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57.  Onorabout August 24, ‘2017, at approximately 12:17 p.m., CUI sent an email
to BURKE, that stated, “Dear Mr. Burke, I currently have this property 4901, 4925, 4939
W. Irving Park Road under redevelopment. I may need your representation for tax
appeal. The property was totally vacant till July this year.. ... Please let me know if
you have time to handle this matter for me. Please let me know when we can schedule
a brief phone call. Thank you!”

58.  On or about August 24, 2017, at approximately 1:45 p.m., Individual C-1
called BURKE’s office at City Hall and spoke with BURKE. During the call, Individual
C-1 advised BURKE that CUI wished to hire BURKE to perform tax work, and noted
“I guess he has some need for younow.” BURKE said, “Well, I'll get together with him
and see if we can do something to help him.”

59.  On or about August 25, 2017, at approximately 9:47 p.m., BURKE sent an
email to CUI, that stated, “Charles, I instructed my team to reach out to you. If you do
not hear from them by Tuesday, let me know personally! Thank you for expressing
confidence in our firm, Ed.”

60. >On or about August 30, 2017, at approximafely 10:42 a.m., an attorney
associated with Klafter & Burke sent an email to CUI to initiate the process of
representing CUI.

61.  On or about August 30, 2017, at approximately 11:25 a.m., CUI responded
to the email from the attorney associated with Klafter & Burke, and provided information

related to the initiation of a tax appeal for several properties, including the 4901 Property.
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62.  On or about August 30, 2017, at approximately 4:27 p.m. (Session #5043),
BURKE had a telephone call with an assistant in his office at City Hall. During the call,
BURKE said, “Can you call [Commissioner C]?  Ask her to take a look at that situation
where this . . . guy called about [Company D] on the pole that, ah . .. see if she’d, um,
review it and see if there’s any way that they can, ah, help us.”.

63.  On or about August 31,2017, BURKE personally spoke with Commissioner
C, and asked Commissioner C to figure out a way to try to help CUI get the permit he
wanted for the 4901 Property.

64. On or about September 5, 2017, CUI signed a contingent fee agreement
with Klafter &.Burke that provided, among other things, CUI would retain Klafter &
Burke to perform real estate tax work and pay Klafter & Burke a fee for its work, based
on a specified percentage of any tax reduction obtained for CUI

65.  On or about September 14, 2017, at approximately 10:43 a.m., BURKE had
a telephone call with an assistant in his office at City Hall. During that call, the assistant
advised BURKE that Commissioner C had not been able to figure out a way to issue the
permit and had suggested contacting Administrator C. |

66. In or around September 2017, BURKE personally spoke with
Administrator C, and asked Administrator C to review the denial of the permit for the
4901 Property.

67. On or about November 6, 2017, the Department of Planning and
Development issued a final denial of the permit.

68.  Inoraround 2018, Klafter & Burke performed real estate tax work for CUIL
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Attempted Extortion of Museum 1

69. BURKE abused his position as an Alderman by threatening to take official
action, in his capacity as Chairman of the Committee on Finaﬁce, to derail a proposed
admission fee increase sought by Museum 1, due to the failure of Museum 1 to respond to
his inquiry about an interﬁship af Museum 1 for Individual E-1, who was the child of a
personal acquaintance of BURKE. After BURKE’s threat, Individual E-1 was
provided with the opportunity to apply for a full—tirﬁe job at Museum 1, an offer which
BURKE conveyed to Individual E-1’s mother.

70. In or around 2017, Museum 1 sought approval from the Chicago Park
District to increase its basic admission fees. The Park District Board scheduled a
hearing on or about September 13, 2017, to consider Museum 1’s request for an increase
in its basic admission fees.

71.  On or about September 8, 2017, BURKE spoke with Individual E-2, a
museum employee, who had called to speak with BURKE before the scheduled Park
District Board meeting about the pending admission fee increase sought by Museum 1.
During the call, BURKE threatened to contact fhe President of the Park District Board
and object to Museum 1’s requested admission fee incfease because Museum 1 had failed
to respond to BURKE’s prior effort to obtain an internship for Individual E-1 at Museum
1.

72.  After BURKE’s threat to oppose Museum 1’s proposed admission fee

increase, on or about September 11, 2017, BURKE received an e-mail from Individual E-
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3, an executive at Museum 1, in which Museum 1 éffered that Individual E-1 could apply
for a full-time job at Museum 1.

73.  On or about September 12, 2017, at approximately 10:16 a.m. (Session
#5594), BURKE used his cellular telephone, assigned telephone number (312) XXX-4006,
to speak to Individual E-1’s inother, and told her about the potential full-time job for
Individual E-1 at Museum 1, and asked if Individual E-1 was interested in the new
position.

74.  On or about September 12, 2017, at approximately 10:43 a.m., at BURKE’s
direction, his assistant sent an email to Individual E-3 and another employee of Museum
1, asking for additional details on how Individual E-1 could apply for the position and
what the title of the position was.

75.  On or about September 12, 2017, at approximately 11:20 a.m., in response
to the email from BURKE’s assistant requesting details on how Individual E-1 could
apply for the position, an employee of Museum 1 sent an email to Individual E-1, for the
purpose of providing details concerning the job opportunity and for the purpose of setting
up an informational interview later that week.

76.  On or about September 13, 2017, the Park District Board approved an
increase in the basic admission fee fof entrance to Museum 1.

77.  On or about September 19, 2017, Individual E-1 advised an employee of

Museum 1 that she was declining consideration for the position.
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Concealment

78.  In order to conceal his corrupt activity, BURKE did not disclose his
participation in corrupt activity as required under the City of Chicago’s ethics ordinance.

79.  In order to further conceal his corrupt activity, BURKE concealed from
other public officials and employees whom he sought to influence and persuade to take
official action that he had a financial interest in matters BURKE raised with sﬁch officials
and employees, and further coﬁcealed his violation of the City of Chicago’s ethics
ordinance prohibiting such. conduct.

80.  Inorder to further conceal his corrupt activity, BURKE did not disclose he
had a financial interest in matters that he considered and voted upon within the
Committee on Finance and the City Council, and further concealed his violation of fhe
City of Chicago’s ethics ordinance prohibiting such conduct.

81.  In order to further conceal his corrupt activity, BURKE used his personal
email account, instead of an email account operated by the City of Chicago, to facilitate,
promote, and carry on his illegal activity.

82.  In order to further conceal his corrupt activity, BURKE planned to make
payments to Alderman A through an intermediary in order to conceal BURKE’s
payments to Alderman A on account of legal work generated by Alderman A for
BURKE’s private law firm, Klafter & Burke.

| 83.  Defendant EDWARD M. BURKE, and others, misrepresented, concealed,
and hid, and caused to be misrepresented, concealed, and hidden, the purposes of, and the

acts done in furtherance of, the activity described above.
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IV. THE PATTERN OF RACKETEERING ACTIVITY

84.  The pattern of racketeering activity, as defined in Title 18, United States

Code, Sections 1961(1) and 1961(5), consisted of the following acts:

Racketeering Act 1
(Post Office project)

Defendant EDWARD M. BURKE committed the following acts, any one of which
alone constitutes the commission of Racketeering Act 1.

a. Beginning in or around August 2016, and continuing to on or about

January 18, 2018, at Chicago, in the Northern District of Illinois, Eastern Division, and

elsewhere, EDWARD M. BURKE, defendant herein, committed an act involving
bribery, that is, attempted to commit bribery, in that EDWARD M. BURKE attempted
to solicit and agreed to accept property and personal advantage, namely, fees arising from
the retention of his law firm, Klafter & Burke, pursuant to an | understanding that
EDWARD M. BURKE and Alderman A would improperly influence the performance of
an act related to their employment and function as Aldermen and the employment and
function of other employees of the City of Chicago, namely, acts taken by BURKE,
Alderman A, and other employees of the City of Chicago concerning approvals from
Amtrak, approvals from the City of Chicago Water Department, a Class L designation,
and tax increment financing in connection with the Post Office project, in violation of 720
TLCS 5/33-1(e) and 720 ILCS 5/8-4.

b. Beginning in or around August 2016, and continuing to on or about

January 18, 2018, at Chicago, in the Northern District of Illinois, Eastern Division, and
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elsewhere, EDWARD M. BURKE, defendant herein, committed an act involving
bribery, that is, EDWARD M. BURKE solicited for the performance of an act, namely
acts taken by BURKE concerning approvals from Amtrak, approvals from the City of
Chicago Water Department, a Class L designation, and tax increment financing
concerning the Post Office project, a fee and reward which he knew was not authorized
by law, namely, fees arising from the retention of his law firm, Klafter & Burke, in
violation of 720 ILCS 5/33-3(a)(4).

e On or about June 19, 2017, at approximately 2:08 p.m. (Session
#1368), at Chicago, in the Northern District of Illinois, Eastern Division, and elsewhere,
EDWARD M. BURKE, defendant herein, used a facility in interstate commerce, namely,
a cellular telephone assigned telephone number (312) XXX-4006, with intent to promote,
manége, establish, carry on, and facilitate the promotion, management, establishment
and carrying on of an unlawful activity, namely, a violation of 720 ILCS 5/33-1(e)
(Bribery), 720 ILCS 5/33-3(a)(4) (Official Miéconduct), and 720 ILCS 5/29A-2
(Commercial Bribe Receiving), and thereafter, the defendant did perform and attempt to
perform an act to carry on and facilitate the promotion and carrying on of said unlawful

activity, in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 1952(a)(3) and 2.

d. - On or about June 20, 2017; at Chicago, in the Northern District of -

Illinois, Eastern Division, and elsewhere, EDWARD M. BURKE, defendant herein,
caused the use of a facility in interstate commerce, namely, an email account and
associated communication network operated by the service provider AOL, with intent to

promote, manage, establish, carry on, and facilitate the promotion, management,
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