Kusper Crony Draws
Big Fee from Vote Board

BY WILLIAM MULLEN
AND GEORGE BLISS
William R. Ming, convicted
tax evader and law associate
of Stanley T. Kusper Jr., has
collected more than $§74,000 as
. special attorney for Kusper’s
Chicago Board of Election

Commissioners.

The controversial Kusper
has been able to keep Ming on
voucher payments from the
board while the board has
failed for three years to fill a
budgeted vacancy for a full-
time attorney at $15600 &
year. That is less than half the
$32,320.83 the city has paid
Ming so far in 1972.

Kusper Moonlights

Since Kusper was elevated
to board chairman from the
job of board attorney in 1969,
he has stalled in naming How-
ard Miller, his former assist-
ant, as the board attorney.
Miller has been on an '‘act-
ing” basis for three years at
$16,380 a year, and an assist-
ant at sls 600 a year has not
been hired.

Kusper himself has earned
at least $25,000 in private legal
fees since becoming board
chairman, with a single fee of
$15,000 being paid to him thru
Ming's law office, McCoy,
Ming & Black.

Kusper has been sharply
critical of Tribune reporter
William Mullen who worked
undercover as a $20-a-day-
clerk for the board. He charged

that Mullen violated the II-
linois election law, which, he
said, forbids board employes
from bholding other income
jobs while working for the
board.

Questioned about his own
outside income to supplement
his $28,800-a-year salary, Kus-
per admifted he personally in-
terceded with state legislators

Continued on page 5, col. 1

| PP

PP —

— Ry



Chicago Tribune, Monday, October 9, 1972

‘Big Fee Paid Kusper

Continued from first page

to Insure that he would be the
only board employe exempted
from the moonlighting law,
The other two board members
and the approximately 200
board employes are forbidden
to maonlight, he sald.

Kusper, who denied he was
a legal associate of Ming, in-
sisted that the board needs
Ming's services because of the
increased number of lawsuits
filed 2gainst it. On numerdus
occaslons, Kusper has refused
to answer specific questions
about the board activities until
he received a legal opinion
from Ming, but never refers

the matters to Miller, the -

board's acting attorney,

“It's absolutely none of your
business,” Kusper replied to
reporters when they attempted I
to question him about his pri-
vate law practice.

The relationship  between
Kusper and Ming has flour-
ished since Kusper became a
board attorney in 1961 while
Ming was doing
work for the board. In 1964,
Ming was hired by Kusper's
father, Stanley T. Kusper Sr.,
general counsel for dw’Palish
Roman Catholic Unjon, after
the elder Kusper and live oth-
er union officers were charged
.in a lawsuit with “illegal and
fraudulent loan practices' that
placed $§7 million in union
funds in jeopardy.

Since Ming was hired by the
union, his law firm has collect~
«ed more than $144,000 in legal
fees from it and the Nathan
Hale Investment Corp., in
which the union holds the con-
trolling interest. Union officials
charged the Ming legal fees
were excessive apd said they

bave refused to pay $150,000 in | with

additional fees Ming is seeking

because the money ‘‘was mot |
earned.”

Billed at $50 an Hour

On May 22, 1970, Ming billed
the Nathan Hale Investment
Corp. for $68,328.45 for legal
work. Included in the billing:
was the charge of $15,000 for
Kusper's services of 300 hours
at $50 an hour.

According to the minutes of
the Nathan Hale directors’
meeting 6f Dec. 9, 1970, the
corporation had resisted an
original bill of $83,878.45 pre-
sented by Ming because two

‘members compln!ned

Stanley Kusper

. he would handle the payment |
" of $15,000 to Afty. Stanley T.
Kuspet: . Jr.," ~the  board: mi

utes stated.

Ming, a prominent Chicago
civil rights attorney, was sey:
tenced on Nov. 29, 1971, to 16
months in federal prison and
fined §5,000 for failing to filo
income tax returns for 1063
thru 1966. He also failed to file
returns for eight previous
years, 1955 thru 1962, but could
not be prosecuted for those
years because of the statute of
timitations;

At the time of Ming’s ‘telal,
he pleaded he suffers from an
“antimateriglism  meurosis”
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Koza maintained that Ming ou L

was brought in only to repre-
* { sent tho.unlon, as ‘a8 nominal
defendant, and- was retained '
for $1,750,

“The P.RCU. is only a
nominal defendant and if there
is any fee from Ming it should
be & nominal ons, not
$150,000,” Koza said, “When I
ook office in 1970 as general
counsel, T immediately served
notlce that we would not pay
Ming my more fees.” ..

Koza and Osajda u!d
they dld not know if Kuspes
has received any nﬂdmonnl
fees for “the work for which

Mlngl law office,

M!ng has billed the union, but
they sald that Kusper - has
done other union legal work
and billed the unlon.

No Conflict, Kusper Says

1t is standerd practice for
the unlon to hand out union
legal_work fo nttorneys who
are members of tire organiza:
tion, they sald, -

e have quite a few law-
vers who are members of the
union, and it is our policy to
give them preference for legal

‘A payment record for Kusper, Miller, and Ming thru

work and that's why we have
retalned Kusper at varlous
llmes," Kozn said.
was ever Te-
tained by the unlon instead of
a union member who is an
attorney Is a question I'm una-
ble to answer because I wasn't
general counsel at the time.”
Kusper said that any outside
legal work' he has done since
becoming election board chalr-
man has been done at nights
and on weekends.

and “has no real regard for
money or material values,"
Defending Ming's continued
work for the board despite his
conviction, Kusper- sald the
federal conviction is under ap-

“I would go to hell on a one-
way ticket- for a friend,” Kus-
per sald at a recent press con-
ference when he was ques-
tionéd about his relationship
Ming.

New Officers Critieal

Joseph Osajda and Edward
Koza, who became president
and general , respece
tively, to the Polish Unton in a
purge of the union’s officers in
1970, have criticized the Jegal
fees paid to Ming'and Kusper,

Osajda said Ming was oper-
ating with a conflict of interest
thruout litigation of the suit
because he was representing
the union, whose money was
invelved, and also represent-
ing union officers who were
the defendants.

“He..can't be on<hoth sides
of the fence,” Osajda said, “If

about it. The
cording to the board mmutes,
was $68,328.

he the
the former union officers who
in the suit are accused of

- It was® staled that on July
20, 1970, Mr. Ming agreed to
the amount of $68,328.45, and |

illegally handling P.R.C.U.
money, how can he also repre-
sent the union?"!




