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The SPECI AL JULY 2000-2 GRAND JURY char ges:
1. At tinmes material to this indictnent:

Ofice of the Secretary of State

A Pur suant to Illinois |aw, including the Illinois
Adm ni strative Code, the Ofice of the Secretary of State (hereinafter “SOS
Ofice”) was entrusted wth conprehensive duties involving notor vehicles,
including licensing drivers, admnistering and enforcing driver safety,
mai ntaining driving records, selling and distributing license plates and
vehicle registration validation stickers, and issuing and naintaining
records of vehicle titles.

B. The Secretary of State, an officer of the State of Illinois
el ected statewi de, was responsible for running the SOS O fice.

C. The SOS O fice perforned its functions through approxi mate-
ly twenty-one (21) departnents, each of which was headed by a Departnent
Director appointed by the Secretary of State. Each Departnent Director was
a nenber of the SOS Ofice Cabinet. The SOS Ofice departnents included,
anong others, the Vehicle Services Departnent, the Drivers Services
Departnent, the Information Systens Services Departnent, the Departnent of
Physi cal Services, and the |Index Departnent.

D. Vehi cl e Services Departnent: The Vehicl e Servi ces



Departnent was responsi ble for, anong other things, the registration, |icen-
sure, and titling of vehicles. Anmong ot her things, the Vehicle Services
Departnent processed vehicle titles, registered vehicles, and issued
| icense plates and vehicle registration validation stickers.

E. Driver Services Departnent: The Driver Services Departnent

was responsi ble for, anong ot her things, adm nistering the i ssuance of auto-

nobi l e and truck drivers’ licenses through over 130 driver’s |license facil -
ities located throughout the State of Illinois.
F. Information Systens Services Departnent: The Information

Systens Services Departnent was responsible for, anong other things, pro-
viding conputer and office automation services to all Departnents in the
SCS O fice.

G Physi cal Services Departnent: The Physi cal Services
Departnent was responsible for, anong other things, the naintenance and
upkeep of certain SOS Ofice buildings, including anong others, certain
buil dings | eased by the SOS Ofice from outside individuals and entities.

H. | ndex Depart nent: The |Index Departnent was responsible
for, anong ot her things, adm ni stering and mai ntaining public records rel at-
ed to the registration, activities and expenditures of |obbyists in the
State of Illinois.

The SCS O fice Contract Award Process

l. In the performance of its lawful functions, the SOS Ofice
awar ded contracts for goods and services to outside entities and individu-
als (hereinafter collectively “outside vendors”). Certain SOS Ofice con-
tracts were awarded to outside vendors based upon a conpetitive bidding
process. As to those contracts for which there was a conpetitive bidding
process, the particular SOS Ofice Departnent seeking to obtain the goods
and services was generally responsible for drafting contract “specifica-
tions” which described, anong other things, the technical requirenents a

bi ddi ng conpany had to neet in order to win the contract.



J. To initiate the conpetitive bidding process for certain SOS
O fice contracts, the contract specifications were forwarded from the SOS
Ofice to the Illinois Departnment of Central Managenent Services (here-
inafter “Central Managenent Services”), a State agency independent fromthe
SOCS O fice that handl ed certain aspects of the conpetitive bidding process
for other State agencies, including the SOS Ofice. After receiving con-
tract specifications fromthe SOS Ofice, Central Mnagenent Services gen-
erally released a request for bids to outside vendors based upon the
requi renments set forth in the SOS Ofice specifications. The outside ven-
dors wishing to bid on a contract had to submt those bids directly to
Central Managenent Services, which in turn would share the bid information
with the SCS O fice. The general practice and procedure of the SOS Ofice
for such contracts was to award a contract to the | owest bidder who net the
contract specifications.

Particular SOS Ofice Contracts

K. The Validation Stickers Contract: The SOS Ofice annually
awarded to an outside vendor a contract to manufacture and print vehicle
registration validation stickers, which were the stickers required to be
affixed to all Illinois license plates to show current vehicle registration
(hereinafter the “validation stickers contract”). The Vehicle Services
Departnent was generally responsible for preparing specifications and,
along with Central Managenent Services, overseeing the conpetitive bidding
process for the validation stickers contract. Up to and including 1991,
the validation stickers contract, which cost the State approximtely
$800, 000 to $1, 200, 000 annual Iy, was held by a conpany hereinafter referred
to as Vendor 1.

L. The Title Lam nates Contract: The SOS O fice annual ly award-
ed to an outside vendor a contract to manufacture and print |am nated strips
to be affixed to vehicle titles for security purposes (hereinafter the

“title lamnates contract”). The Vehicle Services Departnent was general -



ly responsible for preparing the specifications and, along with Centra
Managenent Services, overseeing the conpetitive bidding process for the
title lam nates contract. Up to and including 1991, the title | am nates con-
tract was held by a conpany hereinafter referred to as Vendor 2.

M The Conputer System Contract: The SOS O fice awarded to out-
side vendors contracts to provide conputer and information technol ogy serv-
ices related to SOS O fice functions, including anong other contracts, con-
tracts related to installing and maintaining a nainfrane conputer system
used t hroughout the SOS O fice (hereinafter collectively the “conputer sys-
temcontract”). The Information Systens Services Departnment was generally
responsi ble for preparing the specifications and overseeing the conpetitive
bi ddi ng process for the conputer system contract and other conputer-relat-
ed SOS Ofice contracts. Up to approximately 1996, a conpany herein
referred to as Vendor 3 held the conputer systemcontract, after which that

contract was awarded to a conpany hereinafter referred to as Vendor 4.

N. The Digital Licensing Contract: |In approximately 1996, the
SOS O fice began an initiative to switch to a digital licensing system
t hrough which all State of Illinois autonobile and truck drivers’ |icenses

woul d be created and nmintained through digital technol ogy. The Drivers
Servi ces Departnent was generally responsible for preparing the specifica-
tions and overseeing the conpetitive bidding process related to awarding a
contract for digital |icensing services. In approxi mately June 1997, the
SOCS O fice awarded the conpany hereinafter referred to as Vendor 5 with the
contract to provide digital licensing and rel ated services for the State of
[1linois through approximately 2004 (hereinafter the “digital |icensing
contract”).

SCS O fice Leases

O In addition to the award of contracts to outside vendors as
descri bed above, the SOS Ofice awarded | eases of real property, including

certain buildings owned by outside individuals and entities. The Physical



Services Departnent was responsible for overseeing the naintenance and
upkeep related to particular SOS Ofice | eases.
Def endant

P. Def endant LAWRENCE E. WARNER owned and operated several
busi nesses out of an office space at 3101 N Western Avenue in Chicago,
[l1linois, including anong other businesses: a fire insurance adjustnent
busi ness called Lash Warner & Associates; a construction maintenance and
supervi sion business called Econony Building & Mintenance; and two ot her
conpani es cal |l ed Nati onal Consulting Conpany and Orega Consul ti ng Group Ltd.
Def endant WARNER nmai nt ai ned and control | ed, anong ot her financial accounts,
checki ng accounts for National Consulting Conpany and Orega Consul ti ng G oup
Ltd. at North Community Bank, a donestic financial institution.

Q From about January 1991 through January 1999, defendant
WARNER, with the know edge, consent and authorization of one or nore high-
ranking SOS O fice officials, directly and substantially participated in
the affairs of the SOS Ofice, including at various tines, acting as an
agent for the SOS O fice and as a decision maker regarding certain official
SCS Office matters.

R From about January 1991 through January 1999, defendant
WARNER directly and substantially participated in, anong other things, the
followng official SOS Ofice matters: attending internal SOS Ofice neet-
ings, including policy neetings and one or nore staff retreats; directing
and advising SOS Ofice personnel, including one or nore Departnent
Directors, regarding matters related to the award of SOS Ofice contracts
to outside vendors; determning the content of official SOS Ofice docu-
ments and commruni cations, including specifications related to one or nore
SOS Ofice contracts with outside vendors; and directing and advising SOS
O fice personnel, including Departnent Directors, regarding matters rel at-
ed to the issuance of SOS O fice |eases.

G her 1 ndividual s




S. Donal d Udstuen: Donald Udstuen was the Associate Executive
Adm nistrator for the Illinois State Medical Society, an entity that, anong
ot her things, conducted |obbying activities for nedical professionals in
the State of Illinois. As such, Udstuen was at various tines registered as
a |l obbyist with the SOS O fice |Index Departnent. From 1991 through on or
about April 30, 2002, Udstuen was also the Chief Operating Oficer for the
I1linois State Medical |nsurance Exchange.

T. Alan A. Drazek: Alan A Drazek owned and operated a conpany
cal l ed Anerican Managenent Resources.

Applicable Duties, Laws, Policies and Procedures

Personal Duties and Obligations

u. The Secretary of State was a Constitutional Oficer and as
such, at the outset of each term was required to take an oath of Ofice
to support the Constitution of the United States, and the Constitution of
the State of Illinois, and to faithfully discharge the duties of the SOS
Ofice to the best of his abilities. In discharging their public duties,

officers, enployees, and agents of the Secretary of State’s Ofice owed a

duty of honest services to the people of the State of Illinois, the State
of Illinois, and the SOS Ofice in the performance of their public duties.
Pursuant to Article VIII, Section 1(a) of the Constitution of the State of

I1linois, public funds, property and credit could be used only for public
pur poses.

V. By virtue of his direct and substantial participation in SOS
Ofice affairs as described in subparagraphs Q R above, defendant LAWRENCE
E. WARNER, when acting as an agent and deci sion naker on behalf of the SOS
Ofice, owed a duty of honest services to the people of the State of
Il'linois, the State of Illinois, and the SOS Ofi ce.

Federal Law. Extortion, Ml Fraud, and Mney Laundering

W There was in force and effect a federal statute, Title 18,

United States Code, Section 1951, which prohibited extortion and attenpted



extortion affecting commerce either under color of official right or through
the wongful use of actual or threatened fear of econom c harm or both;

X. There were in force and effect federal statutes, Title 18,
United States Code, Sections 1341 and 1346, which prohibited use of the
mails in furtherance of a schene to defraud any person or entity of the
intangi ble right to honest services or a schene to obtain noney or proper-
ty by neans of materially false and fraudul ent pretenses, m srepresenta-
tions, and prom ses.

Y. There was in force and effect a federal statute, Title 18,
United States Code, Section 1956(a)(1)(B)(i), which prohibited conducting
or attenpting to conduct a financial transaction involving the proceeds of
speci fied unlawful activity knowi ng that the property involved in the trans-
action represented the proceeds of sonme formof unlawful activity and know
ing that the transaction was designed in whole or in part to conceal or
di sgui se the nature, the location, the source, the ownership, or the con-

trol of the proceeds of the specified unlawful activity.

The Illinois Lobbyist Registration Law
Z. In or about August 1993, the Illinois Legislature passed a
statute, 25 Illinois Conpiled Statutes 170/ 1-12 (hereinafter the “Lobbyi st

Regi stration Act”), which becane effective in or about January 1994, and
whi ch required the foll owi ng persons to register with the SOS Ofice as | ob-
byists: “(1) Any person who, for conpensation or otherw se, either indi-
vidual |y or as an enpl oyee or contractual enpl oyee of another person, under-
takes to influence executive, legislative or admnistrative action”; and
“(2) Any person who enpl oys another person for the purposes of influencing
executive, legislative or admnistrative action.”

AA.  Under the express terns of the Lobbyist Registration Act,
the term*“influencing” was defined as “any conmuni cati on, action, reportable
expenditure as described in Section 6 or other neans used to pronote, sup-

port, affect, nodify, oppose or delay any executive, legislative or adm n-



istrative action or to pronote goodwill with officials as defined in sub-
section (c).”

BB. Under the express terns of the Lobbyist Registration Act,
the term “official” included the Secretary of State, the SOS O fice Chief
of Staff, and SCS O fice Cabinet nenbers, including Departnent Directors,
Assistant Directors, and Chief Legal Counsel or GCeneral Counsel

CC. Under the express terns of the Lobbyist Registration Act,
the term “executive action” included: “the proposal, drafting, devel opnent,
consi deration, anendnent, adoption, approval, promulgation, issuance, nod-
ification, rejection or postponenent by a State entity of a rule, regula-
tion, order, decision, determ nation, contractual arrangenent, purchasing

agreenent or other quasi-legislative or quasi-judicial action or proceed-

i ng.
THE WARNER- SOS OFFI CE ENTERPRI SE

2. At tinmes material to this indictnent, defendant LAWRENCE E. WARN-
ER, National Consulting Conpany, Omega Consulting G oup Ltd, Donal d Udstuen,
the SOS O fice, and others known and unknown were associated in fact and
constituted an “enterprise” (hereinafter the “WARNER-SOS Office
Enterprise”) as that term is defined in Title 18, United States Code,
Section 1961(4), which was engaged in, and the activities of which affect-
ed, interstate conmerce.

OBJECTI VE OF THE DEFENDANT

3. It was the objective of defendant WARNER to inproperly and unl aw
fully use the SOS Ofice for the personal and pecuniary benefit of defen-

dant WARNER, Donal d Udstuen, and others known and unknown to the Gand Jury.

THE RACKETEERI NG VI O ATl ON

4. Beginning no later than 1991 and continuing through at | east 1999,
in Chicago and other locations in the Northern District of Illinois, as well

as Springfield, Illinois and el sewhere:



LAWRENCE E. WARNER,

def endant herein, Donald Udstuen and ot hers known and unknown to the G and
Jury, being persons enployed by and associated with the WARNER-SOS O fice
Enterprise, which enterprise was engaged in, and the activities of which
affected, interstate commerce, unlawfully and know ngly conducted and par-
ticipated, directly and indirectly, in the conduct of the affairs of that
enterprise through a pattern of racketeering activity, that is, through the
comm ssion of two or nore racketeering acts as set forth in Paragraph 66
bel ow

MVEANS AND NMETHODS

5. As further detailed in paragraphs 6-65 bel ow, the neans and net h-
ods used by defendant WARNER and others in conducting the affairs of the
enterprise included the follow ng conduct:

(a) multiple acts of extortion and attenpts to extort related to
one or nore SOS Ofice contracts, in violation of Title 18, United States
Code, Section 1951,

(b) defrauding the people of the State of Illinois, the State of
[1linois, and the SOS Ofice of noney, property and their intangible right
to the honest services of officials, agents and enpl oyees of the SOS Ofice
in connection with the award of SOS Office contracts, |eases and other offi-
cial acts, and in furtherance thereof, using the United States mail, in vio-
lation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 1341 and 1346; and

(c) multiple acts of noney laundering, in violation of Title 18,
United States Code, Section 1956(a)(1)(B)(i).

Def endant’ s Schene To Defraud

6. Begi nning no later than 1991 and continuing to at |east 1999, at
Chi cago and el sewhere in the Northern District of Illinois, and Springfield
and el sewhere in the Central D strict of Illinois, defendant LAWRENCE E.

WARNER, together with Donald Udstuen and others known and unknown to the



Grand Jury, devised and intended to devise, and participated in, a schene
and artifice to defraud the people of the State of Illinois, the State of
I1linois and the SOS Ofice of the intangible right to the honest services
of agents, officials, and enployees of the SOS Ofice, including a high-
ranking SOS Ofice official hereinafter referred to as SOS Oficial A and
def endant WARNER, and of noney and property by neans of materially false
and fraudul ent pretenses, representations, and prom ses and by actions of
conceal nent and protection of the schenme, and in furtherance thereof used
the United States mails, which schene is further described in the foll ow
i ng paragraphs.

7. It was part of the schene that in about early 1991, defendant
WARNER and Donald Udstuen discussed WARNER s plan and intention to nake
noney from one or nore outside vendors doing business with the SOS Ofi ce.

8. It was further part of the schene that in about early 1991, defen-
dant WARNER advi sed Donal d Udstuen that, with the know edge and concurrence
of SOS O ficial A, WARNER woul d provide Udstuen with one-third of the pro-
ceeds that WARNER obtai ned fromcertain outside vendors doing business with
the SCS O fice.

9. It was further part of the schene that in about early 1991, defen-
dant WARNER advi sed Donal d Udstuen that WARNER woul d provide SOS Oficia
A with a portion of the proceeds that WARNER obt ai ned from outside vendors
doi ng business with the SOS Ofice.

10. It was further part of the schene that in about early 1991, defen-
dant WARNER and Donal d Udstuen agreed that in order to conceal the flow of
proceeds from WARNER to Udstuen related to the SOS Ofice outside vendors,
def endant WARNER woul d cause checks to be witten to Alan Drazek’s conpa-
ny, American Managenent Resources. Udstuen and Drazek further agreed that
Drazek woul d provide a portion of those proceeds back to Udstuen in cash.

11. It was further part of the schene that from approxi mtely 1991

through at |east 1999, defendant WARNER provi ded noney, property and ot her



things of value to SOS Oficial A others at SOS Oficial A's direction

and other SOS O fice officials and enployees to influence and reward SOS
Ofice officials, enployees, and agents in the performance of their offi-
cial duties.

Conduct Related to Vendor 1

A The Validation Stickers Contract

12. It was further part of the schene that in about early 1991, defen-
dant WARNER, through his association with the WARNER-SOS O'fice Enterpri se,
| earned that the SOS Ofice contract specifications for the validation
stickers contract included the requirenment of a feature known as the “netal -
lic security mark,” which feature was a product created and manufactured by
Vendor 1 and had the effect of substantially guaranteeing the award of the
val idation stickers contract to Vendor 1, which had held that contract since
approxi mately 1986.

13. It was further part of the schene that in about July 1991, defen-
dant WARNER nmade an unsolicited contact with an enployee of Vendor 1,
referred to herein as Enployee 1-A and indicated that in exchange for pay-
ment of $2,000 per nonth, WARNER woul d ensure that the “netallic security
mar k” requi renent would remain in the specifications for the SOS Ofice val -
idation stickers contract. WARNER further indicated to Enployee 1-A that
if Vendor 1 did not pay WARNER $2, 000 per nonth, the specifications |ikely
woul d change and Vendor 1 would |ose the validation stickers contract. As
a result of defendant’s statenents and out of fear that Vendor 1 m ght oth-
erwi se lose the validation stickers contract, Enployee 1-A authorized the
payment of $2,000 per nonth to defendant WARNER.

14. It was further part of the schene that in about July 1991, defen-
dant WARNER directed a senior SOS O fice official, referred to herein as
SCS Oficial B, that the Vehicle Services Departnent was to continue doi ng
busi ness with Vendor 1

15. It was further part of the schene that in about July 1991, defen-



dant WARNER directed SOS Oficial B to neet with WARNER i n Chi cago and pro-
vide WARNER with information, docunents and materials not generally avail -
able to the public, including anong other things, internal SOCS O fice doc-
unents, draft contract specifications, and sanples of outside vendor nate-
rials.

16. It was further part of the schene that from approximately July
1991 through Decenber 1993, defendant WARNER repeatedly threatened enpl oy-
ees of Vendor 1, including Enployee 1-A that if Vendor 1 did not contin-
ue to tinely pay defendant’s nonthly fee, Vendor 1 would | ose the SOS O fice
val idation stickers contract.

17. 1t was further part of the schene that on one or nore occasions
between July 1991 and Novenber 1992, defendant WARNER fal sely and fraudu-
lently told Enployee 1-A that Vendor 1's principal conpetitor, Vendor 2,
had offered to pay defendant WARNER a fee substantially higher than $2, 000
per nonth related to the validation stickers contract, when in fact as
defendant then and there well knew, Vendor 2 had made no such offer.

18. It was further part of the schene that in about Novenber 1992,
def endant WARNER' s nonthly fee from Vendor 1 was increased from $2,000 to
$3, 000 per nonth.

19. It was further part of the schene that in approximately Sunmer
1993, after an enployee of the Vehicle Services Departnent had conducted
research and analysis and a conmttee consisting of approximtely seven
Vehi cl e Services Departnent enployees unaninously had recommended to SOS
Oficial B that the “netallic security mark” requirenent be renoved from
the specifications for the validation stickers contract, and after SOS
Oficial B, acting on the commttee’s unani nbus recomendati on, had caused
the “netallic security mark” requirenment to be renoved from the specifica-
tions and the nodified specifications to be forwarded to Central Managenent
Services for initiation of the conpetitive bidding process, defendant WARN

ER directed SCS Oficial B to put back into the specifications the require-



ment for the “netallic security mark.”

20. It was further part of the schene that after SOS Oficial B
expressed concern regarding changing back the specifications, defendant
WARNER caused SOS Oficial A to intervene and direct SOS Oficial B to
change the specifications back to include the “netallic security mark.”

21. It was further part of the schene that in about early 1994, after
Vendor 1 had been purchased by another individual and thus changed owner-
shi p, defendant WARNER t hreatened enpl oyees of Vendor 1, including anong
ot hers, enployees referred to herein as Enpl oyee 1-B and Enpl oyee 1-C, that
if Vendor 1 did not pay defendant $5,000 per nonth, Vendor 1 would |ose the
SCS Office validation stickers contract. As a result of defendant WARNER s
demand and out of fear that Vendor 1 mght otherwise |ose the validation
stickers contract, Enployee 1-C authorized the paynent of $5,000 per nonth
to defendant WARNER

22. It was further part of the schene that in about Septenber 1998,
after Vendor 1 had been purchased by another individual, referred to here-
in as Enployee 1-D, and thus again changed ownership, defendant WARNER
threatened Enployee 1-D that if Vendor 1 did not pay defendant $25, 000
related to previously unpaid nonthly fees and further agree to pay defen-
dant $8,000 per nonth in the future, Vendor 1 would |ose the validation
stickers contract. As a result of defendant WARNER s threats and out of
fear that Vendor 1 mght otherwi se |ose the validation stickers contract,
Enpl oyee 1-D offered to pay defendant WARNER $5, 000, after which defendant
WARNER term nated his comrunications and relationship with Vendor 1

23. It was further part of the schene that between about 1991 and
1998, defendant WARNER received approximately $332,000 in revenues from
Vendor 1 related to the validation stickers contract, which revenues were
deposited in the account of National Consulting Conpany at North Conmunity

Bank.
Paynents to Udstuen and Drazek related to the validation stickers con-

tract




24. It was further part of the schene that from approximately August
1991 through 1998, defendant WARNER pai d Donal d Udstuen approximately one-
third of the proceeds received from Vendor 1 in connection with the vali-
dation stickers contract.

25. It was further part of the schene that in order to conceal the
flow of unlawful proceeds from defendant WARNER to Donal d Udstuen rel ated
to the validation stickers contract, defendant WARNER caused Nati onal
Consul ting Conpany checks to be witten to Al an Drazek’s conpany, Anerican
Managenent Resources, which checks were then sent to Udstuen’s honme and sub-
sequently provided to Drazek for negotiation.

26. It was further part of the schene that Al an Drazek deposited the
Nat i onal Consulti ng Conpany checks from WARNER i nto one or nore accounts of
Ameri can Managenent Resources, and thereafter provided Donald Udstuen wth
a portion of the proceeds in cash and kept a portion of the proceeds for
hi nsel f.

27. It was further part of the schene that from approximtely 1994
through at |east 1998, defendant WARNER, Donald Udstuen and others know
ingly and intentionally failed to file | obbyist registration statenents and
related materials, as required by State law, with regard to incone and
activities related to Vendor 1, and otherwi se omtted from | obbyi st regis-
tration statenents filed with the SOS Ofice |Index Departnent any inforna-
tion related to the validation stickers contract and Vendor 1.

B. The Title Lam nates Contract

28. It was further part of the schene that in about August 1991,
def endant WARNER tol d Enpl oyee 1-A that in exchange for $67,000, defendant
woul d help cause the SOS Ofice title lamnates contract, then held by
Vendor 2, to be awarded to Vendor 1. Based upon defendant’s statenents,
Enpl oyee 1-A authorized the paynent of $67,000, in the formof two $33, 500
checks, to defendant WARNER



29. It was further part of the schene that in about August 1991
def endant WARNER caused SOS O ficial B to provide defendant with materials
not available to the general public including sanples of title |amnates
produced by Vendor 2 and draft SOS Ofice specifications related to the
title lam nates contract.

30. It was further part of the schene that in about Septenber 1991
def endant WARNER caused SOS Oficial B to delay the release by Central
Managenent Services of the title | am nates specifications and thereby del ay
the conpetitive bidding process for the title |am nates contract, and fur-
ther to retrieve the title lamnates specifications back from Centra
Managenent Services so that changes could be nmade to benefit Vendor 1's
ability to successfully bid on the title |lam nates contract.

31. It was further part of the schene that in about Septenber 1991
in order to conceal the schene, defendant WARNER and Donal d Udstuen cau-
tioned SCS O ficial B not to make the advantage to Vendor 1 appear bl atant
in making changes to the title |lam nates specifications, after which, in

approxi mately 1992, Vendor 1 was awarded the title |am nates contract.
Paynents to Udstuen and Drazek related to the title | am nates contract

32. It was further part of the schene that beginning in approxinate-
ly late 1991, defendant WARNER pai d Donal d Udstuen approximtely one-third
of defendant’s proceeds from Vendor 1 related to the title |amnates con-
tract.

33. It was further part of the schene that in order to conceal the
flow of unlawful proceeds from defendant WARNER to Donal d Udstuen rel ated
tothe title |lam nates contract, defendant WARNER caused Nati onal Consulting
Conmpany checks to be witten to Alan Drazek’s conpany, Anerican Managenent
Resources, which checks were then sent to Udstuen’s home and subsequently
provided to Drazek for negotiation.

34. It was further part of the schene that Al an Drazek deposited the

Nati onal Consulting Conpany checks from defendant WARNER into one or nore



accounts of Anerican Managenent Resources, and thereafter provided Donald
Udstuen with a portion of the proceeds in cash and kept a portion of the

proceeds for hinself.

Conduct Rel ated to Vendor 4

C. The Conputer System Contract

35. It was further part of the schene that in approximtely March
1993, defendant WARNER entered a witten |obbying contract with Vendor 4
under which Vendor 4 agreed to pay WARNER a percentage of all revenues
recei ved by Vendor 4 in connection with SOS Ofice contracts.

36. It was further part of the schene that from about 1993 through
1998, defendant WARNER used his authority and influence as an SOS Ofice
agent and decision nmaker to help cause Vendor 4 to be awarded SOS O fice
contracts related to conputer services, including anong others the conput-
er system contract.

37. It was further part of the schene that between 1993 and at | east
1999, defendant WARNER recei ved approxi mately $991, 000 in revenues rel ated
to the conputer system contract and other SOS Ofice contracts awarded to
Vendor 4, which revenues were deposited in the account of Orega Consulting

G oup Ltd. at North Comrunity Bank.
Paynments to Udstuen and Drazek related to the conputer system contract

38. It was further part of the schenme that from approxi mately 1993
until at | east 1998, defendant WARNER pai d Donal d Udst uen approxi nately one-
third of defendant’s proceeds from Vendor 4 related to the conputer system
contract and other SOS Ofice contracts awarded to Vendor 4.

39. It was further part of the schenme that in order to conceal the
flow of unlawful proceeds from defendant WARNER to Donal d Udstuen rel ated
to the conputer system contract and other contracts awarded to Vendor 4,
def endant WARNER caused Orega Consulting Goup Ltd. checks to be witten to

Al an Drazek’ s conpany, Anerican Managenent Resources, which checks were then



sent to Udstuen’s hone and subsequently provided to Drazek for negotiation.

40. It was further part of the schene that Al an Drazek deposited the
Onmega Consulting Goup Ltd. checks from defendant WARNER into one or nore
accounts of Anerican Managenent Resources, and thereafter provided Donald
Udstuen with a portion of the proceeds from those checks in cash and kept
a portion of the proceeds for hinself.

41. It was further part of the schene that in order to conceal the
schene, between approximately Novenber 1995 and June 1999, defendant WARN-
ER made cash w thdrawal s, anong ot her cash wi thdrawal s and financial trans-
actions, totaling approximtely $120,000 in anpounts |ess than $10,000 from
the Omega Consulting Goup Ltd. account at North Conmmunity Bank.

42. It was further part of the schene that in about Decenber 1994,
after Vendor 4 advi sed defendant WARNER of WARNER s obligation to file | ob-
byist registration statenents and reports related to his activities on
behal f of Vendor 4 as required by the Illinois Lobbyist Registration Act,
def endant WARNER initially refused to file such statenents and reports.

43. It was further part of the schene that on or about January 23,
1995, Vendor 4 and defendant WARNER entered a further witten agreenent
wherei n def endant WARNER agreed to file |obbyist registration statenents
and reports related to his activities on behalf of Vendor 4, and Vendor 4
agreed to pay defendant WARNER a nonthly fee in addition to his percentage
comm ssion related to all SOS Ofice contracts awarded to Vendor 4.

44, It was further part of the schene that from about January 1995
through at |east 1999, defendant WARNER caused | obbyi st regi stration state-
ments and reports for Omega Consulting Goup Ltd. to be filed with the SOS
O fice Index Departnent related to Vendor 4, in which statenents and reports
def endant WARNER knowi ngly and intentionally omtted the involvenent and
financial interest of Donald Udstuen and others related to the SOS Ofice
contracts awarded to Vendor 4.

Conduct Related to the SOS Ofice Leases




D. The 17 N. State Lease

45, It was further part of the schenme that in approximately April
1991, defendant WARNER contacted an individual associated with a building
at 17 N. State Street in Chicago, Illinois (hereinafter “Property Manager
1”) and told Property Manager 1 that WARNER was acting as a broker on behal f
of the SOS Ofice with regard to a prospective SCS Ofice | ease for use and
occupancy of that buil ding.

46. It was further part of the schene that in about April 1991, defen-
dant WARNER caused a contract to be entered into with Property Mnager 1
giving WARNER a 6% conm ssion interest in any SOS Ofice |ease entered
related to the 17 N. State Street building (hereinafter the “conmm ssion con-
tract”).

47. It was further part of the schene that defendant WARNER conceal ed
his financial interest in the conm ssion contract with Property Mnager 1
by omtting his name from the comm ssion contract and causing the conm s-
sion contract to be executed by a third party nom nee who ot herw se had no
dealings with Property Manager 1 related to the 17 North State Street buil d-
i ng.

48. It was further part of the schene that defendant WARNER and ot h-
ers hel ped cause the SOS Ofice to enter, on or about COctober 22, 1991, a
Ssi x-year | ease for use and occupancy of the building at 17 N. State Street
in Chicago (hereinafter “the 17 N. State Lease”).

49. It was further part of the schene that between approximtely
Cctober 1991 and at |east February 1994, defendant WARNER recei ved appr ox-

imately $233,550 in conmm ssion paynents related to the 17 N. State Lease.

E. The Bel | wood Lease
50. It was further part of the schene that in approximately 1992,
def endant WARNER contacted a senior official from the Physical Services

Departnent, referred to herein as SOS Oficial C, and advised SCS Oficial



Cthat the SOS Ofice had identified a building at 405 N. Mannhei m Road in
Bel | wod, Illinois for potential official SOS Ofice use.

51. It was further part of the schenme that on or about OCctober 15,
1992, for the purpose of |easing the property to the SOS Ofice and prof-
iting therefrom defendant WARNER obtained an ownership interest in the
building at 405 N. Mannheim Road in Bellwood, Illinois, while concealing
his ownership interest in the building through the use of a third party nom
i nee as purchaser of the Bellwod property.

52. It was further part of the schene that defendant WARNER and ot h-
ers hel ped cause the SOS Ofice to enter, on or about Decenber 15, 1992, a
five-year |ease for use and occupancy of the building at 405 N Mannhei m
Road in Bellwod (hereinafter “the Bellwood Lease”).

53. It was further part of the schene that defendant WARNER s i nvol ve-
ment with and financial interest in the Bellwod Lease were nowhere reflect-
ed in the Lease or related publicly avail able materi al s.

54. It was further part of the schene that between approximately
Decenber 1992 and the present, defendant WARNER received approxinmately
$171,000 in profit related to the Bell wod Lease.

F. The Joliet Lease

55. It was further part of the schene that in approximately early
1994, after SOS Oficial A instructed another senior SOS Ofice official
referred to herein as SOS Oficial D, to contact defendant WARNER to help
| ocate a building for the purpose of a new SOS Ofice | ease, defendant WARN
ER arranged for SOS Oficial D to inspect a building at 605 Maple Road in
Joliet, Illinois.

56. It was further part of the schenme that on or about OCctober 31,
1994, for the purpose of |easing the property to the SOS O fice and prof-
iting therefrom defendant WARNER obtai ned a substantial ownership inter-
est in the building at 605 Maple Road in Joliet, Illinois, while conceal -

ing his ownership interest in the building through the use of a third party



nom nee as purchaser of the Joliet property.

57. It was further part of the schene that defendant WARNER and ot h-
ers hel ped cause the SOS Ofice to enter, on or about January 1, 1995, a
four-year |ease for use and occupancy of the building at 605 Maple Road in
Joliet (hereinafter “the Joliet Lease”).

58. It was further part of the schene that defendant WARNER s i nvol ve-
ment wth and financial interest in the Joliet Lease were nowhere reflect-
ed in the Lease or related publicly avail able materi al s.

59. It was further part of the schene that between approximtely
January 1995 and the present, defendant WARNER received approximtely
$387,500 in profit related to the Joliet Lease.

Conduct Related to Vendor 5

G The Digital Licensing Contract

60. In approximately 1996, the SOS Ofice began an initiative to
swwtch to a digital licensing system It was further part of the schene
that in about August 1996, defendant WARNER | earned information not gener-
ally available to the public that certain prospective vendors, including
anong ot hers, Vendor 5, had nmade presentations to SOS Ofice staff and offi -
cials, including SOS O ficial A and other senior officials, regarding those
respective vendors’ digital licensing technologies, and that defendant
WARNER, after learning this information, contacted one or nore senior SOS
Ofice officials regarding the digital licensing initiative and presenta-
tions.

61. It was further part of the schene that, after conferring with one
or nore senior SOS Ofice officials regarding the digital licensing ini-

tiative and presentations, defendant WARNER entered a contract to assist

Vendor 5 in its efforts to obtain the digital |icensing contract with the
SCSs O fice.
62. It was further part of the schenme that in order to conceal his

i nvol venent, defendant WARNER caused his name to be excluded fromthe ini-



tial contract for defendant’s services on behalf of Vendor 5, and instead
the contract was entered between Vendor 5 and an individual referred to
herein as Individual 1.

63. It was further part of the schene that under the terns of the con-
tract wth Vendor 5, defendant WARNER and Individual 1 were to receive a
comm ssion of 5% of all revenues received by Vendor 5 in connection with
the digital |icensing contract.

64. It was further part of the schene that between approxinmately 1998
and the present, defendant WARNER received approxinmately $677,000 in rev-
enues related to the digital licensing contract, which contract was award-
ed to Vendor 5 on or about June 2, 1997.

65. It was further part of the schene that from approximately August
1996 through the present, in order to conceal his involvenent, defendant
WARNER knowi ngly and intentionally failed to file |obbyist registration
statenents and reports, as required by State law, regarding incone and
activities related to Vendor 5, and otherwise omtted from | obbyi st regis-
tration statenents filed with the SOS Ofice |Index Departnent any inforna-
tion reflecting defendant’s involvenent with and financial interest in the
digital licensing contract.

THE PATTERN OF RACKETEERI NG ACTIVITY

66. The pattern of racketeering activity, as defined in Title 18,
United States Code, Sections 1961(1) and 1961(5), consisted of the follow
ing acts:

Racketeering Acts 1-3: Extortion, Ml Fraud, and Money Laundering
related to the validation stickers contract

Racket eeri ng Act #1

Def endant WARNER committed the acts set forth in subparagraphs (a),
(b), and (c) below, which relate to the conduct nore fully described in
par agr aphs 6-27 above, and any one of which alone constitutes the comm s-

sion of Racketeering Act #1:



(a) From in or about July 1991 and continuing until in or about
Decenber 1993, in Chicago, in the Northern District of Illinois, Eastern
Di vi sion, and el sewhere,

LAVWRENCE E. WARNER,
def endant herein, commtted and attenpted to commt extortion, which extor-
tion obstructed, delayed and affected conmmerce, by know ngly obtaining and
attenpting to obtain property in the form of paynents from Vendor 1 under
the color of official right and induced by the wongful use of actual and
t hreatened fear of econom c harm

In violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 1951 and 2.

(b) On or about March 16, 1992, at Chicago, in the Northern District
of Illinois, Eastern Division, and Springfield, Illinois,

_ LAWRENCE E. WARNER, _ _
def endant herein, for the purpose of executing the aforesaid schene, and

attenpting to do so, did knowi ngly cause to be delivered by mail according
to the direction thereon an envel ope containing a State of Illinois check
in the amount of $232,888 relating to the SOS O fice validation stickers
contract and addressed to:

Vendor 1

Chicago, Illinois

In violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 1341, 1346 and

(c) On or about Decenber 12, 1991, in the Northern D strict of
[I'linois, Eastern Division, and el sewhere,
LAVRENCE E. WARNER,
def endant herein, know ngly conducted and attenpted to conduct a financial
transaction affecting interstate conmerce, when defendant caused a Nationa
Consul ti ng Conpany check to be issued, nmade payable to Anerican Managenent
Resources, on North Community Bank account nunber 1403880, in the anount of
$666. 67, which financial transaction involved the proceeds of specified
unl awful activity, nanely, acts and activities constituting mail fraud, in

violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 1341 and 1346, and



extortion, in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section 1951,
related to the SOS Ofice validation stickers contract, knowi ng that the
transacti on was designed in whole and in part to conceal the nature, source,
and ownership of the proceeds of said specified unlawful activity, and while
conducting and attenpting to conduct said financial transaction, knew that
the property involved in the financial transaction represented the proceeds
of sonme form of unlawful activity,

In violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 1956(a)(1)(B)(i)
and 2.

Racket eering Act #2

Def endant WARNER committed the acts set forth in subparagraphs
(a), (b), and (c) below, which relate to the conduct nore fully described
i n paragraphs 6-27 above, and any one of which alone constitutes the com
m ssion of Racketeering Act #2:

(a) Fromin or about January 1994 and continuing until in or about
August 1998, in Chicago, in the Northern District of Illinois, Eastern
Di vi sion, and el sewhere,

LAVWRENCE E. WARNER,
def endant herein, commtted and attenpted to commt extortion, which extor-
tion obstructed, delayed and affected conmmerce, by know ngly obtaining and
attenpting to obtain property in the form of paynents from Vendor 1 under
the color of official right and induced by the wongful use of actual and
t hreatened fear of econom c harm

In violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 1951 and 2.

(b) On or about April 20, 1998, at Chicago, in the Northern D strict
of Illinois, Eastern Division, and Springfield, Illinois,

LAVWRENCE E. WARNER,
def endant herein, for the purpose of executing the aforesaid schene, and
attenpting to do so, did knowi ngly cause to be delivered by mail according
to the direction thereon an envel ope containing a State of Illinois check

in the anmount of $298,115.18 relating to the SOS O fice validation stick-
ers contract and addressed to:



Vendor 1
Chicago, Illinois

In violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 1341, 1346 and

(c) On or about June 9, 1995, in the Northern District of Illinois,

Eastern Division, and el sewhere,
LAVWRENCE E. WARNER,

def endant herein, know ngly conducted and attenpted to conduct a financi al
transaction affecting interstate commerce, when defendant caused a Nati ona
Consul ti ng Conpany check to be issued, nade payable to Anerican Managenent
Resources, on North Community Bank account nunber 1403880, in the anount of
$1, 666. 67, which financial transaction involved the proceeds of specified
unlawful activity, nanmely, acts and activities constituting mail fraud, in
violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 1341 and 1346, and
extortion, in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section 1951,
related to the SOS Ofice validation stickers contract, knowi ng that the
transacti on was designed in whole and in part to conceal the nature, source,
and ownership of the proceeds of said specified unlawful activity, and while
conducting and attenpting to conduct said financial transaction, knew that
the property involved in the financial transaction represented the proceeds
of sonme form of unlawful activity,

In violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 1956(a)(1)(B)(i)
and 2.

Racket eering Act #3

Def endant WARNER comm tted the foll owi ng act, which relates to the con-
duct nore fully described in paragraphs 6-27 above and which constitutes
Racket eeri ng Act #3:

In about Septenber 1998, in Chicago, in the Northern D strict of
Il'linois, Eastern Division, and el sewhere,

LAWRENCE E. WARNER,



def endant herein, attenpted to conmmt extortion, which extortion obstruct-
ed, delayed and affected commerce, by knowingly attenpting to obtain prop-
erty in the formof paynents from Vendor 1 under the color of official right
and i nduced by the wongful use of actual and threatened fear of economc
har m

In violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 1951 and 2.

Racketeering Act 4: Ml Fraud and Money Laundering related to the
title lam nates contract

Racket eeri ng Act #4

Def endant WARNER committed the acts set forth in subparagraphs

(a) and (b) bel ow, which relate to the conduct nore fully described in para-
graphs 6-11 and 28-34 above, and either one of which alone constitutes the
commi ssi on of Racketeering Act #4:

On or about Septenber 25, 1991, at Chicago, in the Northern District
of Illinois, Eastern Division, and el sewhere,

LAWRENCE E. WARNER,

def endant herein, for the purpose of executing the aforesaid schene, and
attenpting to do so, did knowi ngly cause to be delivered by mail according
to the direction thereon an envelope containing a National Consulting
Conpany check in the anobunt of $11,166.66 relating to the SOS Ofice title
| am nates contract and addressed to Donald Udstuen at his hone address,

In violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 1341, 1346 and

(b) On or about Septenmber 25, 1991, in the Northern District of
[I'linois, Eastern Division, and el sewhere,

LAWRENCE E. WARNER,



def endant herein, know ngly conducted and attenpted to conduct a financi al
transaction affecting interstate commerce, when defendant caused a Nati ona
Consul ting Conpany check to be issued, nade payable to Anerican Managenent
Resources, on North Community Bank account nunber 1403880, in the anount of
$11, 166. 66, which financial transaction involved the proceeds of specified
unlawful activity, nanmely, acts and activities constituting mail fraud, in
violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 1341 and 1346, and
extortion, in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section 1951,
related to the SCS Ofice title |lam nates contract, know ng that the trans-
action was designed in whole and in part to conceal the nature, source, and
ownership of the proceeds of said specified unlawful activity, and while
conducting and attenpting to conduct said financial transaction, knew that
the property involved in the financial transaction represented the proceeds
of sonme form of unlawful activity,

In violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 1956(a)(1)(B)(i)

and 2.
Racketeering Act 5. Mail Fraud and Money Laundering related to the com

puter system contract and other SOS O fice conputer-related contracts

Racket eeri ng Act #5

Def endant WARNER committed the acts set forth in subparagraphs
(a) and (b) below, which relate to the conduct nore fully described in para-
graphs 6-11 and 35-44 above, and either one of which alone constitutes the
conmmi ssi on of Racketeering Act #5:
(a) On or about July 25, 1997, at Chicago, in the Northern District
of Illinois, Eastern Division, and el sewhere,
LAWRENCE E. WARNER,
def endant herein, for the purpose of executing the aforesaid schene, and
attenpting to do so, did knowi ngly cause to be delivered by mail according
to the direction thereon an envel ope containing a check from Vendor 4 in

t he anobunt of $130,359.31 relating to the conputer systemcontract and ot her



SOCs O fice conputer-related contracts, and addressed to:
Orega Consul ting

3101 N. Western Avenue
Chi cago, IL 60618

In violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 1341, 1346 and

(b) On or about July 31, 1997, in the Northern District of Illinois,

Eastern Division, and el sewhere,
LAVRENCE E. WARNER,

def endant herein, know ngly conducted and attenpted to conduct a financial
transaction affecting interstate conmerce, when defendant caused an Orega
Consulting Goup Ltd. check to be issued, nade payable to Anmerican
Managenment Resources, on North Community Bank account nunber 1701044, in
t he anmount of $43, 453, which financial transaction involved the proceeds of
specified unlawful activity, nanely, acts and activities constituting nai
fraud, in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section 1341 and 1346,
and extortion, in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section 1951,
related to the conputer systemcontract and other SOS O fice conputer-rel at-
ed contracts, knowi ng that the transaction was designed in whole and in part
to conceal the nature, source, and ownership of the proceeds of said spec-
ified unlawful activity, and while conducting and attenpting to conduct said
financial transaction, knew that the property involved in the financial
transaction represented the proceeds of sonme form of unlawful activity,

In violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 1956(a)(1)(B)(i)

and 2.
Racketeering Acts 6-8: Mail Fraud related to the SOS Ofice |eases

Racket eering Act #6

Def endant WARNER conm tted the foll owi ng act, which relates to the con-
duct nore fully described in paragraphs 6-11 and 45-59 above and which con-
stitutes Racketeering Act #6:

On or about Septenber 8, 1992, at Chicago, in the Northern District of



I1linois, Eastern Division, and Springfield, Illinois,

LAVWRENCE E. WARNER,
def endant herein, for the purpose of executing the aforesaid schene, and
attenpting to do so, did know ngly cause to be deposited in an authorized
depository for nmail matter and to delivered by mail according to the direc-
tion thereon an envel ope containing a State of Illinois check in the anount

of $66,053.50 relating to the 17 N. State |ease, and addressed to:
Stevens Buil di ng Managenent Co.

32 W Randol ph Street
Suite 2200
Chi cago, IL 60602

In violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 1341, 1346 and

Racket eeri ng Act #7

Def endant WARNER committed the follow ng act, which relates to the con-
duct nore fully described in paragraphs 6-11 and 50-54 above and which con-
stitutes Racketeering Act #7:

On or about Septenber 19, 1997, at Chicago, in the Northern District
of Illinois, Eastern Division, and Springfield, Illinois,

LAWRENCE E. WARNER,
def endant herein, for the purpose of executing the aforesaid schene, and
attenpting to do so, did knowi ngly cause to be delivered by mail according
to the direction thereon an envel ope containing a State of Illinois check

in the amobunt of $21,735 relating to the Bellwod | ease, and addressed to:
BL Mannhei m | nc

1839 North Lincoln
Chi cago, IL 60614,

In violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 1341, 1346 and



Racket eering Act #8

Def endant WARNER conmm tted the foll owi ng act, which relates to the con-
duct nore fully described in paragraphs 6-11 and 55-59 above and whi ch con-
stitutes Racketeering Act #8:

On or about Septenber 19, 1997, at Chicago, in the Northern District
of Illinois, Eastern Division, and Springfield, Illinois,

LAVWRENCE E. WARNER,
def endant herein, for the purpose of executing the aforesaid schene, and
attenpting to do so, did know ngly cause to be delivered by mail according
to the direction thereon an envel ope containing a State of Illinois check

in the amount of $36,085.16 relating to the Joliet |ease, and addressed to:
Joliet Maple LLC

Park Pl ace |Investnents
800 N. Cark Street Suite 2
Chi cago, IL 60610

In violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 1341, 1346 and

Racketeering Act 9: Mil fraud related to the digital |icensing con-
tract

Racket eeri ng Act #9

Def endant WARNER comm tted the foll owi ng act, which relates to the con-
duct nore fully described in paragraphs 6-11 and 6-65 above and which con-
stitutes Racketeering Act #9:

On or about Cctober 30, 1998, at Chicago, in the Northern D strict of

Illinois, Eastern Division, and el sewhere,

LAVWRENCE E. WARNER
def endant herein, for the purpose of executing the aforesaid schene, and
attenpting to do so, did know ngly cause to be delivered by nmail according
to the direction thereon an envel ope containing a check from Vendor 5 in

the amount of $829.96 relating to the digital licensing contract, and



addressed to: _ _
Nati onal Consulting Conpany

3101 N. Western Avenue
Chi cago, IL 60618

In violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 1341, 1346 and

Al in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section 1962(c).

COUNT _TWO
The SPECI AL JULY 2000-2 GRAND JURY further charges:
1. The allegations in paragraphs 1 and 6-27 of Count One of this
i ndi ctnment are hereby real |l eged and i ncorporated as if fully set forth here-
in.
2. On or about April 20, 1998, in Chicago, in the Northern District
of Illinois, Eastern Division, and Springfield, Illinois,

LAWRENCE E. WARNER,
def endant herein, for the purpose of executing the aforesaid schene, and

attenpting to do so, did know ngly cause to be delivered by nmail according
to the direction thereon an envel ope containing a State of Illinois check
in the anmount of $298,115.18 relating to the SOS O fice validation stick-
ers contract and addressed to:

Vendor 1

Chicago, Illinois

In violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 1341,

1346 and 2.

COUNT THREE

The SPECI AL JULY 2000-2 GRAND JURY further charges:
1. The allegations in paragraphs 1 and 6-27 of Count One of this
i ndi ctment are hereby reall eged and i ncorporated as if fully set forth here-

in.



2. In about Septenber 1998, in Chicago, in the Northern District of

II'linois, Eastern Division, and el sewhere,
LAVWRENCE E. WARNER,

def endant herein, attenpted to conmt extortion, which extortion obstruct-
ed, delayed and affected commerce, by knowingly attenpting to obtain prop-
erty in the formof paynents from Vendor 1 under the color of official right
and induced by the wongful use of actual and threatened fear of economc
har m

In violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 1951 and 2.

COUNT _FOUR

The SPECI AL JULY 2000-2 GRAND JURY further charges:

1. The allegations in paragraphs 1 and 6-27 of Count One of this
i ndi ctnment are hereby reall eged and i ncorporated as if fully set forth here-
in.

2. On or about May 18, 1998, in Chicago, in the Northern District of
Il'linois, Eastern Division, and el sewhere,

LAVWRENCE E. WARNER,

def endant herein, know ngly conducted and attenpted to conduct a financi al
transaction affecting interstate commerce, when defendant caused a Nationa
Consul ting Conpany check to be issued, nade payable to Anerican Managenent
Resources, on North Community Bank account nunber 1403880, in the anount of
$1, 666. 67, which financial transaction involved the proceeds of specified
unlawful activity, nanmely, acts and activities constituting mail fraud, in
violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section 1341 and 1346, and
extortion, in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section 1951,
related to the SOS Ofice validation stickers contract, knowi ng that the
transacti on was designed in whole and in part to conceal the nature, source,

and ownership of the proceeds of said specified unlawful activity, and while



conducting and attenpting to conduct said financial transaction, knew that
the property involved in the financial transaction represented the proceeds
of sonme form of unlawful activity,

In violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 1956(a)(1)(B)(i)
and 2.

COUNT _FI VE

The SPECI AL JULY 2000-2 GRAND JURY further charges:

1. The allegations in paragraphs 1, 6-11, and 35-44 of Count One of
this indictnent are hereby reall eged and incorporated as if fully set forth
her ei n.

2. On or about July 25, 1997, in Chicago, in the Northern District
of Illinois, Eastern Division, and el sewhere,

LAVWRENCE E. WARNER,
def endant herein, for the purpose of executing the aforesaid schene, and
attenpting to do so, did know ngly cause to be delivered by nmail according
to the direction thereon an envel ope containing a check from Vendor 4 in
t he anobunt of $130,359.31 relating to the conputer systemcontract and ot her
SOS O fice conmputer-related contracts, and addressed to:
Orega Consul ting

3101 N. Western Avenue
Chi cago, IL 60618

In violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 1341, 1346 and

COUNT _SI X
The SPECI AL JULY 2000-2 GRAND JURY further charges:
1. The all egations in paragraphs 1, 6-11, and 35-44 of Count One of
this indictnment are hereby reall eged and incorporated as if fully set forth

her ei n.



2. On or about July 31, 1997, in Chicago, in the Northern District

of Illinois, Eastern D vision, and el sewhere,
LAVWRENCE E. WARNER,

def endant herein, know ngly conducted and attenpted to conduct a financi al
transaction affecting interstate commerce, when defendant caused an Onega
Consulting Goup Ltd. check to be issued, nade payable to Anerican
Managenent Resources, on North Conmmunity Bank account nunber 1403880, in
t he anount of $43,453, which financial transaction involved the proceeds of
specified unlawful activity, nanely, acts and activities constituting nmai
fraud, in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section 1341 and 1346,
and extortion, in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section 1951,
related to the conputer systemcontract and other SOS O fice conputer-rel at-
ed contracts, know ng that the transacti on was designed in whole and in part
to conceal the nature, source, and ownership of the proceeds of said spec-
ified unlawful activity, and while conducting and attenpting to conduct said
financial transaction, knew that the property involved in the financial
transaction represented the proceeds of sone form of unlawful activity,

In violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 1956(a)(1)(B)(i)
and 2.

COUNT _SEVEN

The SPECI AL JULY 2000-2 GRAND JURY further charges:

1. The allegations in paragraphs 1, 6-11, and 35-44 of Count One of
this indictnent are hereby reall eged and incorporated as if fully set forth
her ei n.

2. Begi nning on or about July 31, 1997 and continuing through at
| east August 5, 1997, in Chicago, in the Northern District of Illinois,
Eastern Division, and el sewhere,

LAWRENCE E. WARNER,



def endant herein, for the purpose of evading the reporting requirenents of
Title 31, United States Code, Section 5313(a) and regul ations prescribed
t hereunder, structured and assisted in structuring and attenpted to struc-
ture and assist in structuring, a transaction with the North Community Bank,
a donestic financial institution, nanely, the wthdrawal of $14,000 in
United States currency fromhis Omega Consulting Goup Ltd. checking account
into two separate transactions at different branches of the North Community
Bank and involving the cashing of two checks, each in an anount under

$10, 000, as descri bed bel ow

Check No. Dat e of Check Anpunt Dat e Check Cashed
1071 July 31, 1997 $9, 000 August 4, 1997
1072 July 31, 1997 $5, 000 August 5, 1997

3. The defendant, LAWRENCE E. WARNER, committed this offense while
violating other laws of the United States, as set forth in Count One of
this indictnment, and as part of a pattern of illegal activity involving nore
than $100,000 in a 12 nonth period comrencing on May 5, 1997,

In violation of Title 31, United States Code, Section 5324(a)(3) and

(d)(2).

COUNT _El GHT

The SPECI AL JULY 2000-2 GRAND JURY further charges:

1. The allegations in paragraphs 1, 6-11, and 50-54 of Count One of
this indictnent are hereby reall eged and incorporated as if fully set forth
her ei n.

2. On or about Septenber 19, 1997, at Chicago, in the Northern
District of Illinois, Eastern Division, and Springfield, Illinois,

LAVWRENCE E. WARNER,
def endant herein, for the purpose of executing the aforesaid schene, and

attenpting to do so, did know ngly cause to be delivered by nmail according



to the direction thereon an envel ope containing a State of Illinois check
in the amount of $21,735 relating to the Bellwod | ease, and addressed to:
BL Mannhei m I nc

1839 North Lincoln
Chi cago, IL 60614,

In violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 1341, 1346 and

COUNT NI NE

The SPECI AL JULY 2000-2 GRAND JURY further charges:

1. The all egations in paragraphs 1, 6-11, and 55-59 of Count One of
this indictnment are hereby reall eged and incorporated as if fully set forth
her ei n.

2. On or about Septenber 19, 1997, at Chicago, in the Northern
District of Illinois, Eastern Division, and Springfield, Illinois,

LAWRENCE E. WARNER,
def endant herein, for the purpose of executing the aforesaid schene, and
attenpting to do so, did knowi ngly cause to be delivered by mail according
to the direction thereon an envel ope containing a State of Illinois check
in the amobunt of $36,085.16 relating to the Joliet |ease, and addressed to:
Joliet Maple LLC
Park Pl ace |nvestnents

800 N. Cark Street Suite 2
Chi cago, IL 60610

In violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 1341, 1346 and

COUNT _TEN
The SPECI AL JULY 2000-2 GRAND JURY further charges:

1. The allegations in paragraphs 1, 6-11, and 60-65 of Count One of



this indictnent are hereby reall eged and i ncorporated as if fully set forth
her ei n.

2. On or about QOctober 30, 1998, at Chicago, in the Northern District
of Illinois, Eastern D vision, and el sewhere,

LAVWRENCE E. WARNER,

def endant herein, for the purpose of executing the aforesaid schene, and
attenpting to do so, did know ngly cause to be delivered by nmail according
to the direction thereon an envel ope containing a check from Vendor 5 in
the amount of $829.96 relating to the digital licensing contract, and

addressed to: _ _
Nati onal Consulting Conpany

3101 N. Western Avenue
Chi cago, IL 60618

In violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 1341, 1346 and

2.
COUNT ELEVEN
The SPECI AL JULY 2000-2 GRAND JURY further charges:
1. At times material to this indictnent,
a. Lawrence E. Warner owned and operat ed several businesses out
of an office space at 3101 N. Western Avenue in Chicago, Illinois. From

about January 1991 through January 1999, Warner directly and substantially
participated in the affairs of the Illinois Secretary of State’'s Ofice
(hereinafter the “SOS Ofice”), including at various tinmes, acting as an
agent for the SOS Ofice and as a deci sion nmaker regarding certain official
SOCS Ofice matters, while at the sane tine receiving substantial proceeds
from certain outside vendors in connection wth those vendors’ contracts
and business with the SOS Ofice.

b. Def endant DONALD UDSTUEN was the Associate Executive

Adm nistrator for the Illinois State Medical Society, an entity that, anong



ot her things, conducted |obbying activities for nedical professionals in
the State of I1linois.

C. Def endant ALAN A. DRAZEK owned and operated a conpany call ed
Ameri can Managenent Resources (AMWMR).

d. During the period from 1991 and continuing to at |east 1999,
Law ence Warner unlawfully obtained paynents from certain SOS Ofice ven-
dors.

e. Beginning in 1991, Wrner reached an understanding wth
def endant UDSTUEN that a portion of said paynents woul d be kept by Warner,
a portion provided to SCS Oficial A and a portion given to defendant
UDSTUEN with the know edge and concurrence of SOS Oficial A

f. During the period from 1991 through 1998, Warner paid defen-
dant UDSTUEN approxi mately $365,000 as UDSTUEN s portion of the unlawful
proceeds obtained by Warner in connection with certain SOS Ofice vendor
contracts.

2. Begi nning in approxi mately January of 1991 and conti nui ng through
approximately April 7, 2002, at Chicago and elsewhere in the Northern

District of Illinois, Eastern Division,
DONALD UDSTUEN and

ALAN A. DRAZEK

defendants herein, did conmbine, conspire and agree together to defraud an
agency of the United States, nanely, the Internal Revenue Service (IRS), by
inpeding and inpairing the IRS in carrying out its lawful functions to
assure that all inconme is accurately reported by the person or entity to
which it is properly attributed and to assess and col |l ect tax due from such
person or entity based on accurate information on incone, deductions and
credits.

3. It was part of the conspiracy that after defendant DONALD UDSTUEN
di scussed with Warner that Udstuen would receive a portion of the proceeds

obtai ned by Warner fromcertain SOS Ofice vendors, and in order to conceal



his recei pt of said proceeds, defendant UDSTUEN approached def endant DRAZEK
who agreed to have the proceeds from Warner nade payable to defendant
DRAZEK s conpany, Anerican Managenent Resources, rather than being nade
payable to defendant UDSTUEN directly, thereby disguising the fact of
def endant UDSTUEN s interest and ownership of the paynents.

4, It was further part of the conspiracy that defendants UDSTUEN and
DRAZEK agreed t hat DRAZEK woul d keep a portion of the proceeds to pay taxes
on the proceeds, keep a further portion of the proceeds for DRAZEK s own
use, and return a portion of the proceeds in cash to UDSTUEN for UDSTUEN s
own use.

5. It was further part of the conspiracy that after reaching the
descri bed agreenent, defendant UDSTUEN received checks from Law ence
Warner, drawn on accounts in the nane of National Consulting Conpany and
Onmega Consulting Goup Ltd. and nade payable to defendant DRAZEK s conpa-
ny, Anerican Mnagenent Resources (hereinafter collectively “the Warner
checks”).

6. It was further part of the conspiracy that defendant UDSTUEN
recei ved the Warner checks and then caused them to be delivered to defen-
dant DRAZEK, who subsequently caused them to be deposited in one or nore
accounts in the nanme of Anmerican Managenent Resources.

7. It was further part of the conspiracy that defendant DRAZEK wit h-
drew portions of the proceeds fromthe Warner checks in cash and delivered
the cash in envel opes to defendant UDSTUEN.

8. It was further part of the conspiracy that for the years 1991
t hrough 1998, defendant UDSTUEN filed fal se individual inconme tax returns,
I RS Forns 1040, in which he failed to declare either the gross anpunt of
incone attributable to himfromthe Warner checks or the net amount of that
incone he received back in cash from defendant DRAZEK.

9. It was further part of the conspiracy that for the years 1991

t hrough 1998, defendant DRAZEK filed fal se individual incone tax returns,



| RS Form 1040, falsely declaring the full anpbunt of the Warner checks as
DRAZEK' s i ncone.

10. It was further part of the conspiracy that in the period fromlate
2000 through March 2001, after defendant UDSTUEN | earned that certain of
Warner’s activities related to the SOS Ofice had becone the subject of a
federal investigation, and fearing that the flow of proceeds related to the
War ner checks mght cone to the attention of the IRS, defendants UDSTUEN
and DRAZEK together caused to be prepared and filed anended i ndividual
incone tax returns, |IRS Fornms 1040X, for defendant UDSTUEN and for defen-
dant DRAZEK for the years 1996, 1997 and 1998, which returns were false in
t hat :

a. def endant UDSTUEN s anended returns falsely attributed all
proceeds from the Warner checks to defendant UDSTUEN, when in fact, as
def endants UDSTUEN and DRAZEK then and there well knew, a portion of the
proceeds was kept as incone by DRAZEK in return for the services he pro-
vided related to the Warner checks; and

b. def endant DRAZEK s returns falsely omtted the inconme from
the Warner checks retained by DRAZEK for his services related to the Warner
checks.

11. It was further part of the schene that on or about April 7, 2002,
def endants DRAZEK and UDSTUEN net and discussed falsely and fraudulently
representing that although defendant UDSTUEN had now declared all the pro-
ceeds from the Warner checks as incone on his anended returns, he had not
actual ly received any portion of the proceeds fromsaid checks, when defen-
dants DRAZEK and UDSTUEN then and there well knew that UDSTUEN had in fact
recei ved portions of the proceeds back from DRAZEK in cash.

OVERT ACTS

In furtherance of this conspiracy, and to effect its objectives, the
def endants commtted the follow ng overt acts, anong others, in the Northern

District of Illinois and el sewhere:



a. The individual acts described in paragraphs 4 through 11 of this
Count are realleged here as overt acts in furtherance of the conspiracy.

b. On or about April 15, 1997, defendant UDSTUEN filed a materially
fal se individual income tax return, IRS form 1040, for the tax year 1996,
in which he knowingly failed to report as incone any proceeds related to
t he Warner checks.

C. On or about April 15, 1998, defendant UDSTUEN filed a materially
fal se individual inconme tax return, IRS form 1040, for the tax year 1997,
in which he knowingly failed to report as incone any proceeds related to
t he Warner checks.

d. On or about April 15, 1999, defendant UDSTUEN filed a materially
fal se individual inconme tax return, IRS form 1040, for the tax year 1998,
in which he knowingly failed to report as incone any proceeds related to
t he Warner checks.

e. On or about July 16, 1999, defendant DRAZEK filed a materially
fal se individual income tax return, IRS form 1040, for the tax year 1996,
in which he knowingly included as inconme on his return co-defendant
UDSTUEN s proceeds related to the Warner checks.

f. On or about August 22, 2000, defendant DRAZEK filed a materially
fal se individual inconme tax return, IRS form 1040, for the tax year 1997,
in which he knowingly included as inconme on his return co-defendant
UDSTUEN s proceeds related to the Warner checks.

g. On or about October 10, 2000, defendant DRAZEK filed a material -
|y fal se individual incone tax return, IRS form 1040, for the tax year 1998,
in which he knowingly included as inconme on his return co-defendant
UDSTUEN s proceeds related to the Warner checks.

h. On or about March 5, 2001, defendant DRAZEK filed a materially
fal se anended individual inconme tax return, IRS form 1040, for the tax year
1996, in which he knowngly failed to report as incone proceeds that he had

retained for his services related to the Warner checks.



i On or about March 5, 2001, defendant DRAZEK filed a materially
fal se anended individual inconme tax return, IRS form 1040, for the tax year
1997, in which he knowngly failed to report as incone proceeds that he had
retained for his services related to the Warner checks.

J. On or about March 5, 2001, defendant DRAZEK filed a materially
fal se anended individual incone tax return, IRS form 1040, for the tax year
1998, in which he knowngly failed to report as incone proceeds that he had
retained for his services related to the Warner checks.

Al in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section 371.

FORFEI TURE ALLEGATI ON

The SPECI AL JULY 2000-2 GRAND JURY further charges:

1. The Grand Jury realleges and incorporates by reference the alle-
gations of Count One of this Indictnent for the purpose of alleging for-
feiture pursuant to Title 18, United States Code, Section 1963.

2. As a result of his violation of Title 18, United States Code

Section 1962(c),
LAWRENCE E. WARNER

def endant herein:

(a) has acquired and nmaintained interests in violation of Title
18, United States Code, Section 1962, which interests are subject to for-
feiture to the United States pursuant to Title 18, United States Code,
Section 1963(a)(1);

(b) bhas interests in, securities of, clains against, and prop-
erty and contractual rights which afforded a source of influence over the
enterprise naned and described herein, which the defendant established,
operated, controlled, conducted and participated in the conduct of in vio-
lation of Title 18, United States Code, Section 1962, and which interests

are subject to forfeiture to the United States pursuant to Title 18, United



States Code, Section 1963(a)(2); and

(c) has property constituting and derived from proceeds that the
def endant obtained, directly and indirectly, fromthe racketeering activ-
ity, inviolation of Title 18, United States Code, Section 1962, which prop-
erty is subject to forfeiture to the United States pursuant to Title 18,
United States Code, Section 1963(a)(3). The interests and property obtai ned
pursuant Title 18, United States Code, Sections 1963(a)(1l), (a)(2) and

(a)(3), include, but are not Iimted to, the follow ng:
i) approximately $2.8 mllion;

(i) Law ence Warner’'s partnership interest in the assets of
Joliet Maple LLC, including but not limted to, the rea
property having a Permanent |ndex Nunber of 07-11-500-
011, comonly known as 605 Mple Road, Joliet,

[11inois;
(i) Law ence Warner’'s partnership interest in the assets of
BL Mannhei mlInc., including but not limted to, the rea

property having a Permanent |ndex Nunber of 15-09-300-
100, commonly known as 405 N. Mannhei m Road, Bel | wood,
Illinois; and

(1v) Lawence Warner’'s interest in the contractual agree-
ment (s) between the SOS O fice and Vendor 5, including
but not imted to, all comm ssion paynents through the
duration of the pending contract(s).

3. To the extent that the property described above as being
subject to forfeiture pursuant to Title 18, United States Code, Section

1963, as a result of any act or omission of the defendant:
(a) cannot be | ocated upon the exercise of due diligence;

(b) has been transferred or sold to, or deposited with, a third
party;

(c) has been placed beyond the jurisdiction of the court;
(d) has been substantially dimnished in value; or

(e) has been conmmngled with other property which cannot be
divided without difficulty;

it is the intent of the United States, pursuant to Title 18, United States



Code, Section 1963(n), to seek forfeiture of any other property of defen-
dant up to the value of the property described as being subject to forfei-
ture.
All pursuant to Title 18, United States Code, Section 1963.
A TRUE BI LL:

For eper son

United States Attorney



