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COUNT _ONE

(Conspiracy)
The United States, acting through its attorneys,
char ges:

Backgr ound

1. At all times relevant to this Information, |VAN
Gl CK, the defendant, was an independent sales agent in the
busi ness of selling comercial printing and rel ated services.
Begi nning in or about January 1993, G.ICK primarily represented
one conpany (“Printing Conpany-1"), which was headquartered in
New Yor k, New York and provided an office there for GLICK. CGLICK
recei ved comm ssions fromPrinting Conpany-1 that were based on
the value of the contracts that G.I CK obtained for Printing
Conmpany-1. Pursuant to GLICK s instructions, Printing Conpany-1
pai d those comm ssions to New Horizons Litho, a conpany owned and
controlled by GLICK. In addition, G CK occasionally obtained

contracts for commercial printing and related services in the



name of New Horizons Litho, which he then arranged to have
produced by conpanies other than Printing Conpany-1.

2. Fromat |east in or about 1985 through in or about
2001, a co-conspirator not named as a defendant herein (“CC 1")
was a purchasing agent for Brouillard Comrunications, |nc.
(“Brouillard”), an advertising agency. CC-1 was responsible,
along with others, for determ ning which suppliers of commrerci al
printing and rel ated services would be awarded contracts by
Brouillard. Fromtinme to tinme between in or about 1992 or 1993
and in or about 2000, |VAN GICK, the defendant, and CC1
arranged for Printing Conpany-1 and other suppliers Gl CK
enlisted to participate in the schene described herein
(collectively, the “GLICK Suppliers”) to receive contracts for
comercial printing and rel ated services fromBrouill ard.

3. Fromin or about 1992 through in or about 1995, a
co-conspirator not nanmed as a defendant herein (“CC-2") was a
pur chasi ng agent for an advertising agency known, at various
times, as Deltakos Advertising or JWI Healthcare (“Deltakos”).
CC-2 was responsible, along with others, for determ ning which
suppliers of printing and rel ated services would be awarded
contracts by Deltakos. Fromtine to tinme between in or about
1993 and in or about 1995, |VAN CGLICK, the defendant, and CC-2
arranged for certain of the G.ICK suppliers to receive contracts
for comercial printing and rel ated services from Del t akos.

4. I n or about 1995, CC-2 |eft Deltakos and becane a
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pur chasi ng agent at | npact Comrunications, Inc. (“lnpact”), an
advertising agency. CC-2 was responsible for determ ning which
suppliers of commercial printing and rel ated services would be
awar ded contracts by Inpact. Fromtine to tinme between in or
about 1995 and in or about 2000, |IVAN G.ICK, the defendant, and
CC-2 arranged for certain of the G.ICK Suppliers to receive
contracts for commercial printing and rel ated services from

| npact .

The Schene to Defraud Brouillard

5. In or about 1992 or 1993, IVAN GICK, the
def endant, and CC-1 agreed that G.I CK woul d pay cash ki ckbacks to
CC-1in return for CC-1's agreenent to cause Brouillard to award
contracts for commercial printing and related services to the
GLI CK Suppliers.

6. Fromin or about 1992 or 1993 through in or about
February 2000, |IVAN G.ICK, the defendant, paid cash ki ckbacks to
CC-1 equal to a percentage of the sales by GLICK to Brouill ard.

7. At all times relevant to this Information, it was
a violation of Brouillard' s conflict-of-interest policy for a
pur chasi ng agent to accept paynents or kickbacks in return for
hiring outside suppliers. Purchasing agents were required to
obtain the services of outside suppliers at the best price
avai l able for the work required. The cash ki ckbacks were not

di scl osed to or approved by Brouill ard.



The Schene to Defraud Deltakos and | npact

8. In or about 1993, |VAN GLICK, the defendant, and
CC-2 agreed that G.I CK woul d pay cash ki ckbacks to CC-2 in return
for CC-2's agreenent to cause Deltakos to award contracts for
commercial printing and related services to the GLI CK Suppliers.
CC-2 and GICK further agreed that the noney that CC-2 would
recei ve woul d be generated by fraudulently inflating the prices
of the contracts CC-2 awarded to the G.I CK Suppliers. Soon after
in or about 1995, when CC-2 becane enployed at |npact, G.ICK and
CC-2 agreed to continue their schene and to generate noney for
cash ki ckbacks to CC-2 by fraudulently inflating the prices of
contracts I npact awarded to the G.I CK Suppliers.

9. Bet ween in or about 1993 and in or about 1995,
while CC-2 was a purchasi ng agent at Del takos, | VAN G.ICK, the
def endant, paid nunerous cash kickbacks to CC-2. In addition,
between in or about 1995 and in or about February 2000, while CC
2 was a purchasing agent at Inpact, G.ICK al so paid kickbacks to
CC- 2.

10. I VAN GICK, the defendant, and CC-2 typically
determ ned the anmount of the kickbacks as follows: GLICK first
obt ai ned true cost estimates fromone or nore of the G.ICK
Suppliers. Based on these true cost estimates, GICK then orally
quoted to CC-2 a price that included the cost of the job

(itncluding the internal markup of the GICK Supplier) as well as



a comm ssion, usually 15% for GICK CC2 then told GICK the
price at which the contract would be awarded by Deltakos or
| npact to one or nore of the GLICK Suppliers -- a price that was
substantially in excess of GLICK s oral quotation. Thereafter,
CC-2 caused Deltakos or Inpact to issue a purchase order to the
Gl CK Supplier that had been awarded the contract. The purchase
order reflected the fraudulently inflated price that CC 2 had
given to GICK

11. For certain contracts that CC-2 was responsible
for awardi ng on behalf of Inpact, CC-2 was required to award the
contract based on conpetitive bidding. In order to make it
appear that the contracts awarded to the GLI CK Suppliers had been
awarded in conpliance with a conpetitive bidding policy, |VAN
GLICK, the defendant, and CC-2 further agreed that G.I CK woul d
obtain inflated witten price quotations and bids frommultiple
sources, including Printing Conpany-1, New Horizons Litho, and
ot her suppliers. CC 2 often specified which suppliers (other
than the supplier to which he planned to award I npact’s contract)
should submt the losing witten price quotations or bids on a
particul ar contract and the prices those suppliers should quote.
GLI CK then communicated with suppliers to obtain the quotations
and bids CC-2 had requested. In addition, G.ICK hinself
sonetinmes prepared quotations and bids in the nanme of a supplier
t he owner of which had provided stationery to GLICK for this

pur pose.



12. For each contract awarded by CC-2 that had been
fraudulently inflated to facilitate the paynent of a cash
ki ckback to CC-2 by I VAN GICK, the defendant, G.ICK caused the
supplier that had perfornmed the contract to receive an invoice
fromone of a nunber of shell conpanies (i.e. conpani es whose
mai n function was to provide cash and false invoices for a fee,
wi t hout providing other goods or services) in the amount of the
di fference between the true cost of the job and the price at
whi ch the job had been awarded (the “overcharge”). The shel
conpani es providing these invoices, which were controlled by co-
conspirators including Martin Schwartz, a co-conspirator not
named as a defendant herein, in fact provided no goods or
services to the supplier, but their invoices falsely represented
that the invoices related to goods or services provided to the
supplier by the shell conpany. The supplier issued a check to
the shell conpany, and the owner of the shell conpany then
returned a substantial part of the face value of the check,
usual |y approximately 93% to GICK in cash

13. 1VAN GICK, the defendant, gave a portion of the
cash he received fromthe owner of the applicable shell conpany
to CC-2 as a cash kickback. G.ICK retained the remai nder of the
cash as his conm ssion for obtaining the contract for the
particular G.I CK Supplier and as his fee for obtaining the cash.
GLICK did not report this retained cash as incone on his personal

tax returns.



Statutory All egations

14. Fromin or about 1992 until in or about February
2000, in the Southern District of New York and el sewhere, |VAN
Gl CK, the defendant, and ot hers known and unknown, unlawfully,
willfully, and know ngly did conbine, conspire, confederate, and
agree together and with each other to defraud the United States
of Anmerica and an agency thereof, to wit, the Internal Revenue
Service (“IRS”) of the United States Departnent of the Treasury,
and to commt offenses against the United States of Anerica, to
wit, toviolate Title 18, United States Code, Sections 1341 and
1346, and Title 26, United States Code, Section 7201.

hj ects of the Conspiracy

15. It was a part and an object of the conspiracy that
| VAN GLI CK, the defendant, and others known and unknown,
unlawful Iy, willfully, and know ngly would and did defraud the
United States of Anerica and the IRS by inpeding, inpairing,
def eating and obstructing the | awful governnental functions of
the IRS in the ascertai nment, conputation, assessnent, and
collection of incone taxes due and ow ng from Gl CK, CC1, CC 2,
and ot hers.

16. It was further a part and an object of the
conspiracy that |IVAN G.ICK, the defendant, and others known and
unknown, having devised and intending to devise a schene and

artifice to defraud, including a schene to deprive Brouillard of



the intangi ble right of honest services of CC-1 and Del t akos and
| npact of the intangible right of honest services of CC-2, and
for obtaining noney and property by neans of false and fraudul ent
pretenses, representations, and prom ses, unlawfully, wllfully,
and know ngly, for the purpose of executing such schene and
artifice, would and did place in post offices and authori zed
depositories for mail matter, matters and things to be sent and
delivered by the Postal Service, and deposit and cause to be
deposited matters and things to be sent and delivered by private
and comrercial interstate carriers, and take and receive
therefrom such matters and things, and knowi ngly cause to be
delivered, by mail and such carriers according to the directions
t hereon, and at the place at which they were directed to be
delivered by the persons to whomthey were addressed, such
matters and things, in violation of Title 18, United States Code,
Sections 1341 and 1346.

17. It was further a part and an object of the
conspiracy that |IVAN G.ICK, the defendant, and others known and
unknown, unlawfully, willfully and knowi ngly would and did
attenpt to evade and defeat a substantial part of the incone
t axes due and owi ng by I VAN G.I CK, the defendant, CC- 1, and CC 2,
in violation of Title 26, United States Code, Section 7201.

Means and Met hods of the Conspiracy

18. Among the neans and net hods by which | VAN GLI CK



t he defendant, would and did carry out the conspiracy were the
fol | ow ng:

a. GLICK agreed to pay, and in fact paid,
substanti al ki ckbacks to CCG-1 and CC-2 in order to obtain
contracts fromBrouillard, Deltakos, and |Inpact for the
GLI CK Suppliers.

b. GLICK agreed to pay, and in fact paid, the
af orenenti oned ki ckbacks in cash, facilitating CC1's and
CC-2's respective abilities to avoid reporting the kickback
i ncome on their personal tax returns.

C. GLICK agreed to cause, and in fact caused,
the GLICK Suppliers to include the overcharge requested by
CC-2 in their price quotations or bids to Deltakos and
| npact so that G.I CK could pay a cash kickback to CC- 2 out
of the overcharge.

d. GLICK agreed to cause, and in fact caused,
suppliers to submt inflated witten price quotations and
bids to Inpact in order to nake it appear that the prices at
whi ch CC-2 awarded the contracts to the GLICK Suppliers were
determ ned in accordance with Inpact’s conpetitive bidding
policy.

e. GLICK agreed to cause, and in fact caused,
fal se invoices in the names of certain shell conpanies to be
sent to the G.ICK Suppliers. These false invoices requested

paynment for goods and services purportedly provided by the
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shel |l conpanies to the QI CK Suppliers, which goods and
services had not in fact been provided.

f. GLICK agreed to arrange, in fact arranged,
for the paynent of conm ssions to the owners of the
af orenenti oned shell conpanies in return for providing fal se
invoices to the G.ICK Suppliers and cash to GLICK normal |y
equal to approxinmately 93% of the total anpunt of the false
i nvoi ce.

Overt Acts

19. In furtherance of the conspiracy and to effect the
illegal objects thereof, |VAN GLICK, the defendant, and others
known and unknown, commtted the follow ng overt acts, anong
others, in the Southern District of New York and el sewhere:

a. On or about January 7, 1999, in New York, New
York, GLICK delivered to CC-2 approximately $11,425 in cash
that GLICK obtained fromMartin Schwartz, a co-conspirator
not nanmed as a defendant herein, the owner of a shel
conpany.

b. On or about January 14, 1999, in New York,
New York, GLICK delivered to CC-2 approximately $13,500 in
cash that CGLI CK obtained from Martin Schwartz, a co-
conspirator not nanmed as a defendant herein, the owner of a
shel | conpany.

C. On or about January 21, 1999, in New York,
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New York, GLICK delivered to CC-2 approximately $4,150 in
cash that CGLI CK obtained from Martin Schwartz, a co-
conspirator not named as a defendant herein, the owner of a
shel | conpany.

d. On or about August 4, 1999, a G.ICK Supplier
mailed to CC-2 an invoice for $3,879, of which approxi mately
$1, 044 represented the overcharge.

e. On or about August 31, 1999, in New York, New
York, GLICK delivered to CC-1 approximtely $2,557 in cash
that GLI CK obtained from Martin Schwartz, a co-conspirator
not nanmed as a defendant herein, the owner of a shel
conpany.

f. In or about Septenber 1999, in New York, New
York, GLICK delivered to CC-1 approximately $10,922 in cash
that GLICK obtained from Martin Schwartz, a co-conspirator
not nanmed as a defendant herein, the owner of a shel
conpany.

g. On or about Cctober 28, 1999, a GICK
Supplier mailed to CC-2 an invoice for $4,321, of which
approximately $1,566 represented the overcharge.

h. On or about Novenmber 30, 1999, in New York,
New York, GLICK delivered to CC-1 approximately $3,946 in
cash that CGLI CK obtained from Martin Schwartz, a co-
conspirator not nanmed as a defendant herein, the owner of a
shel | conpany.
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i On nunerous occasions during the period of
the conspiracy, G.ICK caused Printing Conpany-1 to mai
invoices to Brouillard for work that he obtained for
Printing Conpany-1 pursuant to his kickback arrangenent with
CC- 1.

] - On or about February 24, 2000, a GICK
Supplier mailed to CC-2 an invoice for $2,774, of which
approxi mately $877 represented a fraudul ent overcharge.

k. On or about April 12, 2000, CC-1 subscribed
to and filed a Form 1040 personal incone tax return for tax
year 1999, which omtted to include as incone any cash
received from G.I CK

(Title 18, United States Code, Section 371.)

COUNT _TWO
(I'nconme Tax Evasion)

The United States, acting through its attorneys,
further charges:

20. The allegations set forth in paragraphs 1-13 and
18 are repeated and realleged as if fully set forth herein.

21. Fromon or about January 1 of the cal endar years
1995 through in or about 1998, through on or about the filing
date for each said cal endar year, in the Southern District of New
York and el sewhere, |IVAN G.ICK, the defendant, unlawfully,
willfully, and knowingly did attenpt to evade and defeat a

substantial part of the inconme tax due and owi ng by himand his
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spouse to the United States of Anerica for each said cal endar
year by various neans, including by preparing and causing to be
prepared, signing and causing to be signed, and filing and
causing to be filed with the IRS, false and fraudul ent United
States Individual Income tax returns, Forns 1040, for the
cal endar years 1995 through 1998, wherein IVAN GLICK failed to
report cash incone, to wit, cash conm ssions which he received
and retained in connection with sales of comrercial printing and
related services to Deltakos and Inpact and in connection with
hi s procurenment of phony invoices and cash from owners of shel
conpani es, whereas | VAN GLICK then and there well knew and
believed that the correct taxable incone and correct tax due and
ow ng for said cal endar years was substantially in excess of that
reported.

(Title 26, United States Code, Section 7201.)

COUNT THREE
(Sherman Act Conspiracy in Restraint of Trade)

The United States, acting through its attorneys,
further charges:

22. The factual allegations of paragraphs 1, 3-4, 8-
13, and 18 are repeated and realleged as if fully set forth
her ei n.

23. Various persons and firms, not naned as defendants
herein, participated as co-conspirators in the offense charged

herein and perfornmed acts and nmade statenents in furtherance
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thereof. They included CC-2 and certain of the G.I CK suppliers.

Description of the Ofense

24. Beginning sone tine in approximtely 1995 and
continuing until approximately February 2000, |IVAN G.ICK, the
def endant, and co-conspirators engaged in a conbination and
conspiracy in unreasonable restraint of trade and commerce in
violation of Section 1 of the Sherman Act (15 U.S.C. 8§ 1).

25. This conbinati on and conspiracy consisted of a
conti nui ng agreenent, understandi ng, and concert of action anong
| VAN GLI CK, the defendant, and co-conspirators, the substanti al
terms of which were to rig bids and to allocate contracts for the
supply of commercial printing and rel ated services awarded by
| npact, an advertising conpany | ocated in New York, New YorKk.

26. For the purpose of formng and effectuating the
af oresai d conbi nati on and conspiracy, |VAN G.ICK, the defendant,
and co-conspirators did those things which they conbi ned and
conspired to do, including, anong other things:

a. As described above in paragraphs 10 and 11
t hey determ ned which conpany, anong Printing Conpany-1, New
Hori zons Litho, and other G.ICK Suppliers, would be the | ow
bi dder on contracts for commercial printing and rel ated
servi ces awarded by Inpact and the price at which each of
t hose contracts woul d be awarded.

b. They agreed that suppliers that had not been
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designated to be the | ow bidder on particular contracts
woul d submit higher, nonconpetitive price quotations or bids
(“cover bids”) to Inpact to nake it appear that there had
been conpetition for those contracts when, in fact, there
had not. On many occasions, G.ICK obtained |etterhead
stationery from another supplier and submtted cover bids in
the name of that supplier. On other occasions, at GAICK s
instruction, suppliers submtted cover bids directly to

| npact .

C. GLI CK paid noney to CC-2 for his assistance
in controlling Inpact's programfor seeking conpetitive bids
for contracts for commercial printing and rel ated services,
and for ensuring that no potential conpetitors who were not
co-conspirators would be invited to bid on such contracts.

Trade and Commerce

30. During the period covered by this Count, as a
result of the conspiracy charged herein, |npact purchased
substantial quantities of commercial printing and rel ated
services fromsuppliers located in states other than the State of
New York or from suppliers in the State of New York who purchased
materials needed to conplete the comrercial printing and rel ated
contracts from sources outside of the State of New YorKk.

31. During the period covered by this Count, as a

result of the conspiracy charged herein, |npact awarded contracts
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for comrercial printing and related services worth a total of
approximately $3.5 mllion to the QI CK Suppliers.

32. During the period covered by this Count, pursuant
to the conspiracy charged herein, the activities of |IVAN G.ICK
t he defendant, and co-conspirators with respect to the sale of
comercial printing and rel ated services were within the flow of,
and substantially affected, interstate trade and commerce.

Jurisdiction and Venue

33. The aforesaid conbinati on and conspiracy was
formed and carried out, in part, within the Southern District of
New York within the five years preceding the filing of this
| nf or mat i on.

(Title 15, United States Code, Section 1.)

CHARLES A. JAMES JAMES B. COWEY
Assi stant Attorney General United States Attorney
Sout hern District of New York

RALPH T. d ORDANO
Chief, New York Ofice

Antitrust D vision
U S. Departnent of Justice
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