CONFIDENTIAL

Subject to the Nondisclosure Provisions of H. Res. 895 of the 110" Congress as Amended

OFFICE OF CONGRESSIONAL ETHICS
UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

REPORT
Review No. 14-8751

The Board of the Office of Congressional Ethics (“the Board”), by a vote of no less than four
members on May 29, 2014, adopted the following report and ordered it to be transmitted to the
Committee on Ethics of the United States House of Representatives (“the Committee™).

SUBJECT: Representative Bobby L. Rush

NATURE OF THE ALLEGED VIOLATION: Representative Bobby Rush’s state and federal
campaign committees may have accepted in-kind contributions, in the form of free office rental
space, in violation of Illinois state law, House rules, and federal law. By accepting these
contributions, Representative Rush may have accepted gifts or special favors in violation of
House rules and standards of conduct. Representative Rush’s congressional campaign
committee (“Citizens for Rush”) may have also made donations to the Beloved Community
Christian Church (“the Church”) in violation of House rules and federal law.

RECOMMENDATION: The Board recommends that the Committee further review the above
allegation concerning Representative Rush’s office rental space because there is a substantial
reason to believe that Representative Rush’s state and federal campaign committees accepted in-
kind contributions in violation of Illinois state law, House rules, and federal law.

The Board recommends that the Committee further review the above allegation concerning
Representative Rush’s office rental space because there is a substantial reason to believe that
Representative Rush accepted impermissible gifts or special favors in violation of House rules
and standards of conduct.

The Board also recommends that the Committee dismiss the above allegation concerning
Citizens for Rush’s donations to the Church because there is not a substantial reason to believe a
violation of House rules, standards of conduct, or federal law occurred.

VOTES IN THE AFFIRMATIVE: 6
VOTES IN THE NEGATIVE: 0
ABSTENTIONS: 0

MEMBER OF THE BOARD OR STAFF DESIGNATED TO PRESENT THIS REPORT TO
THE COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF OFFICIAL CONDUCT: Omar S. Ashmawy, Staff
Director & Chief Counsel.
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Subject to the Nondisclosure Provisions of H. Res. 895 of the 1 10™ Congress as Amended

OFFICE OF CONGRESSIONAL ETHICS
UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CITATIONS TO LAW

Review No. 14-8751

On May 29, 2014, the Board of the Office of Congressional Ethics (“the Board”) adopted the
following findings of fact and accompanying citations to law, regulations, rules and standards of
conduct (in italics).

The Board notes that these findings do not constitute a determination of whether or not a
violation actually occurred.

I. INTRODUCTION

A. Summary of Allegations

1. Representative Bobby Rush’s state and federal campaign committees may have accepted
in-kind contributions, in the form of free office rental space, in violation of Illinois state
law, House rules and federal law. By accepting these contributions, Representative Rush
may have accepted gifts or special favors in violation of House rules and standards of
conduct. Representative Rush’s congressional campaign committee (“Citizens for
Rush”) may have also made donations to the Beloved Community Christian Church (“the
Church”) in violation of House rules and federal law.

2. The Board recommends that the Committee further review the above allegation
concerning Representative Rush’s office rental space because there is a substantial reason
to believe that Representative Rush’s state and federal campaign committees accepted in-
kind contributions in violation of Illinois state law, federal law, and House rules.

3. The Board recommends that the Committee further review the above allegation
concerning Representative Rush’s office rental space because there is a substantial reason
to believe that Representative Rush accepted impermissible gifts or special favors in
violation of House rules and standards of conduct.

4. The Board also recommends that the Committee dismiss the above allegation concerning
Citizens for Rush’s donations to the Church because there is not a substantial reason to
believe a violation of House rules, standards of conduct, or federal law occurred.

B. Jurisdiction Statement

5. The allegations that were the subject of this review concern Representative Bobby L.
Rush, a Member of the United States House of Representatives from the 1st District of
Illinois. The Resolution the United States House of Representatives adopted creating the
Office of Congressional Ethics (“OCE”) directs that, “[n]o review shall be undertaken...
by the board of any alleged violation that occurred before the date of adoption of this
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10.

11.

12.

resolution.”” The House adopted this Resolution on March 11, 2008. Because the
conduct under review occurred after March 11, 2008, review by the Board is in
accordance with the Resolution.

C. Procedural History

The OCE received a written request for preliminary review in this matter signed by at
least two members of the Board on January 28, 2014. The preliminary review
commenced on January 29, 2014.% The preliminary review was scheduled to end on
February 27, 2014.

At least three members of the Board voted to initiate a second-phase review in this matter
on February 27, 2014. The second-phase review commenced on February 28, 2014. The
second-phase review was scheduled to end on April 13, 2014

The Board voted to extend the 45-day second-phase review by an additional 14 days on
March 28, 2014, as provided for under the Resolution. Following the extension, the
second-phase review was scheduled to end on April 27, 2014.

Pursuant to Rule 9(B) of the OCE Rules for the Conduct of Investigations, Representative
Rush made a statement to the Board on May 29, 2014.

The Board voted to refer the matter to the Committee and adopted these findings on May
29, 2014.

The report and its findings in this matter were transmitted to the Committee on June 10,
2014.

D. Summary of Investigative Activity

The OCE requested documentary and in some cases testimonial information from the
following sources:

(1) Representative Bobby L. Rush;

(2) The Campaign Treasurer for Citizens for Rush and Friends of Bobby Rush
(“Campaign Treasurer”);

(3) The Citizens for Rush Campaign Volunteer (‘“Campaign Volunteer”);
(4) The Church;

! H. Res 895, 110th Cong. §1(e) (2008) (as amended).

2 A preliminary review is “requested” in writing by members of the Board of the OCE. The request for a
preliminary review is received by the OCE on a date certain. According to H. Res. 895 of the 110™ Congress
(hereafter “the Resolution”), the timeframe for conducting a preliminary review is 30 days from the date of receipt of
the Board’s request.

3 According to the Resolution, the Board must vote on whether to conduct a second-phase review in a matter before
the expiration of the thirty-day preliminary review. If the Board votes for a second-phase, the second-phase begins
when the preliminary review ends. The second-phase review does not begin on the date of the Board vote.
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13.

(5) Angelique Chatman;

(6) The Head Trustee of the Church;

(7) A Church Core Group Member;

(8) Representative Rush’s Son;

(9) Representative Rush’s Brother;

(10) The Beloved Community Family Wellness Center (“BCFWC”),
(11)  The BCFWC Executive Director;

(12) A BCFWC Board Member;

(13) Beloved Community Family Services (“BCFS”);
(14)  Draper & Kramer, Inc.; and

(15) The Draper & Kramer Property Manager.

The OCE requested information from Angelique Chatman, Representative Rush’s niece
and Church administrative assistant, but Ms. Chatman failed to provide the information to
the OCE. Ms. Chatman was determined to be a non-cooperating witness.

REPRESENTATIVE RUSH’S OFFICE RENTAL SPACE IN CHICAGO

A. Applicable Law, Rules, and Standards of Conduct

In-Kind Contributions

14. 11 C.F.R. § 100.52(a) states: “A gift, subscription, loan (except for a loan made in

15.

accordance with 11 CFR 100.72 and 100.73), advance, or deposit of money or anything
of value made by any person for the purpose of influencing any election for Federal
office is a contribution.”

11 C.F.R §100.52(d)(1) states: “For purposes of this section, the term anything of value
includes all in-kind contributions. Unless specifically exempted under 11 CFR part 100,
subpart C, the provision of any goods or services without charge or at a charge that is
less than the usual and normal charge for such goods or services is a contribution.
Examples of such goods or services include, but are not limited to: Securities, facilities,
equipment, supplies, personnel, advertising services, membership lists, and mailing lists.
If goods or services are provided at less than the usual and normal charge, the amount of
the in-kind contribution is the difference between the usual and normal charge for the
goods or services at the time of the contribution and the amount charged the political
committee.”
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16. 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(e) states: “Contributions by partnerships. A contribution by a
partnership shall be attributed to the partnership and to each partner—

(1) In direct proportion to his or her share of the partnership profits, according to
instructions which shall be provided by the partnership to the political committee
or candidate; or

(2) By agreement of the partners, as long as—

(i) Only the profits of the partners to whom the contribution is attributed
are reduced (or losses increased), and

(ii) These partners’ profits are reduced (or losses increased) in proportion
to the contribution attributed to each of them.

A contribution by a partnership shall not exceed the limitations on contributions in 11
CFR 110.1 (b), (c), and (d). No portion of such contribution may be made from the profits
of a corporation” that is a partner.”

17. The Federal Election Commission contribution limits for 2007-2008, 2009-2010, 2011~
2012, and 2013-2014 are 84,600, $4,800, $5,000, and $5,200 per election, respectively.’

18. 2U.S.C. § 434(b)(3)(A) states, “Under this section each report shall disclose the
identification of each—

person (other than a political committee) who makes a contribution to the
reporting committee during the reporting period, whose contribution or
contributions have an aggregate amount or value in excess of $200 within the
calendar year . ...”

19. Illinois Elections Code, Article 9°, section 9-8.5 states: “Limitations on campaign
contributions.

(a) It is unlawful for a political committee to accept contributions except as
provided in this Section.

(b) During an election cycle, a candidate political committee may not accept
contributions with an aggregate value over the following: (i) $5,000" from any
individual, (i7) $10,000 from any corporation, labor organization, or association,

42 U.S.C. § 441b(a) prohibits corporations from making contributions or expenditures “in connection with any
election to any political office” and any candidate “knowingly to accept or receive any contribution prohibited by
this section.”

3 See 2 U.S.C §§ 441a(@)(1)(A), (c).

8 The Article took effect on January 1, 2011,

7 On January 1 of each odd-numbered year, the State Board of Elections is required to adjust the amounts of the
contribution limitations. In 2013, the limits for contributions from individuals and corporations were raised to
$5,300 and $10,500, respectively.
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16.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

or (iii) $50,000 from a candidate political committee or political action
committee.”

Hllinois Elections Code, Article 9, section 9-10 states:

“(b) Every political committee shall file quarterly reports of campaign
contributions, expenditures, and independent expenditures . . .

(c) A political committee shall file a report of any contribution of $1,000 or more
electronically with the Board within 5 business days after receipt of the
contribution . . ..”

The House Ethics Manual states: “Moreover, under these rules, a Member or employee
must take reasonable steps to ensure that any outside organization over which he or she
exercises control — including the individual’s own authorized campaign committee or, for
example, a ‘leadership PAC’ — operates in compliance with applicable law. 9

Gifts

House Rule 25, clause 5 (a)(1)(A)(i) states that “4A Member, Delegate, Resident
Commissioner, officer, or employee of the House may not knowingly accept a gift except
as provided in this clause.”

House Rule 25, clause 5 (a)(1)(B)(i) states that “A Member, Delegate, Resident
Commissioner, officer, or employee of the House may accept a gift (other than cash or
cash equivalent) not prohibited by subdivision (A)(ii) that the Member, Delegate,
Resident Commissioner, officer, or employee reasonably and in good faith believes to

have a value of less than $50 and a cumulative value from one source during a calendar
year of less than $100.”

House Rule 25, clause 5 (a)(2)(A) states that “In this clause the term ‘gift’ means a
gratuity, favor, discount, entertainment, hospitality, loan, forbearance, or other item
having monetary value.”

House Rule 25, clause (a)(3) states that “The restrictions in subparagraph (1) do not
apply to the following:

(B) A contribution, as defined in section 301(8) of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431) that is lawfully made under that Act, a lawful
contribution for election to a State or local government office, or attendance at

8 The Ilinois State Board of Elections defines in-kind contributions as “anything of value, other than cash, donated
to the political committee. Generally speaking, it will be goods or services provided to the committee free of charge
- such as a friend who provides campaign printing at no charge or a real estate agent who provides campaign office
space rent-free.” http://www.elections.il.gov/downloads/campaigndisclosure/pdf/campdiscguide.pdf.

? House Ethics Manual (2008) at 123.
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a fundraising event sponsored by a political or ?amzatzon described in section
527(e) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986.”

Special Favors or Benefits

25. In the Matter of Representative Charles B. Rangel, an adjudicatory subcommittee from
the Committee on Ethics found that a “landlord’s tolerance of Representative Rangel’s
use of an apartment . . . in violation of terms of the lease . . . was a favor or benefit to
Representative Rangel, which may be construed by reasonable persons as influencing the
performance of his governmental duties.”"’!

26. The Code of Ethics for Government Service, clause 5 states that a Member should
“[n]ever discriminate unfairly by the dispensing of special favors or privileges to
anyone, whether for remuneration or not; and never accept, for himself or herself or for

Jfamily members, favors or benefits under circumstances which might be construed by
reasonable persons as influencing the performance of governmental duties.”

B. Representative Rush Has Been a Tenant at 3361 S. Martm Luther King Drive,
Unit C-6, Chicago, Illinois Since 1989

27. In 1989, Representative Rush moved into an office space located at 3361 S. Martin
Luther King Drive, Unit C-6, Chicago, Illinois while he was an Alderman on the Chicago
City Council.”? Representative Rush stated that he conducted city business out of the
office space from 1989 until 1993 when he was sworn in as a Member of Congress. B He
has maintained occupancy in the space continuously since 1989.1

28. During that time as an Alderman, Representative Rush used the space as a “service
office” but did not conduct any Aldermanic campaign business there. > Rent was paid by
the City of Chicago under the terms of the lease, which was approved by the Chicago
Corporation Counsel.'® Draper & Kramer, Inc. corroborated that rent had been collected
at some point during the tenancy.!” Representative Rush signed the lease but did not
recall the terms of the document.'®

' House Rule 25, clause (a)(3) (emphasis added).

! In the Matter of Representative Charles B. Rangel, H. Rep. 111-661, 111th Cong., 2d Sess. (Nov. 29, 2010) at 11-
12. Although a factual distinction exists in that the OCE found no evidence that Representative Rush had any
official communications with Lake Meadows Associates or Draper & Kramer, Inc. during his tenancy, in In the
Matter of Representative Charles B. Rangel, the Committee nevertheless focused on several facts present in this
review: namely, that Representative Rangel was treated differently than other tenants and that Representative Rangel
did not conform to the requirements of the lease and was still permitted by the landlord to reside in the apartment.

12 Transcript of Interview of Bobby Rush, May 7, 2014 (“Rep. Rush Transcript”) (Exhibit 1 at 14-8751_0036); Copy
of Lease, Aug. 4, 1989 (Exhibit 2 at 14-8751_0081).

13 Rep. Rush Transcript (Exhibit 1 at 14-8751_0033).

' Id. at 14-8751_0038; Response from the Draper & Kramer Property Manager (Exhibit 3 at 14-8751_0106).

!> Rep. Rush Transcript (Exhibit 1 at 14-8751_0033).

' Id. at 14-8751_0037, 55.

17 Response from the Draper & Kramer Property Manager (Exhibit 3 at 14-8751_0106).

'8 Rep. Rush Transcript (Exhibit 1 at 14-8751_0036).

Page 8 of 20



CONFIDENTIAL

Subject to the Nondisclosure Provisions of H. Res. 895 of the 110™ Congress as Amended
a. The Lease

29. As shown below, the lease was executed on August 4, 1989 between “Lake Meadows
Associates” as landlord, and “Bobby Rush, an individual” as tenant."® Lake Meadows
Associates is an Illinois limited partnership and a “portfolio property” of Draper &
Kramer, Inc., an Illinois corporation.20 Representative Rush told the OCE that
“notwithstanding what’s on this lease,” he believed Draper & Kramer, Inc. to be the
landlord,*! although not a landlord in the “typical sense.”*

LAKE MEADOWS
BHOPPING CENTER

LEASE

This Loase, mada this 41h dayof August 1989 by sndbetwesn LAKE MEADOWS ASBDUIATES,

an Winals frvited parinetatip (heesl tereed 1o as Lamdh ang Bobby Rash,. .an indivi
{harsinalise wlerred to as “Tapant”), . BApddyident

I considaration of the rent 1 ba pald ang the covenanms o be
g pertermad by Tanand, e Landlord harsb
damises #ng ases io ths Tena) and Tensny haraby leases irom Landiord, certain preinises in Loke Meaﬁcwz
Shopplng Cerer, b Chicagn, itinals (the “Shopging Dener™} upon (he 18ins and eonditions hersinaler onniainad,
The §happing Canter consisla of tha lund and alf Improvements lacxied 4t the norhasst comer of B5th Siest ang
Partin Luthat King, Jr, Drive, Chicago, itingls, sng iy fogally Sescribed as olows:

30. The basic terms of the 1989 agreement for unit C-6 call for a one year lease with a fixed
minimum rent of $627.00 per month.* In addition to that figure, the tenant was also
responsible for a $500.00 estimated common area charge, a $19.00 estimated insurance
charge, and a $253.00 payment for estimated real estate taxes, bringing the total amount
due to $1399.00 per month.2* In 2011, the amount due for estimated real estate taxes
increased to $600, bringing the total amount due to $1,746.00 per month.*> As of May
2014, this amount remains as the cost of leasing unit C-6.%

ARTICLE |
BABIC LEASS TERMS AND EXHIBITS

SECTION 1.7 BASIO LEASE TERMS:

‘This section containg the basle teann lerma agraed 1o buiwasn Landiord and Tanant and refarred 1o sisewtione
In this Lees. Each refarencs In this Leaue 1o any of the basie lerse temns shall b constned 1o incorporaia all the
terms provided hevslnundar eash such basic loase temm:

LN EEASED PREMISES: Space -6 thereinatior rularrag o o3 "Leased
; ¥ shown batched in red on Bahibit B,
FLODR AREA WITHIN LEASED PREMISER: sppeoximataly L, 306 square fest

8. LEASETERM: One  veard
€. TENANT'S CONSTRUCTION AND FIXTURE PENICD SATCLES 8 and V). 60 days

0. FIXED MINIMUM PENT (ARTICLE v § 627,00 poer monih

' Copy of Lease, Aug, 4, 1989 (Exhibit 2 at 14-8751_0081).

% Jd.; Transcript of Interview of the Draper & Kramer Property Manager, May 5, 2014 (“Property Manager
Transcript”) (Exhibit 4 at 14-8751_0146) (statement made by Draper & Kramer counsel).

2! Rep. Rush Transcript (Exhibit 1 at 14-8751_0044).

2 Id. at 14-8751_0053-54. Representative Rush explained that he did not feel the landlord was required to provide
the space with running water or heat. Id. at 14-8751_0053.

2 Copy of Lease, Aug. 4, 1989 (Exhibit 2 at 14-8751_0082).

** Id.; Response from the Draper & Kramer Property Manager (Exhibit 3 at 14-8751_0106).

% Response from the Draper & Kramer Property Manager (Exhibit 3 at 14-8751_0106).

% Jd. The tenant was also billed additional amounts for “reconciliation” charges, reflecting actual charges in
comumon areas, insurance, and real estate taxes. Id. at 14-8751_0107.
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31. The use of the office space is described in the lease as “an aldermanic office for
Alderman Rush’s local Chicago political Ward, known as the Second Ward.”” The
tenant’s name in the lease is “Alderman Bobby Rush.”?®

Ho USEARTICLEVI: nz an aldecmanic effice for Alderman Rush's

lacal Chicago political Ward, known as the
Bacond Ward.

. TENAWT'S TRADE NAME [ARTIGLE vix ALDERAN BOBRY RUSH

32. The lease expired in 1990 and is currently a month-to-month tenancy governed by the
terms of the original lease.”” A Draper & Kramer Property Manager told the OCE that
she began managing the account in 2002 and had no knowledge of whether the
circumstances of the tenancy changed upon Representative Rush’s election to the House
of Representatives.*’

b. Ward Committeeman, State Committeeman & Friends of Bobby Rush

33. The OCE was given various accounts on how the office space was used after 1993, when

Representative Rush became a Member of Congress. Representative Rush told the OCE
that after he became a Member, and up until a “few years ago,” he was a Cook County
Democratic Ward Committeeman and used the space to conduct “political Ward
meetings” where precinct captains would conduct business.’!

34. After his tenure as a Ward Committeeman, Representative Rush then became an Illinois
state Democratic Party Central Committeeman (“State Committeeman’),*? which he

remains today.>> As a State Committeeman, Representative Rush used the office space to

meet with prospective candidates for state and local elected office, gathering material
from them, and circulating material for them.** He conducted meetings in that fashion
until “six [or] seven” years ago.>* Representative Rush later told the OCE that although
there was “really no need to have” the office, “sometimes” he would “exercise some” of
his responsibilities as a state Committeeman out of the office.’® Representative Rush
called the office his “political office . . . strictly used as a function of my State Central
Committeeman.”’

Z Copy of Lease, Aug. 4, 1989 (Exhibit 2 at 14-8751_0082).
I

 Property Manager Transcript (Exhibit 4 at 14-8751_0112); Response from the Draper & Kramer Property
Manager (Exhibit 3 at 14-8751_0106).

30 property Manager Transcript (Exhibit 4 at 14-8751_0130).

3! Rep. Rush Transcript (Exhibit 1 at 14-8751_0034).

%2 In 1986 Representative Rush established a state political committee named “Friends of Bobby Rush.” Today that
committee serves in support of his status as a State Committeeman.

See http://'www.elections.il.gov/campaigndisclosure/committeesearch.aspx.
33 Rep. Rush Transcript (Exhibit 1 at 14-8751_0034).

3 Id. at 14-8751_0035.

¥ 1d.

36 Id. at 14-8751_0042.

7 Id. at 14-8751_0041.
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35. According to Representative Rush, up until the last “three or four years” the space was
used as a gathering place to watch election returns.*® Now, the office “just mostly sits
there™® and has “very little value” due to the vacant and abandoned properties next to it,
infestation, and dangerous environment surrounding the space.*’ Representative Rush
told the OCE that he has neither “interest nor need” in using the office for personal
purposes.*!

36. The Campaign Treasurer told the OCE that she is the treasurer for both Friends of Bobby
Rush, the Illinois campaign committee formed in support of Representative Rush’s status
as a State Committeeman, and Citizens for Rush, Representative Rush’s congressional

. : 42 oY : : »
campaign committee.” She stated that the office is “more like a Committeeman’s office
because there may be other candidates also” who occupy the office, but that to her, “it
just stays empty because the posters on the windows are from the election two years

2543
ago.

37. The Campaign Volunteer, who has a key to the office, told the OCE that the space “has
been unoccupied for at least . . . five or six years” and that “when the office is used, it’s
other candidates that come there and put their posters in the windows because of him.
[Representative Rush], as a State Central Committeeman, that’s part of his
responsibility....”** When asked if a lease existed, the Campaign Volunteer stated that he
did not know but “always thought [the office space] was a gift.** When asked what he
meant by “gift,” the Campaign Volunteer responded that the City of Chicago at one time
paid for use of the space and he thought that the lease was “extended” to Representative
Rush after his time as Alderman.*®

c. Citizens for Rush

38. Concerning activities by Citizens for Rush in the office space, Representative Rush stated
that he has not run “a campaign out of [the office space] in memory” and that he doubted
ever using the space for congressional campaign purposes.*’ He stated that the Campaign
Treasurer and his wife, who is paid by Citizens for Rush for her congressional campaign
work, conduct all their campaign work from home.*® Representative Rush later told the

38 Id. at 14-8751_0035.

% Jd. Representative Rush told the OCE that a continuous use of the office, sometime in 2007 or 2008, had been for
a community program called “Hope and Healing” for at-risk youth for about eighteen months. Id. at 14-8751_0040.
0 Rep. Rush Transcript (Exhibit 1 at 14-8751_0049).

14, at 14-8751_0038.

*2 Transcript of Interview of the Campaign Treasurer, Mar. 14, 2014 (“Treasurer Transcript”) (Exhibit 5 at 14-

8751 0165-166).

® Id. at 14-8751 0172, 174.

* Transcript of Interview of the Campaign Volunteer, Mar. 14, 2014 (Exhibit 6 at 14-8751_0220).

® 1d. at 14-8751_0222.

S Id. at 14-8751_0223,

4T Rep. Rush Transcript (Exhibit 1 at 14-8751_0035, 41).

® Id. at 14-8751_0057.
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39.

40.

41.

42

OCE that the Campaign Treasurer may use the office on Election Day, but that such use
was unrelated to his election to the House of Representatives.*

Although Representative Rush and his campaign staff acknowledged only incidental use
of the space, especially by Citizens for Rush, Representative Rush’s Brother told the
OCE that he may have done some “visibility work™ or “field work” for Citizens for Rush
in 2012 that included making telephone calls and meeting with campaign staff in the
office space.”® He also stated that prior to 2011, he conducted campaign work in the
office space and assumed that the work was done for Citizens for Rush.’!

Representative Rush’s Son told the OCE that he has worked on his father’s campaigns
frequently and that he has “done a lot of things for Citizens for Rush,” including Election
Day poll watching.> When asked where he conducts his campaign work, including work
for the State Committeeman candidacy, Representative Rush’s Son stated that “there’s a
campaign office in Chicago, and it depends on the campaign . . . [i]t was on 35th and
King Drive.” Representative Rush’s Son later stated that he did not think he had ever
worked out of the 35th and King Drive office for Citizens for Rush, but “maybe in the
early days we did.”**

A BCFWC Board Member also told the OCE that she had volunteered for Citizens for
Rush on Election Day in the past and had worked at a voting precinct.” She stated that
she knew that Citizens for Rush had an office space at “like 34th and Lake Meadows
Shopping Center””>® and that on “Election Day, it’s kind of the hub where everybody
picks up their material,” but “it’s really just open on Election Day.”>’ The last time she

visited the space was in 2009 or 2010.”®

The Campaign Treasurer told the OCE that there’s “very little activity” with Friends of
Bobby Rush.” She is currently paid solely for her work with Citizens for Rush, when
funds are available.*’ She also stated that although she completes work for Citizens for
Rush at home, she uses the office space on Election Day to pay volunteers, feed
volunteers, and to have a place for a “short meeting.”®! Utility payments have come from

¥ Id. at 14-8751_0041-42.
% Transcript of Interview of Representative Rush’s Brother, Mar. 13, 2014 (Exhibit 7 at 14-8751_0258).
UId. at 14-8751_0259.
32 Transcript of Interview of Representative Rush’s Son, Mar. 13, 2014 (“Rep. Rush’s Son Transcript”) (Exhibit 8 at
14-8751_0286).
3 Jd. at 14-8751_0291.
* Id. at 14-8751_0294. ,
% Transcript of Interview of a BCFWC Board Member, Apr. 10, 2014 (“Board Member Transcript”) (Exhibit 9 at
14-8751_0313).
56 This is the same space identified as “35th and King” and 3361 S. Martin Luther King Drive, unit C-6.
Z Board Member Transcript (Exhibit 9 at 14-8751_0314).
Id.
ZZ Treasurer Transcript (Exhibit 5 at 14-8751 0166).
Id.
S 1d. at 14-8751 0171.
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43

44,

45.

46.

47.

Citizens for Rush funds when they are available.®? In late 2010 or early 2011, Citizens
for Rush purchased a heating unit for the office space.*®

. The Draper & Kramer Property Manager told the OCE that she did not know about

Representative Rush’s status as a State Committeeman and that her only knowledge of
Citizens for Rush came from posters in the windows of the office space.®* She viewed
“Congres6sman Rush” as the tenant while noting that she based that view on the terms in
the lease.”

As discussed above, both Citizens for Rush and Friends of Bobby Rush conducted some
degree of campaign work out of the office space since Representative Rush’s election as
a Member of the House of Representatives and as a State Committeeman. Further,

Representative Rush explained that he does not use the “political” office in any personal

capacity.

C. Citizens for Rush and Friends of Bobby Rush May Have Exceeded State and
Federal Contribution Limits By Accepting In-Kind Contributions in Addition to
Failing to Report the Contributions

The office space landlord is Lake Meadows Associates, an Illinois limited partnership.
Since November 7, 2007, Lake Meadows Associates has three general partners: D&K
Investments Lake Meadows, LLC; DKIA Lake Meadows, LLC; and FC Ford Lake
Meadows, LLC.% All three general partners are registered in Illinois as limited liability
cornpanies.67

Representative Rush told the OCE that he has never paid rent for use of the office space
and that he has never been asked to pay rent.®® However, when he conducted Aldermanic
work out of the office, he understood that rent was paid by the City of Chicago.*’

Representative Rush told the OCE that he has never received any communications from
the landlord that rent was due and that he believed his presence in the space served some
“benefit” to the landlord because his “name was on the door.””® He further stated that he
never felt Citizens for Rush had any obligation to pay for the office space because
Citizens for Rush “never used that office.”"

52 Id. at 14-8751_0177.
53 Id. at 14-8751_0177-178.

Property Manager Transcript (Exhibit 4 at 14-8751_0150).

Id.
66 Limited Partnership Documents (Exhibit 10 at 14-8751_0334).

7 Id. at 14-8751_0333-335. Contributions from partnerships with LLC members are not treated as contributions
from corporations (as prohibited by federal law, see 2 U.S.C. § 441b) unless the LLCs choose to be taxed as a
corporation under federal tax law. See 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(g)(2). The OCE has obtained no evidence that any of the
three LLC partners of Lake Meadows Associates has made that decision.

68 Rep. Rush Transcript (Exhibit 1 at 14-8751_0044).

 Id. at 14-8751_0045.

™ Id. at 14-8751_0046.

M.
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48. When asked if he felt that either Friends of Bobby Rush or Citizens for Rush had to pay
rent for use of the office space, Representative Rush told the OCE that he “probably
would have felt that had someone said to me that you’re in violation of a lease . . . 7
Representative Rush further stated that he viewed the situation as the office “being
occupied rather than me being a tenant, and that there was no expectations [sic] that I had
for anything regarding that office from Draper and Kramer.”"

49. Draper & Kramer, Inc. maintains records for the unit C-6 office space and identifies
“Congressman Bobby Rush” as the account holder.”* The company creates “lease
ledgers” like the one represented below, dated November 1, 2013.” In it, the itemized
charges for the space are listed.”® Also listed are several entries of “w/o 2012 charges”

bringing the balance to zero for the end of the year.”’

Lease Ledger
g
Loasae Information
Date 013
Lause 13 sacatl
Progurty TMITHE
Lacation 1AKE NEADDYS SHOPPING CTR:
Ansigned Space{s) 006 -
Custamer
o 1cs Code
razsman Bobiby fu
2383 Sor Hing Drive . Lomse Tvpe e e
Cleigo, 1L poa1e Sotes Category  Rexat Sanvices
Lease Term From LU0 To
Leass Avea 1,508 (Nt Rentoaic}
Manthiy flont &17.00
Oftice Phons @u5ere
Fax No
[N P p— &-Mai
Bate wmcriptian Uit Charges Payments Satinso)
Batatica Forward - T o ) X
BEB1LL <ost 637.00 :;s!s u.‘o
860112 €066 550.00 195600
06/00/12 cose #40.00 (268580
VE0L/E2 coR 19.00 ‘130880
LI ES Stare Huse Rent (07/20£2) 060 627,00 UL
LoV e CAM Beravesy (0772012) €060 SHLOn 1z525.80
ooz RE Tax Rerowary (97/2012) €060 602,00 13.020.00
arp08/83 [rauranos Recovery {07/2042) coen 19.00 13,048.80
[LICIYE) Steew Bavm Ran] GA/7012Y = 627.00 13,675,890
asoL/Ea CAM Racovery I0872052) cose 50000 187580
OHOLHI2Z RE Tax Recovery (Qa/2012) <60 so0,00 1477580
o012 Insurance Recarery (0872012} <060 .00 1479460
- | casmzinz 2011 RETa% Rewncizatian * <060 - €1,335.26) 13,3560
as/aIR Stora Boss Rent (002012} <060 527.00 13,98660
09/QL132 CAM Rocovary (39/3062) (=00 50006 EIAYES0
49401712 RE Tax Rexoueey {19/1012) 6o @0.00 15,0880
OB/01/12 Insyrwnce Recvery (09£2053) C06Y 18,00 15,105.60
1001752 Stare Bose Rent ($0/201.2) 060 627.00 1873260
10/04/12 CAM Revovery (L0/2012) 060 500.00 16,2325
wrelE RE Tax Recavery (10/2032) 060 BOR00 s8,01250
10/08/12 Tnmurance Reconery {10/2012) 60 1900 16,65160
10/05/22 2009 AETax refund cora (3383.01) 1546859
101712 Store Base Rent{11/2012) [ 827,00 1609550
[SVT;F) CAM Redovery €:3/2012) coeo 500.00 16,595.59
STV RE Tax Recovars (11/2032) s somo0 17,185.50
11728482 Tnsuranen Alecovery {11/2042) a5 1200 12,21459
1201782 Storn Base Renk (32/2012) <060 s27400 17,34359
T2 CAM Recovery {12/2042 coe 500.00 38,3459
1301712 RE Tan Recovery (12/2042) <08 500.00 1804159
W tramsance Recovsty (12/201) psa $9.00 18,3609
syuMz w2012 cHoeges os0 (6,000.00) 12,5665
(£l T /o 2013 chargus <080 {#36.25) 12,4243
1 wifa 2012 charges s (800 21,89634
12/23082 wio 2042 charges <as0 9% 13290579
1221782 /o 2012 chorges 050 K7,210.00} £.105.7%
vate _ Besciption o unit Charges Payments datancn
PP T r] Wit 2012 eharges cosn - : 2en21 - 7,524.00
1221432 wfo 20LT chavyss [--05. 3 {7,524.80) O’M

72 Id. at 14-8751_0047.

3 Id. at 14-8751_0053.
7% Draper & Kramer Lease Ledger, Nov. 1, 2013 (Exhibit 11 at 14-8751_0339-340).

75
Id.
76 Jd. These are the same charges discussed previously in the findings: $627 rental charge; $19 estimated insurance

charge; $600 estimated real estate tax charge; $500 estimated common area charge.
77
Id.
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50.

51.

52.

53.

As shown in the example email below dated December 7, 2009, the Draper & Kramer
Property Manager responded to an email from the head of the real estate management
department, inquiring about a recommendation to “write off any uncollectable balances
from any of your respective tenants.”” In her response she writes “2nd Ward
Democratic Party . . . $20,044.18.” Later in the email she asks for permission to write off
“Bobbie Rush.””

[From: Walls, Dee

Sant: Monday, December (7, 2009 11:30 AM

Tt Cohen, Lawrence
Subjact: RE: WE Wiite offs

after jooking at my mulliple receivabies | only have jwa,

both for Lake hMeadows Shopping Center;  2nd Ward Demacratic Pasty .. | $20.044,18

-ang- TR . 554,134 18 (which Is the balanes temaining after having
acceptad

acash setilement in Saplember based on his obilily W pay and negotizted by vur coungsly

Parmizsion Is reguested b do those byo writeols... Olhar racelvaties are under being addressed.

Frises Cohen, Lawrence

Sent: Monday, December 07, 2009 428 AM

Tor Warkrnan, Betty; Wells, Dee; Grant, Marcin; Elsman, Jm
Cor Gawler, Mary; Baurmnhart, Gena; DiCiolia, Nancy
Subject: Y/E Write offs

it you please subralt 1o me your recommendatian, if any, 10 write off any uncoliectible balances frem any of your
respective tenants?

Thanks.

PR

Senmor Vice Presdent

The Draper & Kramer Property Manager told the OCE that “uncollectable” means it is
@ : ’ 5980

something where . . . you don’t expect to collect.”” When asked what factors are used
to determine whether rent is uncollectable, the Draper & Kramer Property Manager stated
that it is “a decision made by management” depending on “the particulars of that
particular tenant . . . his ability to pay, his net worth.”®!

The OCE repeatedly asked the Draper & Kramer Property Manager why the decision was
made to determine that this account was uncollectable and not to pursue the uncollected
rent. The Draper & Kramer Property Manager continued to respond that the decision was
a management decision and that a “precedent” had been set prior to her taking over the

82 . .
account.~ She only sought approval to continue with the precedent that had been set, a
precedent she described as a “known fact.”®

The Draper & Kramer Property Manager further stated that she did not make collection
efforts on the account because she was not directed to do s0.3* Collection efforts were

7 Email from Lawrence Cohen to the Draper & Kramer Property Manager, Dec. 7, 2009 (Exhibit 12 at 14-
8751 0342-344).

1,

% Property Manager Transcript (Exhibit 4 at 14-8751_0116).
81 Jd. at 14-8751_0117.

8 Jd. at 14-8751_0117-122, 124-125.

8 Jd. at 14-8751_0123.

8 Id. at 14-8751_0122.
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54.

made for other tenants but not for Representative Rush.*> When asked how many of the
approximately 120 accounts that the Draper & Kramer Property Manager has under her
supervision are considered entirely uncollectable, she responded with “very few.”
“Possibly once or twice,” in addition to this account, has the Draper & Kramer Property
Manager ever written off the entirety of charges associated with an account.®

As shown in the letter below dated March 6, 2012 to Representative Rush, Draper &
Kramer, Inc. sought to lease the property to another tenant, considering the space
valuable and rentable.®® The Draper & Kramer Property Manager writes “[1]andlord is
interested in leasing the space you occupy at Lake Meadows Shopping Center to a rent-
paying tenant and would like the ability to show the space from time to time to such

prospective tenants.”*

March 6, 2012

Congresstian Boblby Rush
700 East 79 Stryet
Chicago, IL 60619

Res  Lake Mendows Shopping Center
Dear Congressinan:

¥ ematled Rosemary abou this sev M Wy i v % TRaUESL Lo you, bl v
¥ s severat months ago and she was goin, fidi 1t 5, but e
“ 2 1o forward gh 3 3¢
not fenrd back from her so ¢ thought I'd v to vontact you persunatly.

]; :i\;( ir:::zgy:zr}r?:: ):‘x:luh.hx:; hearg t?;;u Dlm;mv anf Kraeer is in the process of closing the Professionat
u at 3 ces with the plan of re-purposing the Building. Beca £ & ; [
affice spie for some of oug toyn! long-teem tenanis in thet Building, * s ofthat et weneed o find

Lamilord i3 interested in leasing the Space you oecupy ab Lake Muadows Shopping Center 1o 2 rent-paying
- . Sy , - d
fenant and would like the ability to shaw the space from time to fime 1o such Prospective tenants, I

Since so i e . i

nged nms;t :!0:\‘: !s\;f?‘ 3‘“"43«;;" ﬂl«;t offce I'm ionderi how we can show the space 1o 8 prospoct, as that
1 Se. Whaorg conld my Inasing people call wi oh 1 Dpre £

younced o us to show the spacy. % peop th sich 2 request, and how much lead time would

1 look forward tw hoaring from yeu o this igste.

Cordiaily,

D[‘% KEAL ESTATE SERVICES
a divizion of Deaper s Keaner, lacorporated

55. From 1993 through 2013, the amount of unpaid rent totaled approximately $365,040 at

rates of $16,788 per year (1993-2011) and $20,952 per year (2011-2013). From the
OCE’s jurisdiction date of March 11, 2008, the amount of unpaid rent totaled
approximately $110,000.”° To date, Citizens for Rush has reported no contributions from

Lake Meadows Associates or Draper & Kramer, Inc.”!

5 Id. at 14-8751_0122-123.
8 Jd. at 14-8751_0125.

¥ Id. at 14-8751_0135-136.
8 Letter from the Draper & Kramer Property Manager to Representative Rush, Mar. 6, 2012 (Exhibit 13 at 14-

8751

¥ 1d.

0346).

%% These totals do not reflect additional, actual charges that exceeded estimated monthly payments for common area,

real estate tax, and insurance, totaled at the end of the year.
?! See generally Federal Election Commission database for Citizens for Rush, available at,

http://docquery.fec.gov/cgi-bin/fecimg/?C00257121.
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56. Therefore, there is a substantial reason to believe that Representative Rush’s state and
federal campaign committees, as organizations over which Representative Rush exercises
control, accepted excessive in-kind contributions from an Illinois partnership, and failed
to report those contributions, in violation of Illinois state law, federal law, and House
rules.

D. Representative Rush May Have Received Improper Gifts or Special Favors By
Accepting the Impermissible In-Kind Contributions

57. Under House rules, contributions to a Member’s congressional campaign committee that
comply with the Federal Election Campaign Act, as amended, are not considered gifts
and are not subject to House Gift Rule restrictions.”

58. As stated above, there is a substantial reason to believe that Citizens for Rush, the
congressional campaign organization over which Representative Rush exercises control,
accepted in-kind contributions in violation of House rules and federal law. The excessive
in-kind contributions did not comply with the Federal Election Campaign Act’s amount
restrictions, and had a monetary value over $50. Therefore, these contributions are also
potential impermissible gifts to Representative Rush.

59. Representative Rush and Citizens for Rush may have also received special favors or
benefits from Lake Meadows Associates and Draper & Kramer, Inc. Representative
Rush and his campaign committees were one of only a few tenants receiving yearly
write-offs from the landlord and did so while failing to adhere to the terms of the lease,
for roughly twenty years.

60. Therefore, there is a substantial reason to believe that Representative Rush accepted
impermissible gifts or special favors in violation of House rules and standards of conduct.

REPRESENTATIVE RUSH’S CONGRESSIONAL CAMPAIGN COMMITTEE’S
DONATIONS TO THE BELOVED COMMUNITY CHRISTIAN CHURCH AND ITS
EMPLOYMENT OF HIS SON

A. Applicable Law, Rules, and Standards of Conduct

61. House Rule 23, clause 6(b) states that “a Member may not convert campaign funds to
personal use in excess of an amount representing reimbursement for legitimate and
verifiable campaign expenditures.”

62. 2 U.S.C. § 439a(b)(1) states that “[a] contribution or donation described in subsection
(@) of this section shall not be converted by any person to personal use.”

63. 11 C.F.R. § 113.1(g) states the following: “Personal use. Personal use means any use of
funds in a campaign account of a present or former candidate to fulfill a commitment,
obligation or expense of any person that would exist irrespective of the candidate's
campaign or duties as a Federal officeholder.”

%2 See House Rule 25, clause (a)(3)(B).
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64. 11 C.F.R. § 113.1(g)(2) states the following: “Charitable donations. Donations of
campaign funds or assets to an organization described in section 170(c) of Title 26 of the
United States Code are not personal use, unless the candidate receives compensation

from the organization before the organization has expended the entire amount donated
for purposes unrelated to his or her personal benefit.””’

B. Representative Rush’s Son is Employed by the Church

65. Representative Rush is the Pastor and Teacher of the Church located at 6430 S. Harvard
Street, Chicago, Illinois.™* He helped establish the Church twelve years ago,
approximately in 2002.”> The Church is a 501(c)(3) charitable organization under federal
tax law and is led by a group of Church members called the “core group.”

Representative Rush has never received any form of compensation for his work at the
Church.”

66. Four people are on the Church’s payroll: a drummer, the church steward, the choir
director, and the organist.”®

67. On July 1, 2013 Representative Rush’s Son began employment with the Church.” His
position with the Church is as a custodial engineer.'” Representative Rush told the OCE
that his son had volunteered in that role for some time until a decision was made to pay
him for his services.'!

68. According to Representative Rush’s Son, “three or four months” prior to his start date,
Representative Rush’s Son inquired about the open position by asking Representative
Rush if the Church needed help.'” Representative Rush told his son that he would have
to as}% ;the core group about the decision to hire him.'®® The core group then voted to hire
him.

69. Representative Rush’s Son is %)aid bi-weekly at a rate of $300 per week and that rate has
not changed as of April 2014." He works six or seven days a week for at least four

% The Federal Election Commission has issued several advisory opinions interpreting 11 C.F.R. § 113.1(g)(2). In
those opinions, the FEC has stated that campaign funds donated to a charitable entity that employs a family member
of the candidate is personal use. See, e.g., FEC Adv. Ops. 2005-06; 1997-1; 1996-40.

% Rep. Rush Transcript (Exhibit 1 at 14-8751_0004).

% Id. at 14-8751_0003.

% Id. at 14-8751_0004,

%7 Id. at 14-8751_0016. ; Transcript of Interview of Angelique Chatman, Mar. 13, 2014 (“Chatman Transcript”)
(Exhibit 14 at 14-8751 0370); Board Member Transcript (Exhibit 9 at 14-8751 0308); Rep. Rush’s Son Transcript
(Exhibit 8 at 14-8751_0280).

% Chatman Transcript (Exhibit 14 at 14-8751_0359-360).

% New Employee Setup Form (Exhibit 15 at 14-8751_0392).

19 77.; Rep. Rush’s Son Transcript (Exhibit 8 at 14-8751_0268)

191 Rep. Rush Transcript (Exhibit 1 at 14-8751_0011).

12 pep. Rush’s Son Transcript (Exhibit 8 at 14-8751_0269-270).

1 14, at 14-8751_0271.

194 Chatman Transcript (Exhibit 14 at 14-8751_0366).

195 Rep. Rush’s Son Transcript (Exhibit 8 at 14-8751_0278).
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70.

71.

72.

73.

hours per day and up to as many as twelve or fourteen hours per day.'” The pay rate is
roughly the same as the individual who held the position previously.'” Representative
Rush told the OCE that he had “very little” to do with the negotiations on the amount of
compensl%tgion and that he thought his son negotiated the amount with the core group, on
his own.

C. Citizens for Rush Did Not Make Donations to the Church During the Time
Representative Rush’s Son was Employved by the Church

According to public reporting with the Federal Election Commission, Citizens for Rush
has made approximately $71,366 in donations to the Church since 2007.'%

In its 2013 Federal Election Commission October Quarterly Report, Citizens for Rush
disclosed a $2,100 donation to the Church, disbursed on July 23, 2013.19 This reported
disbursement occurred after Representative Rush’s Son was hired by the Church on July
1,2013. ’

On April 15, 2014, Citizens for Rush amended its October Quarterly Report to reflect a
$2,100 donation'!" made to BCFS, an non-profit organization that conducts after school
and computer literacy programs in the community.'"? Representative Rush’s wife sits on
the BCFS board.'"* BCFS’s Executive Director submitted to the OCE that neither

Repres;antative Rush, nor any member of his family, has ever been compensated by
BCFS.'*

The Campaign Treasurer told the OCE that the 2013 donation, previously disclosed as
made to the Church, was in fact made to BCFS.!"® During the course of the OCE’s
review, the Campaign Treasurer discussed records of the donation with the Church.''6
The Campaign Treasurer stated that Representative Rush’s wife had signed the check and
made the donation to BCFS.'"’

196 14, at 14-8751_0276.

7 14, at 14-8751_0274.

198 Rep. Rush Transcript (Exhibit 1 at 14-8751_0011).

19 See generally Federal Election Commission database for Citizens for Rush, available at,
http://docquery.fec.gov/cgi-bin/fecimg/?C00257121.

1109013 FEC October Quarterly Report, filed Oct. 15, 2013 (Exhibit 16 at 14-8751_0394).

1112013 FEC Amended October Quarterly Report, filed Apr. 15, 2014 (Exhibit 17 at 14-8751_0396).
H2 Chatman Transcript (Exhibit 14 at 14-8751_0372).

113 BCFS submission to OCE, May 6, 2014 (Exhibit 18 at 14-8751_0399).

114 Id

115 Treasurer Transctipt (Exhibit 5 at 14-08751_0190-191).
116 14, at 14-08751_0190.
"7 14, at 14-08751_0192.
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74. As shown below in a bank statement, BCFS received $2,100 from Citizens for Rush on
July 23, 2013118

BELOVED COMMUNITY FAMILY

SERVICES INC PAYROLL ACCOUNT

6430 S HARVARD AVE :
GHICAGO I, 60621
Wliadlnatsmbludbsllsalboldeddodhilohall

USITS = ;= =~ = = = - =
WDATE...... UNT REF #..... DATE...... AMNOUNT
07719 1814.00 07423 2,100.00

07123 1,080.00

75. Therefore, there is not a substantial reason to believe that Citizens for Rush’s donations
to the Church violated House rules, standards of conduct, or federal law.

CONCLUSION

76. Representative Rush has been a tenant at 3361 S. Martin Luther King Drive, unit C-6,
Chicago, Illinois since 1989. He has been a tenant there in roles as a city Alderman,
Cook County Ward Committeeman, State Committeeman, and a congressional candidate.
In only one of those roles, as a city Alderman, did Representative Rush occupy the office
space in an official capacity and pay for its use under terms of a valid lease. Since 1993,
Representative Rush has used the office space in varying political capacities and has
never paid rent to the landlord, an Illinois limited partnership. The landlord has sought to
lease the space to a rent-paying tenant in the past, viewing the space with some degree of
value while accounting each year for the amount of rent that should have been paid.

77. The Board recommends that the Committee further review the above allegation
concerning Representative Rush’s office rental space because there is a substantial reason
to believe that Representative Rush’s state and federal campaign committees accepted in-
kind contributions in violation of Illinois state law, federal law, and House rules.

78. Representative Rush continued receiving the free office space in violation of the lease
terms, while other tenants of the landlord were not given the same special favors.

79. The Board recommends that the Committee further review the above allegation
concerning Representative Rush’s office rental space because there is a substantial reason
to believe that Representative Rush accepted impermissible gifts or special favors in
violation of House rules and standards of conduct.

80. Representative Rush’s Son began compensated employment with the Church in July
2013. That same month, Citizens for Rush disclosed a donation to the Church for $2,100.
During the course of the review, the OCE discovered that the donation had actually been
made to BCFS, an entity that did not compensate any member of Representative Rush’s
family.

81. For the reasons stated above, the Board also recommends that the Committee dismiss the
above allegation concerning Citizens for Rush’s donations to the Church because there is
not a substantial reason to believe a violation of House rules, standards of conduct, or
federal law occurred.

18 BCFS Bank Statement (Exhibit 19 at 14-8751_0401).
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