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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Utah grants the Hotel Defendants’ motions to
dismiss claims brought under the Trafficking Victims Protection Reauthorization Act and Utah Code
section 77-38-15. The court concludes that the TVPRA claims are not shown to be time-barred at the
pleading stage, but that the complaint fails to plausibly allege the defendants’ requisite knowledge of
force, fraud, or coercion supporting beneficiary or perpetrator liability. The court also dismisses the
Utah-law claim, dismisses Extended Stay America, Inc. for lack of personal jurisdiction, and denies
the plaintiff’s motion to amend.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendants moved to dismiss Plaintiff's complaint under Federal Rule
of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6), and Plaintiff moved to amend the
complaint. The court granted the motions to dismiss and denied the
motion to amend.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-pleaded factual
allegations as true, views them in the light most favorable to the
nonmoving party, and determines whether the complaint states a



plausible claim for relief. The court may consider the complaint,
attached exhibits, incorporated documents, judicially noticeable
matters, and undisputed documents central to the claims. A statute-of-
limitations defense may be resolved at the pleading stage only when
the complaint itself establishes all facts necessary to sustain the
defense.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court memorandum decision; persuasive authority
only
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the TVPRA claims were barred by the statute of limitations on the face of the complaint.

2. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged beneficiary liability under 18 U.S.C. § 1595 based on the Hotel
Defendants' knowing benefit from a venture engaged in sex trafficking.

3. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged perpetrator liability under the TVPRA based on the Hotel
Defendants' knowing or reckless disregard of force, threats, fraud, or coercion.

4. Whether the court had personal jurisdiction over Extended Stay America, Inc.

5. Whether Plaintiff's request for leave to amend in her opposition and her separate motion to amend
should be granted.

HOLDINGS

1. Dismissal of the TVPRA claims as time barred was not warranted at the pleading stage because the
complaint alleged that trafficking occurred through 2015, leaving open a conceivable set of facts under
which incidents occurred after July 21, 2015.

2. The complaint failed to plausibly allege that the Hotel Defendants knew or should have known that the
venture from which they allegedly benefited involved sex trafficking through force, threats, fraud, or
coercion.



3. The complaint failed to plausibly allege perpetrator liability because it did not show that the Hotel
Defendants knew of or recklessly disregarded the use of force, threats, fraud, or coercion to cause Keller
to engage in commercial sex acts.

4. The court properly denied Plaintiff's one-sentence request for leave to amend and denied her separate
motion to amend as futile.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“As long as there is a conceivable set of facts, consistent with the complaint, that would defeat a statute-of-
limitations defense, questions of timeliness are left for summary judgment (or ultimately trial), at which point
the district court may determine compliance with the statute of limitations based on a more complete factual
record.”

“Taking each of the above-discussed allegations as true and drawing all reasonable inferences therefrom, the
Complaint fails to support that Defendants should have known Plaintiff was being subjected to force, threats,
fraud, or coercion in relation to her sex work.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Keller alleged that Danford trafficked her through force, threats, and abuse from 2014 through 2015, requiring
her to engage in commercial sex and controlling the proceeds. She stayed at three Salt Lake City hotels on
multiple occasions, where she alleged that hotel personnel could observe bruises, a tattoo bearing Danford's
street name, frequent male visitors, discarded condoms, sex-work advertisements, and her meetings with
customers. She did not allege that Danford was present at the hotels, interacted with hotel personnel, paid for the
rooms, or otherwise appeared to control her activities there.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Keller filed suit on July 21, 2025, asserting civil claims under the federal Victims of Trafficking and Violence
Protection Act and Utah Code section 77-38-15 based on alleged hotel involvement in sex trafficking. The Hotel
Defendants moved to dismiss, arguing that the TVPRA claims were untimely and inadequately pleaded;
Extended Stay America, Inc. also challenged personal jurisdiction. Keller conceded that the Utah statutory claim
was not viable and that personal jurisdiction was lacking over Extended Stay America, Inc. After filing
responses, Keller separately moved to amend to add ESA Management, Inc. and remove Extended Stay
America, Inc.
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