the district court. It approved reliance on 
tracing testimony from an IRS witness to establish the Ʊnancial Ʊgures supporting both 
orders. 

Third-Party Rights / Ancillary Proceeding / Pleading Requirements / Discovery 

United States v. Magallanez; S.D. Ind.; Dec. 31, 2025.  
The court enforced § 853(n)(3)’s pleading requirements in an ancillary proceeding, faulting 
a third-party Ʊrearm claim that lacked facts about when/how the claimant acquired the 
property and lacked documentation. The claimant’s failure to respond to discovery and to 
oppose summary judgment further supported judgment for the government. 

Default Judgment / Summary Judgment 

United States v. Approximately $378,625.12 USDT in Cryptocurrencies; E.D. Tenn.; Jul. 29, 
2025.  
The court held that when no claimant appears in a civil forfeiture action, the government’s 



proper route is not necessarily summary judgment. Summary judgment still requires an 
aƯirmative merits showing, so where the government had not made that showing, the 
correct procedure was to seek default judgment under Rule 55. 

Money Laundering / Proof of Proceeds 

United States v. Wilson; 11th Circuit; Jan. 12, 2026.  
Addressing § 1957’s $10,000 threshold, the court held the jury could Ʊnd the challenged 
purchases involved more than $10,000 in criminal proceeds based on the broader 
evidentiary context, including testimony about an ongoing drug relationship not conƱned to 
the isolated transactions. On that record, the court rejected the suƯiciency challenge and 
aƯirmed the convictions.  

Money Laundering / Extraterritorial Jurisdiction 

United States v. Leach; E.D.N.Y.; Jan. 7, 2026.  
The court held that sending money into or out of the United States in violation of § 
1956(a)(2) is a domestic money-laundering oƯense and does not require extraterritorial 
jurisdiction analysis. Because the indictment alleged transfers into or out of the district, 
the court found domestic jurisdiction and venue allegations suƯicient and denied 
dismissal. 

Money Laundering / Pre-Trial Detention 

United States v. Lant; W.D. Tex.; Dec. 8, 2025.  
The court denied pretrial release, concluding the charged theft and laundering conduct, 
coupled with evidence bearing on foreign travel, supported detention based on Ʋight risk. 
The decision reƲects application of detention standards to the money-laundering context 
where access to moved funds and travel arrangements can inform risk-of-Ʋight Ʊndings. 

Money Laundering / Search and Seizure 

United States v. Hester-Jackson; E.D. Mich.; Dec. 30, 2025.  
The court held there was probable cause to search the residence for a cell phone based on 
intercepted communications indicating the phone was used in laundering discussions and 
a reasonable inference that it would be located in the home. Because the warrant was 
supported by probable cause to Ʊnd the phone (and thus evidence) at that location, 
suppression was denied.  

Money Laundering / Joinder and Severance 

United States v. Brandstrom; D. Minn.; Jan. 9, 2026.  
The court held joinder was proper because the money-laundering count and the drug-
traƯicking counts arose out of the same series of acts, with the laundering charge tied to 
the handling of cryptocurrency proceeds from the alleged drug activity. It denied severance 



notwithstanding the defendant’s argument that the laundering charge would involve 
diƯerent witnesses and evidence. 

 


