
SECOND - Extortion Allegretta 

 

She Lied Under Oath — and the Court Let It Stand 

At sentencing, the government had one witness to support its extortion theory. 

That witness was Allegretta. 

Out of 7,600 merchants, this is the only merchant they could produce. 

And under oath, her testimony fell apart. 

-She denied ever taking a merchant cash advance before Par Funding — until cross 
examination forced her to admit them. 
-She denied that Par Funding ever conducted an onsite inspection of the company— until cross 
examination proved otherwise. 
-She claimed fear and coercion — while her own emails praised and thanked Joe LaForte and 
Par Funding after the alleged threats. 

These were not minor inconsistencies. 
They were material facts, contradicted by evidence, reversed only when confronted under 
cross-examination. 

By any plain-English understanding, that is false testimony under oath. 

Yet the Court found her “credible.” 

On the strength of that one witness — despite sworn contradictions, documentary 
impeachment, and zero corroboration — extortion remained in the sentencing calculus. 

And Joseph LaForte was sentenced to the maximum 15½ years in federal prison. 

One witness. 
Three proven falsehoods. 
Maximum consequences. 

This was not about proof. 
It was about permission — permission to accept a story because it was useful. 

And that should outrage anyone who believes truth is supposed to matter when the state takes 
a man’s freedom. 

The case against Joe LaForte did not begin with a jury. 
It began with an affidavit. 



And at the center of that affidavit was one merchant—Allegretta—whose account became a 
major prong supporting probable cause. Her statements helped unlock search warrants. Those 
warrants unleashed raids. Those raids ignited the case. 

From interview room to raid team, her narrative mattered. 

Why This One Merchant’s Story Had to Be This Story 

Two inescapable incentives emerge from the record. 

Incentive #1: “Threat” as a Get-Out-of-Debt Card 

If a merchant frames a lender as criminal—especially as “extortionate”—repayment becomes 
irrelevant if the narrative is bought and created by a corrupt system.  

The company is destroyed. Collections stop. The obligation vanishes. 

That incentive does not prove intent. 
But it explains direction—why a narrative would move toward fear and away from obligation. 

Incentive #2: Exclusivity Creates a Single Villain 

Exclusivity was the linchpin. 

If the merchant claimed Par Funding was the only MCA she ever received, then: 

• Par Funding becomes the sole focus 
• Joe LaForte becomes the only plausible source of any alleged threat 
• Investigators are pointed in one direction—hard 

But if the truth included multiple prior MCAs, then the story fragments: 

• Many brokers 
• Many collectors 
• Many possible interactions 
• Many possible sources of pressure 

In that world, causation collapses. 

Exclusivity simplified the case. 
Multiplicity would have complicated it beyond usefulness. 

From Affidavit to Fury 

Those early statements did not sit idle. They were operationalized: 

• Cited in support of probable cause 
• Used to secure warrants 
• Approved by a judge 



• Executed by hundreds of agents 

Homes were raided. Offices seized. Businesses dismantled. 

All before a jury ever weighed extortion. 

At sentencing, when cross-examination exposed contradictions—when documents impeached 
testimony—credibility should have ended. 

It didn’t. 

The same merchant whose account helped start the case was credited again to finish it. 
Extortion—never pled to, never proven—remained alive in the PSI. 

On that basis, Joe LaForte received the maximum sentence of 15½ years. 

This case is about how a single narrative, incentivized to simplify blame, can power an 
entire prosecution—from affidavit to raid to sentence—even after it fractures. 

The case started with her. 
The case ended with her. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Let’s talk about the lies and the proof! 

Lie #1: “Joe LaForte threatened me” 

That is what she told the FBI. 
That is what she told the Court. 

See Interview in Search Warrant Snippet: 

 



 

 

 

But her own emails to Joe LaForte at Par Funding say the opposite months after the “alleged” 
threats!!!! 

Emails sent after the alleged threats on February 2019 and April 2019 show her: 

• Thanking Joe LaForte 
• Praising Par Funding 
• Saying she was “forever grateful” 
• Writing: “I would not have made it without you” 

People do not praise the people they fear. 
Fear does not send thank-you emails. 

Friends of Joe LaForte, do you realize how crazy this is!  These emails prove this never 
happened! Knowing Joe LaForte, he would never threaten a woman!  And this is the proof! 

 

 

 

 



 

 

TRUTH - EXHIBIT:  

Email 4/29/2019 

 

 

 



 

 

Email 6/27/2019 

 

 

Lie #2: “No Prior Merchant Cash Advances before Par Funding” 

See sentencing transcripts below of Allegretta’s direct testimony where she LIED under 
oath! 

 

 

TRUTH - EXHIBIT:  

Consolidation Calculator – that proves prior Advances 



 

 

 

 

 

 

*Allegretta knew that she had many cash advances yet lied under direct examination by 

the government that she had none!  Only after cross-examination and shown proof did 

she conveniently remember that she had $868,345.12 in existing advances before Par 

Funding! (See existing balances on calculator above) And the reason for this as 

explained prior is exclusivity! 

 



 

Lie #3: “No Onsite Inspection was performed” 

Under direct examination by the US Attorney’s office after being sworn in under oath and 
the penalty of perjury below is what Allegretta testified to: 

 

THIS LIE WAS TOLD TO HELP WITH THE PROSECUTIONS THEORY THAT PAR 
FUNDING’S UNDERWRITING WAS LACKLUSTER! 



 

 

 

Only under cross-examination does she now all the sudden not remember!  What is more 
amazing is that in her original testimony she adamantly said, no regarding the on-site 
inspection.   

**Most importantly – 



The US ATTORNEY’S OFFICE KNEW THAT AN ONSITE INSPECTION WAS DONE 
BECAUSE THEY WERE IN POSSESSION OF THE EXACT SAME DISCOVERY THAT THE 
DEFENSE HAD!  THEY LET THIS WITNESS LIE WHILE KNOWING THE WHOLE TIME THAT 
AN ONSITE WAS DONE BECAUSE IT BENEFITED THEIR CAUSE! 

 

TRUTH - EXHIBIT:  

Onsite Inspection Report 

 



 



 



 



 



 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



The Allegretta advance was a prudent decision by Par Funding; it was the merchant that was 

bad and did not want to pay their debts.  Allegretta’s motive was greed!  Allegretta borrowed 

$400,000.  She confirmed that the business was doing $700,000 plus per month in 

revenue!  THAT IS OVER $8 MILLION PER YEAR!   

This Advance had a holdback of only 8.3%.  The average holdback on a cash advance industry 

wide is 25%!  The advance was responsible and designed to help Allegretta prosper.  And 

instead turned into Joe LaForte’s worst nightmare.   

EXHIBIT – TRANSCRIPTS FROM THE SENTENCING HEARING OF JOE LAFORTE 

 

 

The evidence was so overwhelming that The Judge didn’t have to believe LaForte or counsel.  

But Judge Mark A. Kearney (a 2014 Obama appointee) found this witness, “credible” anyway!  

Instead of clearing LaForte’s name of extortionate conduct, LaForte is stuck with this label for 

life! 

How can any American feel safe!?  Evidence completely exonerates a man but is completely 

IGNORED!!!!!!!!!! 

The question is WHO IS NEXT!  


