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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA 

 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
 
 vs. 
 
GREGORY S. MANCINI, 
 Defendant. 

 CRIMINAL DIVISION 
 
Criminal No. 1:20-cr-00031 
 
Judge Susan Paradise Baxter 

 
DEFENDANT’S SENTENCING MEMORANDUM AND 
MOTION FOR VARIANCE PURSUANT TO § 3553(A) 

 
 AND NOW, comes the Defendant, Gregory Samuel Mancini, by and through his 

Attorneys, Douglas Sughrue and Robert Kinnear, filing this motion for a variance.  In support 

thereof, Defendant avers the following: 

1. Defendant was charged in a three-count indictment with violating the following: 

a. Title 18 U.S.C. §§ 2423(b) and §§ 2423(e) Interstate Travel with Intent to Engage 
in Any Illicit Sexual Conduct, in and around November 2018; 

b. Title 18 U.S.C. §§ 2252(a)(2) and §§ 2252(b)(1) Receipt of Material Depicting 
the Sexual Exploitation of a Minor, from in and around January 2015, to in and 
around January 2020; and 

c. Title 18 U.S.C. §§ 2252(a)(4)(B) and §§ 2252(b)(2) Possession of Material 
Depicting the Sexual Exploitation of a Minor, from in and around January 2015, 
to in and around January 2020. 
 

2. On August 18, 2020, the Defendant appeared for his arraignment and detention hearing. 

3. On January 7, 2022, the Defendant appeared before United States District Judge Susan 

Paradise Baxter and pled guilty to all three counts of the Indictment. 

4. There was no plea agreement in this case. 

5. The presentence investigation report was filed on March 10, 2022, prepared by U.S. 

Probation Officer, Jancy Garman. 

6. Sentencing is scheduled for June 9, 2022, at 2:00 PM. 
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7. Mr. Mancini hereby incorporates by refence the transcript of the detention hearing and 

associated exhibits. 

8. In aid of sentencing, Defendant offers the following § 3553(a) discussion: 

Introduction – The Court’s Broad Authority Over Sentencing 

 Gall v. United States, 552 U.S. 38 (2007), explained that a sentencing court “should 

begin all sentencing proceedings by correctly calculating the applicable Guidelines range”, but 

that the Guidelines are only the “starting point”.  Id.  The sentencing judge “must make an 

individualized assessment based on the facts presented” at sentencing.  Id. at 50; Rita v. United 

States, 127 S.Ct. 2456, 2465 (finding the sentencing judge should consider reasons why a 

guideline sentence should not apply, “perhaps because the Guidelines sentence itself fails 

properly to reflect § 3553(a) considerations, or perhaps because the case warrants a different 

sentence regardless.”). 

 Title 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a), in pertinent part states: 

(a) Factors To Be Considered in Imposing a Sentence. –The court shall impose a 
sentence sufficient, but not greater than necessary, to comply with the purposes set 
forth in paragraph (2) of this subsection.  The court, in determining the particular 
sentence to be imposed, shall consider— 
 

(1) The nature and circumstances of the offense and the history and characteristics fo the 
defendant; 
 

(2) The need for the sentence imposed— 
 

(A) To reflect the seriousness of the offense, to promote respect for the law and 
to provide just punishment for the offense; 

(B) To afford adequate deterrence to criminal conduct; 
(C) To protect the public from further crimes of the defendant; and 
(D) To provide the defendant with needed educational or vocational training, 

medical care, or other correctional treatment in the most effective manner; 
(3) The kinds of sentences available; 

 
(4) The kinds of sentence and the sentencing range established for— 
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(A)  The applicable category of offense committed by the applicable category of 
defendant as set forth in the guidelines— 

(i) Issued by the Sentencing Commission pursuant to section 994 (a)(1) 
of title 28, United States Code, subject to any amendments made to 
such guidelines by act of Congress (regardless of whether such 
amendments have yet to be incorporated by the Sentencing 
Commission into amendments issued under section 994 (p) of title 
28); and 

(ii) That, except as provided in section 3742(g), are in effect on the date 
the defendant is sentenced; or 

 
(B) In the case of a violation of probation or supervised release, the applicable 

guidelines or policy statements issued by the Sentencing Commission 
pursuant to section 994 (a)(3) of title 28, United States Code, taking into 
account any amendments made to such guidelines or policy statements by an 
act of Congress (regardless of whether such amendments have yet to be 
incorporated by the Sentencing Commission into amendments issued under 
section 994 (p) of title 28); 

 
(5) Any pertinent policy statement— 

 
(A) Issued by the Sentencing Commission pursuant to section 994 (a)(2) of title 28, 

United States Code, subject to any amendments made to such policy statement by 
act of Congress (regardless of whether such amendments have yet to be 
incorporated by the Sentencing Commission into amendments issued under 
section 994 (p) of title 28); and 
 

(B) That except as provided in section 3742 (g), is in effect on the date the defendant 
is sentenced. 

 
(6) The need to avoid unwarranted sentence disparities among defendants with similar 

records who have been found guilty of similar conduct; and 
 

(7) The need to provide restitution to any victims of the offense. 
 

Application of § 3553(a) Factors 

A. Nature/Circumstances of the Offense—History/Characteristics of the Defendant 

Chapter 12—Findings, Conclusions, and Recommendations of the U.S.S.C. to Congress 

states the following at page 311; 
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 Mr. Mancini agrees that the charges for which he accepted responsibility are serious.  Mr. 

Mancini acknowledges that his behavior which makes up Count 1 in the indictment reflects a 

specific harm to single, identifiable child.  Mr. Mancini apologizes to the minor and the minor’s 

family for the anxiety, panic, and harm caused by his actions.  Mr. Mancini notes that the 

counseling in which he was able to participate prior to being incarcerated provided him insight 

on his behavior and how or why it changed from law abiding to unlawful—a change slow 

enough that he was unable to recognize the harm his actions were causing the minor.  Mr. 

Mancini, his family, and support structure along with his supervised release officer will work 

together to provide the resources necessary to make sure Mr. Mancini never again falls into this 

harmful thought process. 

 With new tools to use to help deal with his thoughts and actions, Mr. Mancini submits 

that he is now able to recognize the bad thought patterns that trigger rationalizing normalcy into 

behavior that is abnormal and harmful. 

 Counts 2 and 3 within the indictment are more common charges in Counsel’s experience.  

The nature and circumstances of the offense which support Mr. Mancini’s pleas of guilt to those 

two counts are the same as anyone else’s.  However, Mr. Mancini submits that when compared 

to other people convicted of the charges in counts 2 & 3, Mr. Mancini has fewer photos (or 

Case 1:20-cr-00031-SPB   Document 72   Filed 05/12/22   Page 4 of 26



5 
 

image files1) and videos than the vast majority of federal child pornography cases.  Moreover, 

many of the images on Mr. Mancini devices were found in unallocated space which means they 

had been deleted.  The deletion of these images shows Mr. Mancini’s intent to no longer access 

those them.  The child pornography images on Mr. Mancini’s devices were also not curated into 

organized file folders, playlists, etc.  There is no doubt that the photos are illegal and even 

possession of one of them is a harm.  But the facts and circumstances of these two counts of 

conviction are less voluminous and concerning when compared to the average offender.   

Mr. Mancini had drastically fewer photos (or image files) and videos than the average person 

convicted of these same offenses.  In 2019, non-production child pornography offenses had a 

median of 4,265 images, with some offenders having millions of images.  

https://www.ussc.gov/sites/default/files /pdf/research-and-publications/research-

publications/2021/20210629_Non-Production-CP.pdf at 4.  The Commission has stated that the 

sentencing enhancements in §2G2.2 have not kept pace with technology, as technology permits 

the increase and ease of great quantities of images.  Furthermore, “four of the six enhancements-

accounting for a combined 13 offense levels- has become so ubiquitous that they now apply in 

the vast majority of cases sentenced under §2G2.2.”  

https://www.ussc.gov/sites/default/files/pdf/research-and-publications/research-

publications/2021/20210629_Non-Production-CP.pdf at 68.  When compared to these offenders, 

Mr. Mancini’s collection and deviancy is less serious.  At the same time, Mr. Mancini 

understands that his travelling is a graver concern for society in general and this Court, 

 
1 Counsel does not know whether image and image file have the same meaning.  Counsel 
assumes these words are used intentionally in the PSIR to differentiate between the image about 
which we all know and an image file which could be an unrecognizable thumbnail in some 
unreachable or accessible part of the computer’s file structure. 

Case 1:20-cr-00031-SPB   Document 72   Filed 05/12/22   Page 5 of 26



6 
 

specifically.  Even though an increase in images possessed has grown due to technology, Mr. 

Mancini had significantly fewer image files than the median number of images possessed of 

4,265.  Mr. Mancini possessed a total of 477 image files and 9 video files.  (PSI at 9).  Of those 

image files, 152 or 32% were in unallocated space, meaning they had been deleted.  The deletion 

of these image files shows Mr. Mancini no longer intended to access those image files.  In 

essence, his deletion of those image files is illustrative of struggle through which he was going.  

Only forensic tools could find those image files.  Of the video files, all of them were in the 

unallocated space.  Mr. Mancini notes there were no videos on the laptop or desktop computers. 

 During Counsel’s viewing of the evidence on February 8, 2021, Counsel was shown the 

evidence with Agent Wargo.  At that time, Counsel was told that the computers had many fewer 

photos (now image files) in the allocated space than detailed in the PSIR.  Counsel submits that 

is because the USA went to great lengths to detail the difference between “images of child 

erotica” and “image files of child sexual abuse material.”  When the PSIR refers to the broad 

term of “image files,” the vast majority of the image files are most likely low quality thumbnail 

cache image files.  They may not be actual .jpg photos which may first come to mind.  There are 

actual photos/images and Mr. Mancini is not saying otherwise, but when totaling the number of 

images as described in the sentencing guidelines and comparing to other cases to reduce 

sentencing disparities, a photo or image is not equal to an image file.  Image files in this case are 

of drastically low quality which is different than the run of the mill child pornography case.  

Moreover, image files are used by a computer to load more quickly in the future, if attempted.  

Basically, the computer maintains a thumbnail of the image in its file structure not normally 

accessed when using the laptop.  Therefore, a deleted image or image file may leave remnants of 

the image in an almost inaccessible file folder in a low-quality, unusable format. 
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Computers often keep thumbnail cache if there had been a USB memory card used at one 

time.  In this case, the PNY thumb drive was used by Mr. Mancini.  Because of that fact, the 

computers upon which it was used would probably have “Image files” of those images on the 

thumb drive.  The vast majority of the image files were thumbnail cache and not actual full size 

photographs of child pornography.  Moreover, there are probably duplicate files overlapping 

between the thumb drive and the computer(s).  Mr. Mancini understands that duplication does 

not necessary matter when applying the specific offense characteristics of §2G2.2, but they do 

matter when a Court has to consider the nature and circumstances of this individual case under 

§3553(a).  

 Mr. Mancini agrees that his charges are serious.  Violation of them is a serious offense.  

Mr. Mancini has admitted to his crimes—taking full responsibility for them.  The PSIR’s 

detailing of image files on the two computers and thumb drive uses a very broad term which 

perhaps should not be equated to actual photos.  The child erotica mentioned is also not illegal to 

possess.  Images of fully clothed, young children are also not illegal.  As far as fashioning a 

sentence particular to Mr. Mancini, the Court should consider them, if at all, when setting 

conditions of supervised release. 

Our Circuit has held a trial court may when policy disagreements are made with U.S.S.G. 

§ 2G2.2 vary downward from the Guideline range.  United States v. Grober, 624 F.3d 592 (3d 

Cir. 2010); United States v. Booker, 543 U.S. 220 (2005).  In 2013, the Sentencing Commission 

released a Report to the Congress: Federal Child Pornography Offenses, largely because of an 

increased rate of below-guideline sentences for offenders under U.S.S.G. § 2G2.2.  See U.S. 

Sent’g Comm’n, Report to Congress: Federal Child Pornography Offenses (2012) [Commission 

Child Porn Report].  The report acknowledged the below-guideline sentences by judges were 
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largely “a result of recent changes in the computer and Internet technologies that typical non-

production offenders use, the existing sentencing scheme in non-production cases no longer 

adequately distinguishes among offenders based on their degrees of culpability.”  Id. at ii, 323.  

Specifically, in 2008 a study was released that showed that the average sentence imposed on a 

convicted offender of child pornography offenses increased by 11.9% each year between 2002 

and 2007.  Troy Stabenow, Deconstructing the Myth of Careful Study: A Primer on the Flawed 

Progression of the Child Pornography Guidelines at 2 available at https://www.ussc.gov/sites/ 

default/files/pdf/training/annual-national-training-seminar/2016/report_stabenow.pdf [Child 

Pornography Guidelines Article]. This means there is approximately a 300 percent increase in 

the average sentence for these offenders since 1994 to 2007.  Id. 

Further, in the Commission’s Report the Commission explained how enhancements for 

computer use and volume of the images “now apply to most offenders” and these guidelines “fail 

to differentiate among offenders in terms of their culpability.” Commission Child Porn Report at 

iii, xi, 209, 323.  The Commission’s Report continues to go on to describe the changes in 

technology whereas the “technological changes have resulted in exponential increases in the 

volume and ready accessibility of child pornography, including many graphic sexual images 

involving very young victims, a genre of child pornography that previously was not widely 

circulated.”  Id. at 6.  Because “sentencing enhancements that originally were intended to 

provide additional proportional punishment for aggravating conduct now routinely apply to the 

vast majority of offenders,” Id.  at xi, the “current guideline does not adequately distinguish 

among offenders regarding their culpability for their collecting behaviors”.  Id. at 323.  Thereby, 

the enhancements addressing volume and content of the images for the Guidelines, “in addition 

to [the] base offense levels of 18 or 22, result[] in guideline ranges that are overly severe for 
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some offenders in view of the nature of their collecting behavior.”  Id.  The Commission’s 

Report continues to explain the different types of material now widely available and the series of 

organization of that material.  Id. at 61-92. 

Ultimately, the Commission’s Report concluded, “[t]he current sentencing scheme in 

§2G2.2 places a disproportionate emphasis on outdated measures of culpability regarding 

offenders’ collecting behavior and insufficient emphasis on offenders’ community involvement 

and sexual dangerousness.” Id. at xx, 321.  The Commission turned then to a request to Congress 

to update these guidelines “to account more meaningfully for the current spectrum of offense 

behavior regarding the nature of images, the volume of images, and other aspects of an 

offender’s collecting behavior reflecting his culpability (e.g., the extent to which an offender 

catalogued his child pornography collection by topics such as age, gender, or type of sexual 

activity depicted; the duration of an offender’s collecting behavior; the number of unique, as 

opposed to duplicate, images possessed by an offender),” and the use of modern computer and 

Internet technologies.” Id. at xviii-xix, 322-23. 

The USA concentrates on the possession of child pornography and concluded that just 

because a crime happens more often does not mean the crime should receive less punishment.  

The attempt to equate a dramatic increase in bank robberies resulting in less punishment for the 

bank robbers to the ease and speed with which a non-production possession of child pornography 

can be accomplished is wrong.  No one has ever said the BOL of possession should be lowered.  

The Report merely says the BOL enhancements that currently exist were created in an 

environment that no longer exists.  In applying the §3553(a) factors, the Courts have been 

varying by giving different weights to each enhancement resulting in a high number of variances 

for actors in non-production of child pornography cases.  Those variances do not reflect a soft on 
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crime approach of the judiciary as much as it reflects the inaction of Congress to follow through 

on the reports and recommendations of the commission it created. 

Due to the inaction of Congress, the Courts are left to deal with sentencing disparities for 

non-production possession of child pornography cases.  An area of criminal law where the 

statistics are clear, cases like Mr. Mancini’s exist.  There is no prior record.  There was an 

unrecognized mental/emotional issue for which counseling was sought and obtained.  There was 

a crime, guilt admitted, and responsibility taken.  The risk of recidivism is very low.  The risk of 

sexual recidivism in significantly lower. 

The USA also mentions that Mr. Mancini travelled and that differentiates himself from 

the other people who merely possessed child pornography.  Mr. Mancini agrees.  His travel to 

Georgia was a mistake for which Mr. Mancini has true regret.  Mr. Mancini acknowledges 

traveling is a serious societal concern.  Although the USA says travelling is the more serious 

crime, the sentencing guidelines do not reflect that idea.  The final adjusted BOL for travelling, 

without adjusting for multiple charges and units, is 26.  A BOL of 26 minus 3 for acceptance of 

responsibility would place Mr. Mancini’s guideline range at 46-57 months—which is a serious 

sentence of incarceration for anyone, but especially for someone with no prior contact with law 

enforcement.  Furthermore, there is no mandatory minimum with respect to the traveling offense 

which seems to indicate that Congress wants judges to be free to take the individual offender into 

account when fashioning a sentence as per §3553(a) and the long history of the American 

criminal justice system. 

Count 2 has a mandatory minimum of 5 years in jail and is combined with Count 3 for 

guideline calculation purposes.  The application of almost every enhancement listed in the 

guidelines results in an adjusted BOL of 37 which is higher than those dangerous drug dealing 
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career offenders selling fentanyl on our streets and killing people.  With an adjusted BOL of 37 

minus 3 for acceptance of responsibility, Mr. Mancini is left with a guideline range sentence of 

151-188 months in jail.  The USA states “No one can credibility claim that the sentencing 

guidelines are too severe for an adult who flies hours across the country to abuse a vulnerable 

boy.”  For the harm raised by the USA—the traveling—the guidelines call for a 46-57 month 

sentence.  Does the fact that a person who does this also possessed child pornography surprise 

anyone?  No, it should not.  Does anyone think the punishment for possession of relatively few 

child pornography image files should be 3 times higher than someone who travels?  No, they 

should not.  Sentence Mr. Mancini for traveling.  The mandatory minimum sentence of 60 

months is 14 months longer than that which is required by the guidelines for traveling. 

Prior to this report, the Grober court found first that “enhancements are essentially 

inherent in the crime, and thus apply in nearly every case.”  U.S. v. Grober, 624 F.3d 592, 597 

(3d Cir. 2010).  Second, the court found “enhancements promote sentencing disparities.”  Id. 

Third, “the Court described how, given the nature of child pornography, it can be very difficult 

for the defense to rebut the government’s characterization of the egregiousness of the 

defendant’s conduct or dispute the government’s evaluation of the defendant’s collection 

compared to the collections of others, both of which may bear on the applicability of § 2G2.2’s 

enhancements.” Id. at 597-598.  Ultimately, the Grober court sentenced the Defendant to the 

statutory minimum five years imprisonment, after an evaluation of the recommended guideline 

recommendation of 235-293 months.  Id. 

However, a much more recent example is in the Ramey court holding.  Whereas, there 

was a 98% variance from the Guideline range and the appeal court held this type of variance 

“necessitates a careful and significant justification.”  In addition, on substantive review vacate 
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sentence if “no reasonable sentencing court would have imposed the same sentence on that 

particular defendant for the reasons the district court provided.”  Tomko, 562 F.3d at 568.  

Although, this sentence was ultimately vacated and remanded, it imposed a great emphasis on 

the standards to facilitate a sentence of this magnitude of a variance being allowable under the 

proper circumstances.  United States v. Ramey, 721 Fed.Appx. 135 (3d Cir. 2018). 

History/Characteristics of the Defendant 

Throughout the USA’s sentencing memorandum, the USA invokes the use of a myriad of 

adjectives to try to paint Mr. Mancini’s behavior as “unquenchable” or having “twisted desires” 

or of living a “double life.”  The USA alludes to Mr. Mancini’s teaching degree as being a small 

part in his larger quest to be placed close to young persons to victimize them without any 

supporting evidence.  Another detail the USA likes to mention and place in a bad light is the 

journal found on Mr. Mancini’s computer.  A journal about which the USA knows nothing, but 

states in the fourth sentence of its sentencing memo that the journal on his thumb drive 

“unequivocally expressed a sexual interest in younger boys.”  If the USA was educated about the 

treatment program used for the sexual offenders it prosecutes and puts in jail, the USA’s opinion 

may change.  With that knowledge, the USA may have said that along with extensive pre-

indictment treatment for his illness and emotional issues, Mr. Mancini was actively participating 

in his treatment by journaling as requested by his therapist.  Journaling is a useful part of therapy 

so that issues and thoughts can be discussed during individual and group therapy sessions.  Since 

all convicted child pornographers have to undergo sexual offender therapy, you would think the 

USA would want the actors to actively participate in their counseling. 

As argued by the defense throughout this case, Mr. Mancini was taking all of the actions 

society wants a person to do when they accept what they did was wrong and know that their 
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actions were harmful.  Offenders need to learn about why they did what they did so that the 

foundational problem that led to aberrational behavior can be avoided in the future.  Mr. Mancini 

was not a danger requiring pretrial detention at the time of his arrest in this matter.  But he was 

detained.  Upon his release from the BOP, Mr. Mancini will not be a danger to the public.  He 

will finally be back in contact with effective counseling and treatment for his emotional issues.  

Of course, Mr. Mancini wishes to attend effective sexual offender treatment while finishing his 

BOP sentence.  Mr Mancini submits that FCI-Elkton seems to have an effective sexual offender 

treatment program and is relatively close to his support structure so in-person visits can continue. 

The USA has argued consistently that Mr. Mancini is a danger that should never be 

allowed around kids again.  One would think the speed with which the USA acts is directly 

proportional to the harm it seeks to stop.  However, in Mr. Mancini’s case, the USA waited 20 

months after his arrest in Georgia to arrest Mr. Mancini.  When the USA showed up at Mr. 

Mancini’s residence with a search warrant signed by a judge, did they have an arrest warrant for 

Mr. Mancini after the filing of a criminal complaint?  No.  The USA waited until July of 2020 to 

arrest Mr. Mancini2.  As much as the USA argues that Mr. Mancini is a huge risk to society and 

should never see the light of day again, their actions speak otherwise. 

The delayed action by the USA is understandable.  Mr. Mancini had a case pending in 

Georgia that could resolve every governmental interest.  A court reviewed his risk of flight and 

danger to the community, and it gave him bond.  He had strong ties to the Erie, PA community.  

Mr. Mancini was participating in sexual offender treatment.  He was no longer working in 

schools.  Local media wrote in detail and at length about Mr. Mancini’s arrest.  The public was 

 
2 Some delay was obviously caused by covid 19 lockdowns and inability to convene a grand jury 
for short time. 
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aware of the charges.  Simply put, Mr. Mancini was doing all of those things we want people 

arrested for serious crimes to do as society.  Society was safe from Mr. Mancini.  Society is safe 

from Mr. Mancini and any sentence of incarceration above the mandatory minimum of 60 

months incarceration is greater than necessary to achieve the goals of sentencing. 

Prior to his arrest in Georgia, Mr. Mancini lacked any criminal history.  Following his 

arrest in Georgia, he took affirmative steps to address his underlying sexual deviancy and 

emotional issues by seeking counseling at two different facilities—the first one was near Buffalo, 

New York and the second on was a local facility known as Parkside.   (Transcript of 

Proceedings, August 18, 2020, testimony of Chris Laythe, LCSW (hereinafter N.T.) at  15) .  Mr. 

Mancini’s counseling began in May of 2019 shortly after his arrest and continued until his 

incarceration on the case at bar.  Therapy consisted of individual counseling until January of 

2020, at which time he proceeded onto offender group therapy. (N.T. 17).  During his time in 

therapy, he was subject to a Community Abuse Response Team (CART) contract, which 

provided safety to the community. (N.T. 18).  The contract required no contact with the victim, 

no unsupervised contact with minors, to abstain from drugs and alcohol, and participate in 

therapy/complete journals and logs. (N.T. 18).  Mr. Mancini complied with the contract.   

Following the execution of the search warrant and seizure of his electronic devices, Mr. 

Mancini felt free to fully disclose his child pornography issue with his treatment provider.  (N.T. 

17).  Notably, prior to the disclosure of the child pornography, Mr. Mancini discussed his 

significant pornography use over the years with LCSW Laythe.  (N.T. 20).  Mr. Mancini was 

progressing successfully in therapy according to LCSW Laythe.  She further opined that he 

would not have an issue complying with any pretrial release conditions which were set by the 
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Court.  (N.T. 23).  Therefore, there is no reason to believe that Mr. Mancini will not be able to 

comply with the conditions of supervised release. 

Mr. Mancini has no criminal record.  He is smart.  He is confronting his challenges.  He 

has a vast support network upon which to rely.  That support network is aware of Mr. Mancini’s 

actions, and they are learning about the issues which cause a person to travel to be active with a 

young person or begin to view and download child pornography.  The Mancini family is not 

hiding from Greg’s problems.  Their entire network of family & friends is aware of these charges 

and Greg’s guilty plea.  As a result, Greg has not become the black sheep of the family or the 

black mark on the family’s crest.  An outpouring of support from members of the Mancini family 

and their friends is displayed in the 20 letters of support included in Exhibit A. 

What do all of these letters say about Greg Mancini and the Mancini family?  The letters 

show the actions of this family and the plan they have to make sure Greg is in a good, 

supportive, healthy environment when he gets out of jail.  This community is made up of 

scientists, licensed clinical social workers, teachers, coaches, cousins, Godparents, and life-long 

family friends that will help ensure a successful outcome for Greg.  Greg has already shown that 

he is serious about his treatment.  Those that support him know treatment and counseling is what 

is needed.  They recognize the harm and reflect confusion as to why Greg did what he did while 

at the same time acknowledging that Greg and society benefit from treatment and management 

instead long, cold incarceration. 

In Greg’s own letter to the Court and the Public at large, he writes: 
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He goes on to state:  

 

The letters in support describe a lifetime of helping others.  Whether standing up for a friend 

being bullied in school to buying a struggling basketball player sports glasses to wear so he could 

see better and play better to helping those with whom he is currently incarcerated communicate 

with their lawyers and the Courts, Greg is continuing to help others. 

Greg and his family did not shy away from these charges or try to keep them secret or to 

try to limit the information from those around them.  Greg is an understanding individual, who 

would help others around him.  He was gainfully employed, even while on bail from the Georgia 

offense, and sought treatment for sexual deviance.  He was being successful in his treatment.  He 

has shown through his actions while out on bail that he is amendable to treatment.   

These actions—not words—show this Court that a guideline range sentence mentioned 

by the USA and detailed in the PSIR is greater than necessary to achieve the goals of sentencing. 

In Federal Sentencing of Child Pornography Non-Production Offenses from the USSC, it 

is noted that in the majority of non-production child pornography offenders received a variance 

Case 1:20-cr-00031-SPB   Document 72   Filed 05/12/22   Page 16 of 26



17 
 

below the guideline range.  https://www.ussc.gov/sites/default/files/pdf/research-and-

publications/research-publications/2021/20210629_Non-Production-CP.pdf, USSC June 2021, 

(herein after “Non-production”) at 5.  Non-government sponsored range variances occurred in 

42.2 percent of the sentences imposed.  Id.  Of 119 possession offenders in 2019 with a guideline 

range of 78-97 months, the average sentence was 47 months with 81.5% sentenced below the 

guideline ranges.  Id. At 54-55.  The sexual recidivism rate for all non-production offenders was 

4.3 percent.  Id.  These facts are mentioned because they matter.  Many of the problems with the 

guidelines for non-production possession of child pornography are a result of inaction of 

Congress.  The Courts are left to fend for themselves in properly applying the guidelines to these 

offenses and the importance to attach to the BOL enhancements which used to only apply in 

some cases when most child pornography was collected in paper format and obtained through the 

mails.  Videos were hard to come by and were in VHS format.  Today, a 3 second video clip is a 

video equal to that of a 30 minute long video on VHS tape which was solicited through an odd 

add from the back page of a porno mag and delivered via the mail.  They should not be equal. 

Mr. Mancini submits that the nature and circumstances of the crimes to which he has pled 

guilty and is awaiting sentencing and his history and characteristics should result in a sentence of 

60 months with the BOP, a period of supervised release, registration as per local law, sexual 

offenders’ treatment, continued employment or vocational retraining, and consistent reporting to 

his supervised release officer.  Mr. Mancini requests he be placed at a facility that offers sexual 

offender treatment in a safe environment as close to Erie, PA as possible—FCI Elkton.  The 

evidence is clear that successful reentry into society is heavily dependent on continued contact 

with the persons’ support network.  Mr. Mancini submits that this sentence is severe and lengthy 

and is sufficient, but not greater than necessary to achieve the goals of sentencing set out in 
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§3553(a).  Supervised release is a serious part of a sentence.  A period of supervised release 

allows the close supervision of Mr. Mancini as he begins the next chapter in his life—a chapter 

that is certainly going to be filled with its own challenges.  Supervised release is a real restriction 

on his liberty interests and is effective at reducing recidivism. 

To increase his likelihood of success, Mr. Mancini also requests that this Court 

recommend that the BOP consider Mr. Mancini for release to a halfway house as early as 12 

months from his max out date to permit him time to obtain employment, find healthcare, a 

treatment provider, and reenter society as a sex offender. 

B. The Need for the Sentence Imposed to Reflect the Seriousness of the Offense, to 
Promote Respect for the Law, and to Provide just Punishment for the Offense 
 
So far, the criminal justice system in which Mr. Mancini has been involved and the 

pretrial service officers handling Mr. Mancini’s pretrial supervision in Georgia have created and 

left a permanent impression upon him that this matter is of the greatest importance.  Mr. Mancini 

understands the gravity of the life-altering situation to which his actions have exposed him, and 

the harm caused to the minor in Georgia.  He realizes that the college degree he worked so hard 

for and the future he had been building for himself are significantly altered.  While recognizing 

the serious of the offense, Mr. Mancini has not let that defeat him.  Although knowing the deck 

is stacked against him, Mr. Mancini continued to take whatever programs were available to him 

in the Erie County Jail and completed an Anger Management program.  During covid-19 

lockdowns, the Erie County Jail drastically limited the programming available to its inmates.  

While reflecting on the harm he caused, Mr. Mancini tries to stay focused on his future—he 

continues to work towards healthy relationships and a productive future. 

A common theme in all of the letters of support to this Court is that Mr. Mancini has been 

raised to be kind and respectful.  The sheer number of people writing on behalf of Mr. Mancini 
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who describe Greg as being a very respectful and kind child as they observed him grow should 

provide this Court with great confidence that Mr. Mancini will respect any and all conditions of 

supervised release and will work diligently to stay healthy and become a success story this Court 

can share with others.  Mr. Mancini has great respect for the law and the rules of the Erie County 

Jail.  Mr. Mancini does not need further incarceration to promote respect for the law. 

Mr. Mancini acknowledges that his offenses are serious and deserving of just 

punishment, which can be accomplished with the 5 year mandatory minimum sentence and a 

term of supervised release.  Mr. Mancini needs to serve his time, take part in necessary 

treatment, and re-enter society as a healthier, productive, law-abiding citizen.  A carefully crafted 

sentenced allows all of us to be safer as the goals of sentencing are reached.  This possibility and 

respect for the law is best served if this Honorable Court imposes a sentence which is sufficient 

but no greater than necessary to achieve the goals f §3553(a).  Otherwise, the punishment 

becomes far more punitive than rehabilitative. 

In the present case, the defendant has shown that he can be gainfully employed, admitted 

to his deviance to the public and treatment providers, and he sought treatment when not 

incarcerated.  Given the average sentence of 47 months for non-production child pornography, 

the immediate actions of Mr. Mancini, and a lower guideline range sentence for the travelling 

offense found in Count 1, a sentence of 60 months with the BOP, a period of supervised release, 

registration as per local law, sexual offenders’ treatment, continued employment or vocational 

retraining, and consistent reporting to his supervised release officer is a sentence that is 

sufficient, but not greater than necessary to achieve the goals of sentencing.   

Mr. Mancini requests he be placed at a facility that offers sexual offender treatment in a 

safe environment as close to Erie, PA as possible—FCI Elkton.  The evidence is clear that 
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successful reentry into society is heavily dependent on continued contact with the persons’ 

support network.  Supervised release is a serious part of a sentence.  A period of supervised 

release allows the close supervision of Mr. Mancini as he begins the next chapter in his life—a 

chapter that is certainly going to be filled with its own challenges.  Supervised release is a real 

restriction on his liberty interests and is effective at reducing recidivism. 

To increase his likelihood of success, Mr. Mancini also requests that this Court 

recommend that the BOP consider Mr. Mancini for release to a halfway house as early as 12 

months from his max out date to permit him time to obtain employment, find healthcare, a 

treatment provider, and reenter society as a sex offender. 

C. The Need for the Sentence Imposed to Afford Adequate Deterrence to Criminal 
Conduct 

 
Counsel for Defendant submits that third-party deterrence is a sentencing variable that is 

extremely difficult to quantify or measure.  Lengthy sentences do not deter anyone.  There are no 

studies that show long sentences reduce crime.  Third-party deterrence from a news release in 

most cases, even the most serious and high profile, have little effect on the actions of others.  The 

ability for human beings to rationalize their behavior and convince themselves that they will not 

be caught if they do unlawful acts is what separates humans from every other animal on the 

planet when assessing risk to life and liberty.  If long prison sentences deterred others from 

committing crime, the drug war would have been won long ago.   

People who know Mr. Mancini are aware of the extent of the harm he has caused himself 

and his family.  They are aware of the harm caused to the minor in Georgia.  Mr. Mancini offers 

his sincere and complete apology to the minor and the minor’s family in Georgia.  Mr. Mancini, 

for his own part, looks forward to proving to this Court and the Government that he can make 
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better, healthier, smarter decisions for himself and his family.  His letter to the Court found in 

Exhibit A firmly states as much. 

D. The Need for the Sentence Imposed to protect the Public from Further Crimes of 
the Defendant 
 
As previously noted, the sexual recidivism rate for all non-production offenders was 4.3 

percent. (Non-production at 65).  While on bond for the Georgia offense, Mr. Mancini took it 

upon himself to seek sexual offender treatment.  He was gainfully employed by Heatron.  

Heatron was willing to keep him as an employee even after these charges were filed—a rarity 

indeed.  Furthermore, Heatron has said that they would be happy to rehire him upon his release 

from incarceration. 

Greg has had no misconducts during his incarceration.  As such a term of imprisonment 

of 5 years with supervised release, sexual offender and mental health treatment and counseling, 

and special conditions would be sufficient to protect the public from further crimes from the Mr. 

Mancini.  Mr. Mancini requests the additional recommendations as more fully sated above. 

E. The Need for the Sentence Imposed to Provide the Defendant with Needed 
Educational or Vocational Training, Medical Care, or Other Correctional 
Treatment in the Most Effective Manner 
 
Prior to these incidents, Mr. Mancini spent many years as a working, productive member 

of society.  He received a master’s degree in education and instruction in 2014.  He was involved 

in teaching/education at The Barber National Institute from 2015 until 2018.  The Barber 

National Institute is an organization providing services for people with autism spectrum 

disorders and those needing a high level of emotional support.  He was also a substitute teacher 

in approximately 6 area school districts and 5 Diocese schools from 2012 to 2015.  Mr. Mancini 

was a substitute through Kelly Staffing Services.  While substituting, Mr. Mancini taught all 

subjects from gym to psychology to special education—life skills.  These accomplishments were 
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not done to bring himself into close contact with minors.  For all of his life Mr. Mancini helped 

those around him and gave selflessly to those in need.  Teaching was a natural extension of those 

actions.  The letters of support within Exhibit A corroborate this fact.  After his arrest in Georgia, 

Mr. Mancini was no longer employable as a teacher.  Mr. Mancini sought employment elsewhere 

in a totally new industry with Heatron in Erie, Pennsylvania from May 2019 to his arrest in July 

2020.  After his arrest in this matter, Heatron maintained support of Mr. Mancini and offered to 

continue to employ him.  

Mr. Mancini entered sexual offender treatment on his own volition from January of 2019 

until his incarceration for this matter.  Upon his release, Mr. Mancini intends to work closely 

with his supervised release officer to obtain the best educational, employment, and treatment 

opportunities available.  A sentence which includes additional incarceration beyond the time 

mandated is not needed to provide Mr. Mancini with educational or vocational opportunities.  By 

working diligently with his supervised release officer, Mr. Mancini will be able to achieve any 

goal that this Court establishes.  Mr. Mancini also intends to continue participating in counseling 

programs during and after his confinement. 

Mr. Mancini requests the sentence and recommendations as more fully detailed above. 

F. The Kinds of Sentences Available and the Sentencing Range Established 
 

Mr. Mancini understands that a significant period of incarceration is certain and that he is 

subject to a statutory mandatory minimum sentence of five (5) years with a term of supervised 

release to follow.  Furthermore, pursuant to Chapter 5 of the Guidelines, the guideline range of 

imprisonment based upon a total offense level of thirty-four (34) and a criminal history category 

of I is 151 to 188.  Defendant submits that any sentence in or near this range would be excessive 

and greater than necessary to comply with the purposes of sentencing.  Any sentence of 
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imprisonment should be adjusted to reflect the arguments above to avoid any sentencing 

disparities while accounting for the balancing of the §3553(a) factors.   

Mr. Mancini submits that a day in jail today and the days Mr. Mancini spent in 

throughout the pandemic is much different than a day in jail was in 2019.  Today, a day in jail is 

not only filled with the normal stressors of losing liberty but also the added panic and anxiety of 

being held in a closed environment where social distancing is impossible, cleaning supplies are 

limited, and the use of communal lunchrooms, showers, sinks, and bathrooms are the standard.  

Jail was a place where the infection rate of COVID-19 was higher than the general public.  The 

COVID-19 infection rate of any closed facility community that has conducted mass testing has 

been as high as 60%.  Since vaccines have been widely available, the risk of serious illness 

subsided—even to those in jail.  However, the stress and anxiety experienced by those 

incarcerated people was and is real and powerful.  Incarcerated people worried about themselves 

but they also were consumed with guilt since they were not in a position to help their loved ones 

on the outside.  A son who would easily help care for his parents and help keep them safe during 

the pandemic was not able to help due to his actions.  Incarcerated people could only listen to a 

cough or hoarse voice through a hollow telephone line while trusting that their loved ones would 

be safe—that they would survive. 

In March of 2020, jails stopped permitting familial visits.  When Mr. Mancini was 

arrested in this matter and incarcerated in the Erie County Jail, he was immediately isolated from 

his family support system.  He was also isolated from the treatment he was successfully 

completing.  Hollow telephone calls, emails, and blurry, unreliable video visits replaced face to 

face meetings filled with smiles and supportive looks and body language.  A day in jail today is 

equivalent to at least 10 days in 2019 if not more.   
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A review of the final PSIR reveals the dichotomy of our current sentencing system.  

Meaning, different sentences are available depending on whether a person looks for guidance 

from the statutes or the guidelines.  Of course, U.S. Supreme Court cases like Booker, 

Kimbrough, Rita, and Gall each provides the District Court Judge the authority to create a 

sentence which considers the individual factors of each case and each defendant to fashion an 

appropriate sentence—a sentence which is sufficient, but not greater than necessary, to achieve 

the goals of §3553(a).   

Accordingly, it is submitted based upon the particular facts of this case, a sentence below 

the guideline range is a reasonable and sufficient sentence that will punish Mr. Mancini and 

enable Mr. Mancini to become a healthy, lawful, and productive member of society.  As such, 

we request a sentence consistent with the mandatory minimum sentence of 5 years with the BOP 

and a period of supervised release as more fully stated above. 

G. The Need to Avoid Unwarranted Sentence Disparities Among Defendants with 
Similar Records who have been Found Guilty of Similar Conduct 

 
The U.S.S.C. promulgated the sentencing guidelines while continually updating them 

based upon the empirical data garnered from sentences entered by U.S. District Court Judges 

nationwide.  As a general principle, the sentencing guidelines do a good job ensuring that 

equally-situated Defendants are treated/sentenced similarly. 

Sentencing disparities across the nation is the main concern of the Report to Congress by 

the U.S.S.C concerning child pornography cases.  The Commission is seeing the data on cases 

like Mr. Mancini’s and has notified Congress that the guidelines no longer have the impact 

intended because the harms for which the BOL enhancements were intended no longer exist.  

Better put, the reason a computer received an enhancement is because the uninformed believed it 

would provide a dark and secret place to store and view child pornography.  Today, the use of a 
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computer leads law enforcement to the door of every offender as can be seen in any search 

warrant requesting to search the home of an alleged child pornographer.  Additionally, the 

number of images used to be an effective way to treat people differently when the number of 

images depended upon the gathering of polaroid photos via the mails when corresponding to 

some P.O. Box from the back of a 1980s porn mag and the storage of those polaroid photos or 

other fragile film had to be in a safe environment.  Basically, it was hard to collect 600 images 

pre-1992 and remained difficult up until approximately 2007 when high speed broadband access 

became the standard instead of 14.4 kbs or 28.8 kbs external modems.  Collecting videos was 

even more rare.  Today, thousands of images can be collected, and video clips of all lengths can 

be collected in the time it takes to snap of a finger. 

Mr. Mancini submits that to avoid sentencing disparities, a sentence of sixty (60) months 

of incarceration plus a period of supervised release is a sentence that is sufficient, but not greater 

than necessary to achieve a sentence pursuant to Title 18 U.S.C. § 3553(a) as more fully stated 

above.  

H. The Need to Provide Restitution to any Victims of the Offense 
 
Mr. Mancini is aware that restitution is possible but is currently unaware of any claim for 

restitution at this time. 

WHEREFORE, for the foregoing reason and in the interests of substantial justice, Greg 

Mancini respectfully requests that this Honorable Court sentence him to 60 months with the 

BOP, a period of supervised release, registration as per local law, sexual offenders’ treatment, 

continued employment or vocational retraining, and consistent reporting to his supervised release 

officer. 
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Mr. Mancini requests he be placed at a facility that offers sexual offender treatment in a 

safe environment as close to Erie, PA as possible—FCI Elkton.   

To increase his likelihood of success, Mr. Mancini also requests that this Court 

recommend that the BOP consider Mr. Mancini for release to a halfway house as early as 12 

months from his max out date to permit him time to obtain employment, find healthcare, a sexual 

offender treatment provider, and reenter society as a sex offender who are known to have 

legitimate difficulty getting out from under the stigma attached to such a political label. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

       /s/ Douglas Sughrue   
     Douglas Sughrue, Esq. 
 
       /s/ Robert Kinnear   
     Robert Kinnear, Esq, 
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5933 Shady Hollow Dr 

Erie, PA 16506 

February 16, 2022 

The Honorable Susan Paradise-Baxter 

Magistrate Judge 

U.S. District Court, Western District of Pennsylvania 

Erie Federal Court House 

17 South Park Row 

Erie, Pennsylvania 16501 

Dear Judge Paradise-Baxter, 

Our names are James and Mary Orloff and we are writing this letter on behalf of Gregory Mancini. My 

wife and I have known Greg for over 25 years. Our oldest son James attended school with Greg from 

first through twelfth grade. They participated in many activities throughout the years. I was even his 

baseball coach for a couple years. He always showed respect to me and his teammates. We have always 

known Greg to be a good and kind person in school and in the community. 

We are very well aware of the charges that he is facing and the consequences. Greg is a very 

compassionate young man who has a lot of good in his heart. 

We would like to ask for lenience in this matter and hope you would consider this character reference 
letter before deciding a sentence. 

Sincerely, 

~ "/?/ 
//_ ~ 

Jr? 'r p1 {};.,&jj 

James Orloff and Mary Orloff 
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685 Huntington Drive 
Erie PA 16505 
March 25, 2022 

The Honorable Susan Paradise-Baxter 
Magistrate Judge 

U.S. District Court, Western District of Pennsylvania 
Erie Federal Court House 
17 South Park Road 
Erie, PA 16501 

Dear Judge Paradise-Baxter 

I am writing to you to ask for sentence leniency for Gregory Samuel Mancini. This is a difficult letter to 
write. The charges are serious. Greg is my Godson. 

Greg was just an average kid, the middle child with two extremely brilliant siblings. I long felt Greg had 
self esteem issues. His parents treated him no differently except for maybe having to push a little at 
times to be sure school assignments were completed on time and he was prepared for his exams. I 
tried to encourage him by reminding him of his unique talents. He always was very thorough in 
research of local history, is a talented baker, and has always been supportive of others and their 
achievements. 

I fear that video gaming led Greg to this dark place. His strong analytical skills enabled him to feel the 
thrill of winning, of being special. I believe it also led that child in Georgia to look up to him and trust 
him. 

Sadly most of Greg's friends have had to distance themselves from him due to the seriousness of the 
charges and their careers that associate with children. I worry now who will be there to support Greg 
after his incarceration. I am now 69 years old. My husband is 68. If a lengthy sentence is imposed, the 
infirmities that come with our advancing age could prevent us from supporting Greg as he tries to start 
over. 

It was hard to watch the January hearing where Greg pied guilty to all of the charges. But I do believe 
he is taking responsibility for his actions which is the first step in facing the demons that led him here. 
He made no excuse. 

I hope and pray that Greg will receive professional services to overcome his condition and help him with 
a new start. Greg is a caring individual but will need a new direction. I hope to be part of his journey. 

Sincerely, , 

~@,~~ 
Anne Piotrowicz 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA 

 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
 
 vs. 
 
GREGORY S. MANCINI, 
 Defendant. 

 CRIMINAL DIVISION 
 
Criminal No. 1:20-cr-00031 
 
Judge Susan Paradise Baxter 

 
ORDER OF COURT 

 
AND NOW, this the ________ day of _______________, 2022, Defendant, Gregory S. 

Mancini, having filed motion for a variance and the Court having given the matter due 

consideration, the motion is GRANTED. 

 
 By the Court:  
 
 
       

Susan Paradise Baxter  
United States District Judge  

 

Case 1:20-cr-00031-SPB   Document 72-2   Filed 05/12/22   Page 1 of 1




