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Equity G-17.
Before GoFF and PRITCHARD, Circuit Judges, and ROsE,
District Judge.

THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, PETITIONER,
V8.

STANDARD SANITARY MANUFACTURING COMPANY, A, WEIS-
KITTEL, & COMPANY, THE BARNES MANUFACTURING
CoMPANY, THE CAHILL IRON WoORKS, COLWELL LEAD
CoMPANY, THE DAY-WARD COMPANY, THE HUMPHREYS
MANUFACTURING CoMPANY, KERNER MANUFACTURING
CoMPANY, THE J. L. MorT IRON WORKS, McVaAy &
WALKER, THE McCruM-HowgELL COMPANY, THE
NATIONAL SANITARY MANUFACTURING COMPANY, UNION
SANITARY MANUFACTURING COMPANY, UNITED STATES
SANITARY MANUFACTURING COMPANY, L. WOLFF MANU-
FACTURING COMPANY, WHERLING ENAMELED IRON
COMPANY, THEODORE AHRENS, FRANCIS J. TORRANCE,
E. L. DAwes, W. A. MYLER, ANTON WEISKITTEL, JOHN
D. Heisg, C. E. VorceLE, T. R. BARNES, F. IL CA‘LD-
WELL, J. J. MAHONEY, JESSE T. DURYEA, BERT O. TIL-
DEN, W. C. WINFIELD, A. G. WaRrD, S. N. Forp, REID
CARPENTER, J. A. FRAUENHEIM, JORDON L. MoTT, Max
GOEBEL, THOMAS WALKER, ALEXANDER C. WALKER,
LLoyd G. McCruM, Howarn T. GATES, FRANK G.
BorpEN, D. W. Davis, L. C. HUBSMAN, E, V, BRIGHAM,
CHARLES ARROTT, A. H. CLINE, JR., HERMAN HOEL-
SCHER, J. E. WRIGHT, GEORGE W. FRANZHEIM, EDWIN
L. WAYMAN, DEFENDANTS,

DECREE.

This cause came on to be heard at this term, and was
argued by counsel; and thereupon, upon consideration
thereof, it is by the court, Judges Pritchard and Rose
concurring, and Judge Goff dissenting, ordered, adjudged,
and decreed :—

First. That each of the defendants, Bert Q. Tilden and
George W, Franzheim, in his official character as secretary
of his respective corporation, defendant herein, attested
the contracts hereinafter mentioned, executed by such
regpective corporation, and had no other connection there-

U. 8. v. STANDARD SANITARY MFG. CO. 271

with, and that the original petition of the United States
herein be and hereby is dismissed as to the defendants,
Bert O. Tilden and George W. Franzheim, with costs to
each of them to be taxed.

Second. That the defendants (other than those against
whom the petition is dismissed, and Ludwig Wolff, who
died before the final hearing), in the manner set forth in
the petition, have entered into and are engaging in a
combination in restraint of trade and commerce among
the several States in sanitary enameled ironware and
have attempted and are attempting to monopolize said
trade and commerce in said ware, in violation of the act
of Congress approved July 2, 1890, entitled “ An Act to
protect trade and commerce against unlawful restraints
and monopolies.”

Third. That upon the evidence the defendant Colwell
Lead Company is engaged in interstate commerce within
the meaning of the act of Congress approved July 2, 1890,
entitled “An act to protect trade and commerce against
unlawful restraints and monopolies.”

Fourth. That the so-called manufacturers’ license agree-
ments and the jobbers’ license agreements, and the price
lists made part of said agreements, all described in the
petition herein, have been and are the means adopted and
used by the defendants in order to carry into effect the
objects and purposes of said unlawful combination in re-
straint of said interstate trade and commerce in violation
of said act of Congress, and that the said agreements and
price lists are therefore hereby declared illegal and the
defendants and all and each of them and their officers,
agents, servants, and employees are enjoined and prohib-
ited from doing anything in furtherance of said manu-
facturers’ license agreements and jobbers’ license agree-
ments, and from enforcing in any manner said agreements
or any of the terms thereof, and from adopting or en-
forcing said price lists in interstate commerce in sanitary
enameled ironware.

Fifth. That the defendants, their officers, agents, ser-
vants, and employees, are enjoined and prohibited from
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continuing their attempt to monopolize interstate com-
merce in said ware by means of the uniawful combination
hereinbefore described, and more particularly by means
of said manufacturers’ license agreements and jobbprs'
license agreements, and said price lists, or by any other
means similar thereto.

Sixth. That the said defendants, their officers, directors,
agents, servants, and employees, are enjoined and prohib-
ited from resuming, engaging in, continuning, or carrying
into further effect the combination adjudged illegal here-
by, and from engaging in or entering into any like com-
bination or attempt to monopolize, the effect of which will
be to restrain commerce in sanitary enameled ironware
among the several States of the United States, or in the
Territories of the United States, by making any express
or implied agreement or arrangement together, or one
with another, iike that adjudged illegal herein, relative to
the control or management of the business of the said
defendants in sanitary enameled ironware, the effect of
which will be to prevent each and any of them from
carrying on interstate trade and commerce in sanitary
enameled ironware in competition with the others.

Seventh. That this decree shall not be construed to pre-
vent whoever may be the owner or owners of the Arrott
patent and other dredger patents relating to the manu-
facture of sanitary enameled ironware, from granting
lawful licenses to any of the defendants or others to use
such patents, or to prevent the defendants or others from
taking lawful licenses to use any of such patents.

Eighth. It appearing to the court that on the twentieth
day of January, 1911, the defendants, Cahill Iron Works,
Frank H. Caldwell and John J. Mahoney, by leave of
the court, filed their substituted and amended answer in
the cause, showing that theretofore, to wit, on the 17th
day of December, 1910, they withdrew from said com-
bination and ceased thereafter to engage in any of the
practices complained of in the petition, and submitting
to a decree such as is herein decreed, it is further adjudged
and decreed that the petitioner recover of said defendants

U. 8. v. AMERICAN SUGAR REFINING CO. 273

one-gsixteenth of its lawful costs which accrued in the
cause up to the closing of the case of the petitioner on
December 22nd, 1910, and that the petitioner recover of
the other defendants, except said Bert Q. Tilden_ and
George W. Franzheim, and Ludwig Wolff, the remainder
of its lawful costs in this cause.
November 25th, 1911.
' J. C. PRITCHARD,
U. S. Circuit Judge.
JoBN C. ROSE,
Distriet Judge.
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA v. THE WARD FOOD
PRODUCTS CORPORATION ET AL., DEFENDANTS.

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE UNITED éTATES FOR
THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND.,

In Equity Ne. 1073.
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, PETITIONER,
N

THE WARD Foop Propucts CORPORATIONS, THE WARD
Baking Corporation, Ward Baking Company, The
General Baking Corporation, The General Baking
Company, The Continental Baking Corporation, United
Bakeries Corporation, William B. Ward, Howard B.
Ward, William Deininger, Paul H. Helms, J. W. Rum-
bough, R. B. Peterson, George G. Barber, and George
B. Smith, .defendants. '

DECREE.

. The United States of America having filed its petition
herein on the 8th day of February, 1926, and the defend-
ants, The Ward Food Products Corporation and William
B. Ward, the Ward Baking 'Corporation and the Ward
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Baking Company, having duly appeafed by Semmes,

Bowen and Semmes, their solicitors; and the defendants,
The General Baking Corporation, General Baking Com-
pany and Paul H. Helms, having duly appeared by
Marbury, Gosnell and Williams, and Simpson, Thatcher
and Bartlett, their solicitors; and the defendants, The
Continental Baking Corporation, United Bakeries Cor-
poration and George G. Barber, having duly appeared
by Venable, Baetjer and Howard, their solicitors;

Comes now the United States of America, by Amos W.
W. Woodcock, its attorney for the District of Maryland,
and by John G. Sargent, Attorney General, William J.
.~ Donovan, Assistant to the Attorney General of the

 United States, and by Abram F. Myers and Mary G.
Conner, Special Assistants to the Attorney General, and
come also the defendants named herein by their solici-
tors as aforesaid;

And it appearing to the Court by admission of the
parties consenting to this decree, that the petition states
- a cause of action; that the Court has jurisdiction of the
subject matters alleged in the petition, and that the
Court is empowered to prevent and restrain violations
of the hereinafter mentioned statutes in advance of their

consummation; and the petitioner having moved the

Court for an injunction and for other relief against the
defendants as hereinafter decreed;

And the Court finding and adjudging, with the con-
sent of the parties consenting to this decree, that a plan
such as alleged in the petition herein to bring under the
control of the defendant, The Ward Food Products Cor-
poration, the other corporate defendants herein, if con-
summated, would constitute a violation of the Act of

" Congress of July 2, 1890, entitled “An Act to protect
trade and commerce against unlawful restraints and
monopolies,” known as the Sherman Antitrust Act, and
a violation of Section 7 of the Act of Congress of October
15, 1914, entitled “An Act to supplement existing laws
against unlawful restraints and monopolies, and for other
purposes,” known as the Clayton Act;

A-T
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And the defendant, The Genéral Baking Corporation,
by its solicitors, having informed the Court that on
March 8, 1926, The General Baking Corporation acquired
460,000 shares and on March 10, 1926, 540,000 shares of
the voting stock of The General Baking Corporation
owned or held by the Defendant, William B. Ward; that
on March 23, 1926, The General Baking Corporation in-

. ¢creased the number of its directors from three to seven;

and that within one year after the entry of this decree
The General Baking Corporation, by appropriate action
under the laws of Maryland, will reduce its authorized
capital stock by reducing its Class A nonvoting stock
from five million shares to two million shares,

.And the defendant, The Ward Food Products Corpora-
tion, by its solicitors, having informed the Court that
within thirty days after the entry of this decree, it
would dissolve, forfeit all of its corporate privileges and
surrender its charter to the State of Maryland;

And the Court having duly considered the statements
of counsel for the respective parties; and the defendants
named herein, through their solicitors, now and here con-
senting to the entry of this decree;

Now, therefore, it is ordered, adjudged, and decreed
as follows: '

1. That the defendants shall, within the time in each
instance specified, carry into execution the undertakings
hereinbefore set forth;

2. That pending the dissolution of the defendants,
The Ward Food Products Corporation, as herein provided,
sald corporation is enjoined and restrained from issuing

‘any capital stock, bonds, or other evidences of indebted-

ness, and from acquiring any property or itransacting
any business or taking any action other than may be
necessary to terminate its existence;

8. That until the authorized eapitalization of the de-
fendant, The General Baking Corporation, shall have
been reduced as hereinabove provided, The General Bak-
ing Corporation is enjoined and restrained from issuing
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or using all or any part of the three million shares of
Class A nonvoting stock so to be cancelled;

4. That the individual defendants and the corporate
Aefendants. their officers, directors, agents and employees,
dre perpetnally régtrained and enjoined from directly or
indirgetly doing any act or thing in furtherance of any
such plan as described in the petition for bringing the
several corporate defendants under common control; and
from forming. or joining any like plan for restraining or
monopolizing interstate trade and commerce in the

- future;

5. That the defendants, The Ward Baking Corporation,
the Ward Baking Company and all persons acting for-or
in behalf of them or any of them, be and they are hereby
perpetually enjoined, restrained, and prohibited from
acquiring directly or indirectly, receiving or holding,
voting or in any manner acting as the owner of, or ex-
ercising direct or indirect control of, the whole or any
part of the shares of the capital stock of the defendants,

The Continental Baking Corporation, the United Bakeries -

Corporation, The General Baking Corporation, The Gen-
eral Baking Company, or any of their controlled com-
panies, and from acquiring any of their physical assets;

6. That the defendants, The General Baking Cor-
poration, The General Baking Company, and all persons
acting for or in behalf of them, or any of them, be and
they are hereby perpetually enjoined, restrained, and
“prohibited from acquiring directly or indirectly, receiv-
_ing or holding, voting or in any manner acting as the
owner of, or exercising direct or indirect control of, the
whole or any part of the shares of capital stock of The
Ward Baking Corporation, The Ward Baking Company,
The Continental Baking Corporation, or the United
Bakeries Corporation, or any of their controlled com-
panies, and from acquiring any of their physical assets;

.7. That the defendants, The Continental Baking Cor-
poration, the United Bakeries Corporation, and all per-
gons acting for or in behalf of them, or any of them, be,

)
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and they are hereby perpetually enjoined, restrained,
and prohibited from acquiring, directly or indirectly,
receiving or holding, voting or in any manner acting as
the owner of, or exercising direct or indirect control of,
the whole or any part of the shares of capital stock of
the defendants, The Ward Baking Corporation, The
Ward Baking Company, The General Baking Corpora-
tion, The General Baking Company, or any of their
controlled companies, and from acquiring any of their
physical assets;

8. That the corporate defendants herein named are
hereby perpetually enjoined, restrained, and prohibited
from acquiring, directly or indirectly, the whole or any
part of the stock or other share capital of any other bak-
ing corporation engaged also in interstate commerce
where the effect of such acquisition may be to sub-
stantially lessen competition in such eommerce between
the corporation whose stock is so aecquired and the de-
fendant corporations or tend to create a monopoly. '

9, That the defendants, William B. Ward, Paul H.
Helms, and George G. Barber, are severally perpetually

"enjoined, restrained, and prohibited from acquiring,

receiving, holding, or voting, or in any manner acting as
the owner of any of the voting shares of the capital stock
of more than one of the defendant corporations and its
subsidiaries; and from acquiring any of the physical
assets of more than one of said corporations;

10. That the defendants, William B. Ward, Paul H.
Helms, and George G. Barber, are severally required to
dispossess themselves of al]l voting shares of capital
stock in any of the defendant corporations and the com-
panies controlled by them, other than such defendant
corporation and its subsidiaries as he may elect to retain

his holdings in under Section 9 hereof;

11, That the defendants, The Ward Food Products
Corporation, The Ward Baking Corporation, and Ward
Baking Company, constituting one group; The General
Baking Corporation and The General Baking Company,
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constituting a second group; and The Continental Bak-

ing Corporation and United Bakeries Corporation, con-
stituting a third group, are severally perpetually en-
joined, restrained, and prohibited from electing or ap-
pointing and from continuing any person as a director
or as an officer who is at the same time a director,
officer, agent, or employee in any of the corporations of
either of the other groups or their subsidiaries; the
purpose of this provision being to insure to the corpora-
tions of each group and their subsidiaries a direction and
management independent of the direction and manage-
ment of the corporations of the other groups and their
subsidiaries;

12. That each of the corporate groups as defined in
Section 10 hereof, their officers, directors, agents, or em-
ployees is perpetually enjoined, restrained, and pro-
hibited from entering into any contracts, agreements, or
understandings with one or more of the other corporate
defendants herein for joint purchases of materials, sup-
plies, and equipment, or for common prices or common
policies in the marketing and sale of their output, as in
the petition alleged. ‘

138. It appears that the charge contained in the peti-
tion herein that the acquisition and holding by the de-
fendant, The Continental Baking Corporation, of the
stocks and other share capital of alleged compeling
baking companies is in violation of Section 7 of the
Clayton Act, was included also in a complaint filed by
the Federal Trade Commission against The Continental
Baking Corporation on December 19, 1925,

‘Wherefore the petition is dismissed as to that charge
without prejudice to the right of the United States to
again raise the issue in any other proceeding.

14; It is further ordered, adjudged, and decreed that

this decree and any of the provisions hereof shall be

without prejudice to the rights and interests of the said
defendants in any proceeding, civil or criminal, which
may hereafter be brought except that its recitals shall

U. 8. v. NAT'L FOOD PRODUCTS CORPORATION 1247

be conclusive in all proceedings brought to enforce an
observance of this decree or any part thereof.

15. That any of the parties to this decree may make
application to the Court at any time for such further or-
ders and direé¢tions as may be necessary or proper in rela-
tion to the earrying out of the provisions of this decree,
angd for the enforcement of strict compliance therewith
and the punishment of evasions thereol; and jurisdiction
of this cause is retained for the purpose of giving full ef- .
fect to this decree, and for the purpose of making such
other and further orders, decrees, amendments, or modi-
fications, or taking such other action, if any, as may be

necessary or appropriate to the carrying out and enforce-
ment of said decree.

16. That the petition be, and it is hereby dismissed as
to defendants William Deininger;, -George- B, Smith,

Howard B, Ward, J. W. Rumbough, and R. E. Peterson,
without prejudice.

17. That the United States shall recover its costs.

MORRIS A. SOPER,
United States District Judge.

April 3, 1926.
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA v. CONFECTIONERS
CLUB OF BALTIMORE, MARYLAND, ET AL,
DEFENDANTS.

U. 8. v. CONF'T'RS CLUB OF BALTIMORE, MD. 1389

[N THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE UNITED STATES FOR
THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND.

In Equity No. 1424,
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, PETITIONER,

V8.

CONFECTIONERS CLUB OF BALTIMORE, MARYLAND, ET AL.,
DEFENDANTS.

DECREE.

The United States of America having filed its petition
herein on the 14th day of September, 1928, and the de-
fendants, Confectioners Club of Baltimore, Maryland,
Morton P. Allen, doing business as Allem, Son & Co,,
Atlag Candy Co., John L. Astwood, Jacob Abbott, Balti-
more Candy & Tobacco Corporation, John F. Birkmeyer,
John F. Birkmeyer, Jr., doing business as John Birk-
meyer & Sons, William S. Bunchez, Louis Bagan, doing
business as L. Bagan Candy Co., Anthony M. Bernard,
doing business as Bernard & Bernard, Crescent Candy
Company, James 1. Cook, David Davison and Henry
Davison, doing husiness as the Davison Candy Co., A.
Maurice Dawson, doing business as Dawson & Co., John
H. Dockman & Son, Federal Candy Company, Edward
A. Gryskiewicz, doing business ag the Eastern Candy Co.,
Edgar K. Edwards, Jr., doing business as E. K. Edwards,
Jr., & Co., Cornelius B. Falter, Edward B. Falter, Geo. J.
Falter Co., Francis B. Flynn, Aloysius H. Goedeke and
Edw. Horton, doing business as Goedeke & Horton, Ieo
Guberman, John W. Hayes, Geo. A. Henneke, Wm. J. C.
Kumlehn, Arthur B. League, Henry W. Loock, Paul
Loughran, Lucy Candy Co., McDowell, Pyle & Co., Max
M. Margolis, Jobn Meyer, Ernest F. Meile, Louis Morris,
Wm. Omansky, doing business as Wm, Omansky & Sons,
Edwin H. Perking, Dominick J. Pessagno ,Jr., doing
business ag D. J. Pessagno, Jr., & Co., C. Alvin Riebling,
Edward L. Ringer, Albert A. Ring, doing business as
the Ring Candy Co., Jacob L. Rose and Arthur L. Rose,
doing business as A. L. Rose & Co., George J. Schreiber,
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Benj. Schloss, doing business as the Standard Candy
Co., Emil R. Schomberg, W. J. Vanous, H, Fabius Weis-
man, doing business as H. Weisman Candy Co., G_reo. H.
Weitzel, Thomas J. Kennard, doing business as Thomas
J. Kennard & Co., John H. Welsh, John Miles, J. Menard
Weber, doing business as the Menard Candy Co., Mat-
thew W. Wolpert, doing business as the Standard Mer-
chandise Co., and Harrison M. Sandrock, doing business
ag E. A. Roessler & Co;, having duly appeared by Robert
R. Carman, their counsel:

Comes now the United States of America by Amos
W. W. Woodcock, its attorney for the District of Mary-
land, and by Mary G. Connor, Special Assistant to the
Attorney General, and-come also the defendants named
herein by their counsel as aforesaid;

And it appearing to the court by admission of the
parties consenting to this decree that the petition herein
gtates a eause of action; that the court has jurisdiction
of the subject matters alleged in the petition; and that
the petitioner has moved the court for an injunction and
for other relief against the defendants as hereinafter
decreed; and the eourt having duly considered the state-
ments of counsel for the respective parties; and the fore-
going defendants through their said counsel now and
here consenting to the rendition of such decree as is
prayed by the petitioner:

Now, therefore, it is ordered, adjudged, and decreed:

I. That the combination and conspiracy in restraint
of interstate trade and commerce, the acts, agreements,
and understandings among the defendants in restraint
of interstate trade and commerce, as described in the
petition herein, and the restraint of such trade and com-
merce thereby achieved as described in the petition here-
in are violative of the Act of Congress of July 2, 1890,
entitled “An Act to protect trade and commerce against

unlawful restraints and monopolies,” known as the Sher-.

man Antitrust Act.

II. That the defendants, their agents, servants, and
employees are perpetually enjoined and probibited—

A-12
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(a) From combining, conspiring, agreeing, or con-
tracting together, or with one another, or with others,
orally or in writing, expressly or impliedly, directly or
indirectly, to withhold their patronage from any manu-
facturer or producer of the candy products dealt in by
the defendants, for or on account of such manufacturer
or producer having sold such products in the State of
Maryland, wherein members of the Confectioners Club
of Baltimore are engaged in the candy jobbing business,
to persons, firms, or corporations other than the members
of the said association;

(b) From combining, conspiring, agreeing, or con-
tracting together, or with one another, or with others,
orally or in writing, expressly or impliedly, directly, or
indirectly, to prevent manufacturers or producers, or
their agents, engaged in shipping and selling candy
products among the several States, from shipping and
selling such commodities freely;

(c) From threatening to boycott manufacturers or
producers engaged in selling and shipping candy products
among the several States who sell and ship or have sold
and shipped said products to non-members of defendant .
association who are competitors of defendant jobbers;

(d) From combining, conspiring, or agreeing together,
or with one another, or with others, to fix, establish, and
maintain wholesale and/or retail prices to be charged
for candy products.

I, That jurisdiction of this cause is hereby retained
for the purpose of giving full effect to this decree, and
for the purpose of making such other and further or-
ders, decrees, amendments, or modifications or taking
such other action, if any, as may be necessary or ap-
propriate to the carrying out and enforcement of said
decree; and for the purpose of enabling any of the
parties to this decree to make application to the court
at any time for such further orders and directions as
may be necessary or proper in relation to the execution
of the provisions of this decree; and for the enforcement
of strict compliance therewith and for the punishment
of evasions thereof.
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IV. That the petition be, and it iz hereby, dismissed
ag to defendants Mrs. Matilda Bernard, Peter Gryskie-
wicz, Harry and Samuel Omansky, I. Cordish and Son,
Aaron Folb, Harry Heyman, George Kennerly, James J.
Wheatley, George W. F. Webster, Wachter Brothers,
Thomas Whelan, John J. Ryan, John J. Langen, Dave
Ramosciotti, Joseph W. Bailey, Branch H. Phillips, David
C. Bailey, Percy White, and John W. White.

V. That the United States shall recover its costs.

MORRIS A. SOPER,
United States Distriet Judge.

JANUARY 3, 1930,

A-13
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U.S. v. MARYLAND STATE LICENSED
BEVERAGE ASSOCIATION, INC., ET AL.

Civil Action No.: 9122
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Trade Regulation Reporter - Trade Cases (1932 - 1992), United States v.
Maryland State Licensed Beverage Association, Inc., et al., U.S. District
Court, D. Maryland, 1958 Trade Cases 169,142, (Sept. 16, 1958)

Click to open document in a browser

United States v. Maryland State Licensed Beverage Association, Inc., et al.

1958 Trade Cases 169,142, U.S. District Court, D. Maryland. Civil Action No. 8122. Filed September 18, 1958.
Case No. 1302 in the Antitrust Division of the Depariment of Justice.

Sherman Antitrust Act

Combinations and Conspiracies—Consent Decree—Practices Enjoined—Price Fixing —Fixed Prices by
Agreement.—Various wholesale liquor dealers and a trade association were prohibited by a consent decree
from entering into any agreement among themselves or with any wholesalers or retailers to fix or maintain
prices, markups, margins of profit, terms or conditions at which alcoholic beverages not manufactured by such
defendants were sold or offered for sale to third persons. The defendants were also enjoined from entering

into any agreement among themselves or with any other person to suggest or otherwise influence the prices

at which sales of alcoholic beverages should be made to any Monopoly County (County Liquor Control Board

or Department of Liquor Contral selling alcoholic beverages under a county dispensary system in the State of
Maryland).

Combinations and Conspiracies—Consent Decree—Practices Enjoined—Price Fixing —Refusai to
Deal.—Various wholesale liguor dealers and a trade association were prohibited by a consent decree from
entering into any agreement among themselves or with any other person to (1) boycott or otherwise refuse to
deal with any person engaged in the purchase, sale or distribution of alcoholic beverages or (2) induce, compel
of coerce any person to boycott or otherwise refuse to deal with any person engaged in the purchase, sale or
distribution of alcoholic beverages in the State of Maryland. The trade association was individually prohibited
from inducing, compelling or coercing any person to boycott or otherwise refuse to deal with any person engaged
in the purchase, sale or distribution of alcoholic beverages.

Combinations and Conspiracies—Resale Price Fixing—Consent Decree—Practices Enjoined—Coercion
and Intimidation.—Varicus wholesale liquor dealers and a trade association were prohibited by a conseni
decree from entering into any agreement to (1) induce or coerce any person to adopt prices at which alcoholic
beverages should be sold to third persons, or (2) induce or coerce any manufacturer to refuse to make sales
directly to any Monopoly County, require that sales to Monopoly Counties be made through wholesalers, or
make sales to any Monopoly County upon the condition that it resell at a suggested price. The defendants were
individually prohibited from (1) urging or coercing any manufacturer to establish resale prices, (2) communicating
with any person for the purpose or with the effect of urging or coercing any manufacturer or wholesater to refrain
from selling to any person, (3) promoting the sale of specific brands upon the condition that the manufacturer
establish resale prices or boycott certain persons, and {4) refusing to buy or promote the sale of, or hindering the
sale of, alcoholic beverages for the purpose or with the effect of urging or coercing the manufacturer to establish
resale prices or boycott certain persons.

Combinations and Conspiracies—Consent Decree—Practices Enjoined—Trade Association Activities
—Coercion and Enforcement Provisions.—A trade association composed of wholesale liquor dealers was
prohibited by a consent decree from (1) discussing evolving, or acting upon any matter or thing enjoined by

any provision of the decree in any meeting of its members, officers, directors or any committee meeting of the
association, (2) accepting financial contributions from any manufacturer, non-member wholesaler or another non-
member association, (3) having as a member any person not engaged in the business of wholesaling alcoholic
beverages, (4) organizing, being a member of, or participating in any organization the purposes of which were
contrary to any provision of the decree, (5) maintaining any plan or program the purpose or effect of which was
to police or enforce prices of alcoholic beverages, and (6) inducing or coercing any person to adopt or enforce,
adherence to prices, terms or conditions at which alcohclic beverages would be sold.
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Department of Justice Enforcement and Procedure—Consent Decree--Permissive Provisions—
Proposing Legislation — Exclusive Distributorship.—A consent decree entered against various wholesale
liquor dealers and a trade association provided that nothing in the decree should be deemed to prohibit the
defendants from proposing or supporting legislation or the adoption of local, state, or federal regulations relating
to the purchase, sale or distribution of alcoholic beverages or from individually taking action required by local,
state, or federal legislation or regulation. It was further provided that nothing cantained in certain specific sections
of the decree shouid be construed to prohibit any defendant, acting as a wholesaler or manufacturer, from
entering into a contract designating it or another wholesaler as a distributor on an exclusive basis or otherwise..
However, it was provided that such designation should not directly or indirectly prevent any Monopoly County
from acquiring alcoholic beverages direct from any source.

Department of Justice Enforcement and Procedure—Consent Decree—Contingent Provisions—
Cancellation of Fair Trade Contracts—Dissemination of Price Information.— A consent decree entered
against various wholesale liquor dealers and a trade association provided that upon the entry of a final judgment
against one or more liqguor manufacturers (named as defendants in the complaint but not parties to instant
decree) requiring a suspension of fair trading in the State of Maryland for any period of time, each consenting
wholesater who sold alcoholic beverages included in such suspension, shall (1) within 30 days after entry of
such final judgment, cancel ail fair trade contracts which fix the resale price of such alcoholic beverages and give
to all Maryland licensed retailers notice of such cancellation, informing each retailer that it should individually
determine the resale price without reference to fair trade prices, (2) be enjoined from entering into or adhering

to any fair trade contract, (3) be enjoined from disseminating to any person price lists or other price information
containing suggested resale prices, except as provided by Article 2B, § 109, Annotated Code of Maryland, 1857,
which directs the Comptroller to require the filing of schedules of prices and proposed price changes, and (4)

be enjoined from policing or otherwise enforcing suggested retait prices or conditions at which such alcoholic
beverages are to be sold or offered for sale.

For the plaintiff. Victor R. Hansen, Assistant Attorney General, William D. Kilgore, Jr., Attorney, Departiment of
Justice; Leon H. A. Pierson, United States Attorney,; and Charles F. B. McAleer, Wilford L. Whitley, Jr., John H.
Earle, and John C. Fricano, Attorneys, Depariment of Justice.

For the defendants: John Henry Lewin, Baltimore, Md., for Maryland Institute of Wine and Spirit Distributors,
Inc.; John Henry Lewin and Read McCaffrey, Baltimore, Md., for McCarthy-Hicks, Inc.; John Henry Lewin and
Zanvyl Krieger, Baltimore, Md., for Churchill, Ltd.; John Henry Lewin and Stanley H. Wilen, Baltimore, Md., for
Embros Wine Co., Inc.; Eugene M. Feinblatt, Baltimore, Md., for The Madera Bonded Wine & Liquor Co.; John
Henry Lewin and Louis Hoffman, Baltimore, Md., for Reliable Liquors, Inc.; and A. Adgate Duer, Baltimore, Md.,
for Gillette-Wright, Inc.

Final Judgment

[ Consent Decree]

RoszeL C. THOMSEN, District Judge [ In full text]; The plaintiff, United States of America, having filed its complaint
herein on September 11, 1956, and the plaintiff and the defendants, by their respective attorneys, having
severally consented to the entry of this Final Judgment without trial or adjudication of any issue of fact or law
herein and without admission by any party with respect to any such issue; and the Court having considered the
matter and being duly advised;

Now, Therefore, upon consent of all the parties hereto, it is hereby
Ordered, Adjudged and Decreed, as follows:

[ Jurisdiction)

This Court has jurisdiction of the subject matter hereof and of all parties signatory hereto. The complaint states
claims upon which relief may be granted against the defendants signatory hereto under Sections 1 and 2 of the
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Act of Congress of July 2, 1890, entitled "An act to protect trade and commerce against unlawful restraint and
monopolies,” commonly known as the Sherman Act, as amended.

[ Definitions)
As used in this Final Judgment:

{A) "Person” means an individual, partnership, firm, corporation, association, trustee or any other business or
tegal entity, including County Liquor Control Boards and Departments of Liguor Control;

(B) “Alcoholic Beverage” means any whiskey, rum, gin, brandy, cordial, wine, cider, alcohol or any other
spiritous, vinous, malt or fermented liquor, liquid or compound, by whatever name calfed, containing one-half of
one per centumn or more of alcohol by volume, which is fit for beverage purposes, except any brewed alcoholic
beverage including beer, ale, porter, and stout;

(C}) "Manufacturer” means a person who operates a plant within the United States for destulhng, rectifying,
blending, fermenting or bottling any alcoholic beverage, or imports into the United States any alcoholic beverage
from outside the United States, or is a distributor selling to a wholesater for resale to a retailer;

(D) "Wholesaler” means any person engaged in the business of purchasing or acquiring alcoholic beverages
from manufacturers for resale or distribution to retailers or other purchasers for resale;

{E) “Retailer" means any person engaged in the business of selling alcoholic beverages to consumers;
(F) “Consenting defendants” means the defendants signatory hereto and each of them;

(G) “Monopoly County” means any County Liquor Control Board or Department of Liquor Control selling alcoholic
beverages under a county dispensary system in the State of Maryland.

[ Applicabifity]

The provisions of this Final Judgment applicable to any consenting defendant shall apply to such defendant,

its officers, agents, servants, employees, subsidiaries, successors and assigns, and to those persons in active
concert or participation with such defendant who receive actuat notice of this Final Judgment by personal service
or otherwise. For the purpose of this Final Judgment, a defendant and its respective officers, agents, servants
and empioyees shall be deemed to be one person.

v

[ Price Fixing— Boycotting]

(A) The consenting defendants are jointly and severally enjoined and restrained from entering into, adhering
to, maintaining, furthering, or reviving, directly or indirectly, any contract, agreement, understanding, plan or
program among themselves, or with any wholesaler or group of wholesalers or with any retailer or group of
retailers, to:

(1) Control, fix, adopt, stabilize or maintain prices, markups, margins of profit, terms or conditions at which
alcoholic beverages not manufactured by such defendant are sold or offered for sale to third persons in the State
of Maryland;

(2) Induce, compel or coerce, or attempt o induce, compel, or coerce, any person to establish, adopt, issue,
adhere to, or to police or enforce adherence to prices, mark ups, margins of profit, terms or conditions at which
alcoholic beverages not manufactured by such defendant shall be sold or offered for sale to third persons in the
State of Maryland.
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(B} The consenting defendants are jointly and severally enjoined and restrained from entering into, adhering
to, maintaining, furthering, or reviving, directly or indirectly, any contract, agreement, or understanding, plan or
program among themselves, or with any other person, to

(1) Boycott or otherwise refuse to deal with, or threaten to boycott or otherwise refuse to deal with, any person
engaged in the purchase, sale or distribution of alcoholic beverages in the State of Maryland;

{2} induce, compel or coerce, or attempt to induce, compel or coerce, any person to boycott or otherwise refuse
to deal with any person engaged in the purchase, sale or distribution of alcoholic beverages in the State of
Maryland;

{3) Induce, compel or coerce, or attempt to induce, corﬁpei or coerce, any manufacturer to refuse to make sales
of alcoholic beverages directly to any Moncpoly County or to require sales to said Monopoly Counties to be
made through wholesalers;

(4) Suggest, designate, prescribe or other wise influence, or attempt to influence, the price or prices at which
sales of alcoholic beverages shall be made by manufacturers or wholesalers to any Monopoly County;

(5) Induce, compel or coerce, or attempt to induce, compel or coerce, any manufacturer or wholesaler to make
sales to any Monopoly County upon the condition or understanding that said Monopoly County reseli alcoholic
beverages at a suggested, prescribed or designated price or prices, or otherwise require said Monopoly County
to resell at a suggested, prescribed or designated price or prices.

[ Permissive Provision]

Nothing in this Final Judgment shall be deemed to prohibit the said defendants from proposing or supporting |
legislation or the adoption of local, state, or federal regulations, relating to the purchase, sale or distribution of |
alcoholic beverages or from individually taking action required by local, state or federal legislation or regulation. |

[ Resale Price Fixing]
Each of the consenting defendants is enjoined and restrained from, directly or indirectly:

{A) Urging, campelling or coercing any manufacturer to establish, adopt, issue, ad here to, or police or enforce
adherence to minimum or suggested resale prices, mark ups, margins of profit, terms or conditions of sale at
which alcoholic beverages are sold or offered for sale in the State of Maryland;

{B) Communicating with any manufac turer, wholesaler or other person for the purpose or with the effect of
urging, compelling or coercing any manufacturer or wholesaler to refrain from selling alccholic beverages to any
person or to any group or class of persons;

{C) Promoting the sale of, or giving pref erence to, or urging, compelling or coercing, or attempting to urge,
compel or coerce any person to promote the sale of, or give preference to, specific brands of alcoholic
beverages not manufactured by such defendant upon any condition, agreement or understanding, that the
manufacturer thereof establish, adopt, issue, adhere to, or police and enforce adherence to minimum or
suggested resale prices, markups, margins of profit, terms or conditions of sale thereof, or boycott or otherwise
refuse to deal with persons engaged in the purchase, sale or distribution of alcoholic beverages;

(D) Refusing to buy, refusing to promote the sale of, or in any manner hindering the sale of, or urging, compeliing
or coercing, or attempting to urge, compel or coerce any other person to refuse to buy, refuse to promote or

in any manner hinder the sale of alcoholic beverages not manufactured by such defendant for the purpose or
with the effect of urging, compelling or coercing the manufacturer thereof to establish, adopt, issue, adhere to,

or police and influence adherence to minimum or suggested resale prices, markups, margins of profit, terms

or conditions of sale thereof, or boycott or refuse tc deal with any person engaged in the purchase, sale or
distribution of alcoholic beverages.

vi

[ Permissive Provision]
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Nothing in Subsections {B){l) and (2} of Section IV, or Subsections {B) and (D) of Section V, shall be construed
to prohibit any consenting defendant, acting as a wholesaler or manufacturer, from negotiating, entering into and
adhering to a contract designating said defendant or another wholesaler as a distributor, on an exclusive basis or
otherwise; provided, however, that such designation shali not directly or indirectly prevent any monopoly county
from acquiring alcoholic beverages direct from any source.

Vil

[ Fair Trade — Price Lists]

Upen the entry of a Final Judgment in this case not subject to further appeal against one or more of the
defendant manufacturers named as such in the complaint in this case requiring a suspension of fair trading in
the State of Maryland for any period of time, each consenting defendant wholesaler as to alcoholic beverages
included in such suspension which it sells, for and during the period of such suspension, shall:

(A) Within thirty days after the entry of such Final Judgment, cancel all fair-trade contracts to which he is a party
and which fix or control the resale price of such alcoholic beverages and shall give to all Maryland licensed
retailers handling such products notice of such cancellation and termination, informing each of them that the
retailer shall individually determine his resale price without reference to fair-trade prices theretofore established
thereon;

(B) Be enjoined and restrained from entering into or adhering to any fair-trade contract;

(C) Be enjoined and restrained from disseminating or preparing for dissemination to any person price lists or
other price information containing minimum or suggested resale prices, markups, margins of profits, terms or
conditions at which such alccholic beverages are to be resold or offered for sale, except as provided by Article
2B, Section 109 of the Annctated Code of Maryland.

{D) Be enjoined and restrained from shopping, policing, reporting, or otherwise enforcing, minimum or suggested
retail prices, markups, margins of profit, terms or conditions at which such alcehciic beverages are to be sold or
offered for sale.

Vil

[ Trade Association Activities)
The defendant Maryland Institute of Wine and Spirit Distributers, Inc. is enjoined and restrained from:

(A) Discussing, evolving or acting upon any matter or thing enjoined and restrained by any provision of this Final
Judgment in any meeting of its members, officers, directors or any committee meeting of the Association;

(B) Accepting financial contributions from any manufacturer, non-member wholesaler or another non-member
association; . |

(C) Having as a member any person not engaged in the business of wholesale sales of alcoholic beverages;

(D) Organizing, being a member of, or participating in any trade association or other organization, the purposes
or functions of which are contrary to any provision of this Final Judgment;

(E) Maintaining any plan, program, shopping service or other means the purpose or effect of which is to
determine, report to any person, police, supervise or enforce prices of alcoholic beverages in the State of
Maryland;

(F) Inducing, compelling or coercing, or attempting to induce, compel or coerce, any person to establish, adopt,
issue, adhere to, or to police or enforce adherence to prices, markups, margins of profits, terms or conditions at
which alcoholic beverages will be sold or offered for sale;

(G) Inducing, compelling or coercing, or attempting to induce, compel or coerce, any person to boycott or
otherwise refuse to deai with any person engaged in the purchase, sale or distribution of alcohaolic beverages.

IX
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[ Enforcement and Compliance]

{A) For the purpose of securing compliance with this Final Judgment and for no other purpose, duly authorized
representatives of the Department of Justice shall, upon written request of the Attorney General, or the Assistant
Attorney General in charge of the Antitrust Division, and on reasonable notice to any defendant, made to its
principal office, be permitted:

1. Access during the office haurs of said defendant to all books, ledgers, accounts, correspondence, memoranda
and other records and documents in the possession or under the control of said defendant relating to any
matters contained in this Final Judgment; and

2. Subject to the reasonable convenience of said defendant and without restraint or interference from it, to
interview officers or employees of said defendant, whe may have counsel present, regarding any such matters;

(B) Upon receipt of a written request of the Attorney General, or the Assistant Attorney General in charge of the
Antitrust Division, the defendant shall submit such reports in writing to the Department of Justice with respect

to matters contained in this Final Judgment as may from time to time be necessary to the enforcement of said
Judgment;

(C) No information obtained by the means provided in this Section 1X shall be divulged by any representative of
the Department of Justice to any person cther than a duly authorized representative of such Depariment, except
in the course of legal proceedings to which the United States is a party for the purpose of securing compliance
with this Final Judgment or as other wise required by law.

X
[ Jurisdiction Retained]

Jurisdiction is retained for the purpose of enabling any of the parties to this Final Judgment to apply to this Court
at any time for such further orders and directions as may be necessary or appropriate for the construction or
carrying out of this Final Judgment, for the modification of any of the provisions thereof, for the enforcement of
compliance therewith and for the punishment of violations thereof.
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Trade Reguiation Reporter - Trade Cases (1932 - 1992), United States v.
Maryland State Licensed Beverage Association, Inc., et al., U.S. District
Court, D. Maryland, 1959 Trade Cases 169,261, (Oct. 14, 1958)

Click to open document in a browser

United States v. Maryland State Licensed Beverage Association, Inc., et al.

1959 Trade Cases 169,261. U.S. District Court, D. Maryland. Civil Action No. 9122. Final Judgments filed
October 6, 1958, October 8, 1958, and October 14, 1958, respectively. Case No. 1302 in the Antitrust Division of
the Department of Justice.

Sherman Antitrust Act

Combinations and Conspiracies—Monopolies—Resale Price Fixing—Prices Fixed by Agreement.—
Liquor manufacturers, a wholesaler, an association of retail dealers, and an officer of the retail association were
prohibited by a consent decree from entering into any agreement to (1) fix prices at which alcoholic beverages
not manufactured by them should be sold in the State of Maryland, (2) induce or compel any person to

establish or enforce adherence to fixed prices, (3) suggest or prescribe the prices at which alcohofic beverages
should be sold to any Monopoly County (County Liquor Control Board or Department of Liquor Control selling
alcoholic beverages under a county dispensary system in the State of Maryland), or (4) induce or compel any
manufacturer to make sales to any Monopoly County upon the condition that it resell at designated prices.
Combinations and Conspiracies—Monopolies—Resale Price Fixing—Practices Enjoined—Boycotts
—Refusal to Deal —Liquor manufacturers, a wholesaler, an association of retail dealers, and an officer of

the retail association were prohibited by a consent decree from entering into any agreement te (1) boycott or
otherwise refuse to deal with any person engaged in the purchase, sale, or distribution of alccholic beverages

in the State of Maryland, (2) induce or compel any person to boycott or otherwise refuse to deal with any person
engaged in the purchase, sale or distribution of alcoholic beverages in the State of Maryland, and (3} induce

or compel any manufacturer to refuse to sell directly to any Monopoly County or to require that sales to such
Monopoly County be made through wholesalers. The decree also prohibited the coercing of manufacturers

for the purpose of requiring them to (1) enforce resale prices, (2) refrain from seiling to any person or class of
persans, or (3) boycoft or otherwise refuse to deal with any person engaged in the purchase, sale or distribution
of alcoholic beverages in the State of Maryland. Also, the manufacturers were prohibited from combining,
conspiring, or agreeing to (1) refuse to sell to any Monopoly County, (2) refuse to sell to any Monopoly County at
prices less than the customary wholesale price to licensed retailers, or (3) refuse to sell to any Monopoly County
except upon the condition that it resell at designated prices.

Combinations and Conspiracies——Moncpolies—Resale Price Fixing—Consent Decree—Practices
Enjoined—Coercion and Intimidation.—Liquor manufacturers, a wholesaler, an association of retail deaiers,
and an officer of the retail association were prohibited by a consent decree from (1) coercing any manufacturer
to establish or enforce adherence to minimum or suggested resale prices for the sale of alcoholic heverages in
Maryland, {2) communicating with any manufacturer, wholesaler, or other person for the purpose of ¢oercing any
manufacturer or wholesaler to refrain from selling to any person or class of persons, (3} giving preference to, or
coercing any other person to give preferance to, any specific brand of alcoholic beverage upon the condition that
the manufacturer thereof enforce suggested resale prices, boycott, or otherwise refuse to dea! with any person
engaged in the purchase, sale, or distribution of alcoholic beverages, or {4) hindering the sale of, or coercing any
other person to hinder the sale of, alcoholic beverages for the purpose of coercing the manufacturer thereof to
enforce suggested retail prices, boycott, or otherwise refuse to deal with any person engaged in the purchase,
sale, or distribution of alcoholic beverages.

Combinations and Conspiracies—Trade Associations—Consent Decree—Practices Enjoined—
Association Membership as Means of Trade Restraint.—An association of retail liquor dealers was prohibited
by a consent decree from (1) discussing or acting upon, at any of its meetings, any matter or thing enjoined or
restrained by the decree, {2) accepting contributions from any manufacturer or non-member, (3} having as a
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member any wholesaler or distiller not engaged in the retail selling of alcoholic beverages, and (4) organizing,
being a member of, or participating in the activities of any organization whose purposes are contrary to the
decree.

Combinations and Conspiracies—Trade Associations—Consent Decree—Practices Enjoined—Coercion
and Enforcement Provisions.—An association of retail liquor dealers was prohibited by a consent decree from
(1) maintaining any program, shopping service, or other means for the purpose of policing or enforcing the prices
of alcoholic beverages in the State of Maryland, (2) inducing or coercing any person to establish or police prices,
or (3) inducing or coercing any person to boycott or otherwise refuse to deal with any person engaged in the
purchase, sale, or distribution of alcoholic beverages.

Department of Justice Enforcement and Procedure—Consent Decree—Contingent Provisions—
Cancellation of Fair Trade Contracts—Dissemination of Price Information.—A consent decree provided that
upon the entry of a final judgment against one or more liguor manufacturers named in the complaint requiring

a suspension of fair trading in the State of Maryland for any period of time, the consenting manufacturers,
wholesaler, and individual, as to alcoholic beverages included in such suspension, shall (1) cancel all fair

trade contracts to which he is a party and which fix or controf the resale price of such alcoholic beverages,

(2) be enjoined from entering into any fair trade contract, and (3) be enjoined from enforcing resale prices.

The manufacturers and the whaolesaler were also to be enjoined from disseminating price lists or other price
information containing suggested resale prices, except as provided by Article 2B, § 109, Annotated Code of
Maryland, 1957, which directs the state Comptroller to require the filing of schedules of prices and proposed
price changes.

Department of Justice Enforcement and Procedure—Consent Decree—Specific Relief—Order to Sell on
Non-Discriminatory Terms.—Ligquor manufacturers were ordered by a consent decree to sell varicus brands
of liguor to the Department of Liquor Control for Montgomery County, Maryland, at prices which were not higher
than those charged to wholesalers, and without discrimination as to availability or other terms or conditions of
sale.

For the plaintiff: Victor R. Hansen, Assistant Attorney General;, W. D. Kilgore, Jr., Wilford L. Whitley, Jr., John H.
Earle, Charles F. B. McAleer, and John C. Fricano, Attorneys, Department of Justice; and Leon H. A. Pierson,
United States Attorney.

For the defendants: Gerhard A. Gesell, James C. McKay, and J. Sarsfield Sweeny for Hiram Walker & Sons,
Inc., Hiram Walker Inc., Gooderham & Worts Limited, and Jas. Barclay & Co. Limited; William L. Marbury and
John Martin Jones, Jr., for Natl. Distillers and Chemical Corporation; Robert E, Coughian, Jr., of Lord, Whip &
Coughlan, for McKesson & Robbins, Inc.; Reuben Shiling for Maryland Package Liquor Stores Association, Inc.,
and Jack Wulfert; and F. Joseph Donohue for The Kronheim Co., Inc.

For a prior consent decree entered in the U. 8. District Court, District of Maryland, see 1958 Trade Cases
1169,142; for a prior opinion of the Court, see 1958 Trade Cases Y 69,213.

Final Judgment

[Hiram Walker & Sons, Inc.; Hiram Walker, Inc.; Gooderham & Worts Ltd; Jas. Barclay & Co.
Ltd.; Natl. Distillers and Chemical Corp.; and McKesson & Robbins, Inc.—October 6, 1958)

THOMSEN, District Judge [ In full text]: The plaintiff, United States of America, having filed its complaint herein
on September 11, 1956, and the plaintiff and the undersigned defendants, by their respective aftorneys, having
severally consented to the entry of this Final Judgment without trial or adjudication of any issue of fact or law
herein and without admission by any party with respect to any such issue, and the Court having considered the
matter and being duly advised,

Now, Therefore, upon consent of all the parties hereto, it is hereby
Ordered, Adjudged and Decreed, as follows:
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[ Jurisdiction]

This Court has jurisdiction of the subject matter hereof and of all parties signatory hereto. The complaint states

claims upon which relief may be granted against the defendants signatory hereto under Sections 1 and 2 of the
. Act of Congress of July 2, 1890, entitled “An act to protect trade and commerce against unlawful restraint and

monopalies,” commonly known as the Sherman Act, as amended.

i

[ Definitions]
As used in this Final Judgment:

(A) “Person” means an individual, partnership, firm, corporation, association, trustee or any other business or
legal entity, including County Liquor Control Boards and Departments of Liquor Control;

(B) “Alcoholic Beverage” means any whiskey, rum, gin, brandy, cordial, wine, cider, alcohol or any other
spirituous, vinous, malt or fermented liquor, liquid or compound, by whatever name called, containing one-half of
one per centum or more of alcohol by volume, which is fit for beverage purposes, except any brewed alcoholic
beverage including beer, ale, porter and stout;

(C) "Manufacturer” means a person who operates a plant within the United States for distilling, rectifying,
blending, fermenting or bottling any alcoholic beverage, or imports into the United States any alcoholic beverage
from outside the United States for resale therein, or is a distributor selling to a wholesaler for resale to a retailer
or other purchasers for resale;

(D) "Wholesaler” means any person engaged in the business of purchasing or acquiring alcoholic beverages
from manufacturers for resale or distribution to refailers or other purchasers for resale;

(E) "Retailer” means any person engaged in the business of selling alcoholic beverages to consumers;
(F) “Consenting defendants” means the defendants signatory hereto and each of them;

(G) "Monopoly County” means any County Liquor Controf Board or Department of Liquor Control selling alcoholic
beverages under a county dispensary system in the State of Maryland.

[ Applicability]

The provisions of this Final Judgment applicable to any consenting defendant shall apply to such defendant,

its officers, agents, servants, employees, subsidiaries, successors and assigns, and {c those persons in active
concert or participation with such defendant who receive actual notice of this Final Judgment by personal service
or otherwise. For the purpose of this Final Judgment, a consenting defendant and its affiliates (whether or not

a defendant herein) and their respective officers, agents, servants and employees shall be deemed to be one
person. An affiliate of a consenting defendant shall mean any company wholly-owned or substantially wholly-
owned by such consenting defendant, any parent company that directly or indirectly wholly-owns or substantially
wholly-owns such consenting defendant and any company wholiy-owned or substantially wholly-owned by such
parent.

v

[ Price Fixing]

(A) The consenting defendants are jointly and severally enjoined and restrained from entering into, adhering
to, maintaining, furthering, or reviving, directly or indirectly, any contract, agreement, understanding, plan or
program with any other person to:

(1) Control, fix, adopt, stabilize or maintain prices, markups, margins of profit, terms or conditions at which
alcoholic beverages are sold or offered for sale to third persons in the State of Maryland;
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(2) induce, compel or coerce, or attempt to induce, compel or coerce, any person to establish, adopt, issue,
adhere to, or to police or enforce adherence to prices, markups, margins of profit, terms or conditions at which
alcoholic beverages shall be sold or offered for sale to third persons in the State of Maryland.

(B) The consenting defendants are jointly and severally enjoined and restrained from entering into, adhering
to, maintaining, furthering, or reviving, directly or indirectly, any contract, agreement, or understanding, pian or
program with any other person to:

(1) Boycott or otherwise refuse o deal with, or threaten to boycott or otherwise refuse to deal with, any person
engaged in the purchase, sale or distribution of alcoholic beverages in the State of Maryland;

(2) Induce, compel or coerce, or attempt to induce, compel or coerce, any person tc boycott or otherwise refuse
to deal with any person engaged in the purchase, sale or distribution of alcoholic beverages in the State of
Maryland,;

{3) Induce, compel or coerce, or attempt to induce, compel or coerce, any manufacturer or wholesaler to refuse
to make sates of alcoholic beverages directly to any Monopoly County or to require sales to said Monopoly
Counties to be made through wholesalers;

{4) Suggest, designate, prescribe or otherwise influence, or attempt to influence, the price or prices at which sale
of alcoholic beverages shall be made by manufacturers or wholesalers to any Monopoly County;

(5) Induce, compel or coerce, or attempt to induce, compet or coerce, any manufacturer or wholesaler to make
sales to any Monopoly County upon the condition or understanding that said Manopoly County resell alcoholic
beverages at a suggested, prescribed or designated price or prices, or otherwise require said Monopoly County
to resell at a suggested, prescribed or designated price or prices.

v

[ Coercing Manufacturers]
Each of the consenting defendants is enjoined and restrained from, directly or indirectly:

(A) Requiring, compelling or coercing any manufacturer or wholesaler to establish, adopt, issue, adhere to,
or police or enforce adherence to minimum or suggested resale prices, markups, margins of profit, terms or
conditions of sale at which alcoholic beverages are sold or offered for sale in the State of Maryland;

(B) Communicating with any manufacturer, wholesaler or other person for the purpose or with the effect of
urging, compelling or coercing any manufacturer or Wholesaler to refrain from selling alcoholic beverages to any
person or to any group or class of persons in the State of Maryland;

(C) Urging, compelling or coercing, or attempting to urge, compel or coerce any person to promote the sale of,

or give preference to, specific brands of alcoholic beverages not manufactured by such defendant upon any
condition, agreement or understanding, that the manufacturer thereof establish, adopt, issue, adhere to, or police
and enforce adherence to minimum or suggested resale prices, markups, margins of profit, terms or conditions
of sale thereof, or boycott or otherwise refuse to deal with persons engaged in the purchase, sale or distribution
of alcoholic beverages in the State of Maryland;

(D) In any manner hindering the sale of, or urging, compelling or coercing, or attempting to urge, compel or
coeice any other person to refuse to buy, refuse to promote or in any manner hinder the sale of alcoholic
beverages not manufactured by such defendant for the purpose or with the effect of urging, compelling or
coercing the manufacturer thereof to establish, adopt, issue, adhere to, or police and influence adherence to
minimum or suggested resale prices, markups, margins of profit, terms or conditions of sale thereof, or boycott or
refuse to deal with any person engaged in the purchase, sale or distribution of alcoholic beverages in the State
of Maryland.

[ Permissive Provisions]
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Nothing in Subsections. (B}1) and (2) of Section |V, or Subsections (B} and (D) of Section V, shall be construed
to prohibit any consenting defendant from negotiating, entering into and adhering to a contract designating

a wholesaler as a distributor, on an exclusive basis or otherwise; provided, however, that such designation

shall not directly or indirectly prevent any Monopoly County from acquiring alcoholic beverages direct from any
source.

Nothing in this Final Judgment shall be deemed to prohibit the consenting defendants from (a) proposing

" or supporting legislation or the adoption of local, state or Federal regulations relating to the purchase, sale

or distribution of alcoholic beverages, (b) from individually taking action required by local, state or Federal
legislation or regulations, or (c), except as specifically provided to the contrary by Section VI hereof, from doing
the things they may legally do under the fair trade laws of the United States and the Gtate of Maryland.

Vi

[ Contingent Provision}

Upon the entry of a Final Judgment in this case not subject to further appeal against one or more of the
defendant manufacturers named as such in the complaint in this case requiring any suspension of fair trading in
the State of Maryland for any period of time, each consenting defendant shall:

(A) Within thirty days after the entry of such Final Judgment, cancei all fair trade contracts, for the State of
Maryland {o which it is a party and which fix or control the resale price of alcoholic beverages and shall give to all
its Maryland customers and Maryland licensed retailers handling such products notice of such cancellation and
termination, informing each of them that the retailer shall individually determine his resale price without reference
to fair trade prices theretofore established thereon;

(B) Be enjoined and restrained from entering into or adhering to any fair trade contract in the State of Maryland
for the shortest period of any such suspension or two years, whichever is less;

(C) Be enjoined and restrained for the shortest period of any such suspension, or two years, whichever is, less,
from disseminating or preparing for dissemination to any person in the State of Maryland price lists or other price
information containing minimum or suggested, resale prices, markups, margins of profit, terms or conditions at
which such alcoholic beverages are to be resold or offered for sale, except as provided by Article 2B, Section
109 of the Annoctated Code of Maryland;

(D) Be enjoined and restrained for the shortest period of any such suspension, or two years, whichever is less,
from shopping, policing, reporting or otherwise enforcing, minimum suggested retail prices, markups, margins
of profit, terms or conditions at which such alcoholic beverages are to be sold or offered for sale in the State of
Maryland;

Provided that, if no such suspension is decreed as to any one of such defendant manufacturers, the provisions
of Section VI shall not apply to the consenting defendants.
Vil

[ Refusal to Sefl— Specific Relief]

(A) Consenting defendants are enjoined and restrained from conspiring, combining or agreeing with each other
or with any Wholesale Association, Retail Association, or with any Manufacturer, Wholesaler or Retailer to
refuse:

(1) To sell any alcoholic beverage to any Monopoly County;

(2) To sell any alcoholic beverage to any Monopoly County at prices less than the customary wholesale price to
licensed retailers, or

{3) To sell any alcoholic beverage to any Monopoly County except upon the condition or understanding that
the Monopoly County resell the alcoholic beverages at a suggested, prescribed or designated price or prices or
otherwise require the Monopoly County to resell at a suggested, prescribed or designated price or prices.
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(B) Each consenting defendant shall offer to sell and shall sell upon request to the Department of Liquor Control
for Montgomery County those brands listed on Appendix A [not reproduced herein], and those brands which are
hereafter offered for sale to any monopely state, at prices which are not higher than those then currently charged
to the wholesalers in Maryland, and without discrimination as to availability or other, terms or conditions of sale:
Provided, however, that if any such brand is withdrawn by the consenting defendant from all markets of the
United States, such defendant will not thereafler be obligated to sell or offer to sell such brand to the Department
of Liguor Control for Montgomery County for such time as it is so withdrawn.

Vil

[ Enforcement and Compliance)

{A) For the purpose of securing compliance with this Final Judgment and for no other purpose, and subject to
any legally recognized privilege, duly authorized representatives, of the Department of Justice shall, upon writien
request of the Attorney General, or the Assistant Attorney General in charge of the Antitrust Division, and on
reasonable notice to any consenting defendant, made to its principal office, be permitted:

1. Access during the office hours of said defendant to all books, ledgers, accounts, correspondence, memoranda
and other records and documents prepared or written after the date of this Final Judgment in the possession or
under the control of said defendant relating to any matters contained in this Final Judgment; and

2. Subject to the reasonable convenience of said defendant and without restraint or interference from it, to
interview officers or employees of said defendant, who may have counsel present, regarding any such matters.

(B) Upon receipt of a written request of the Attorney General, or the Assistant Attorney General in charge of
the Antitrust Division to any consenting defendant, said defendant shall submit such reports in writing to the
Department of Justice with respect to matters contained in this Final Judgment as may from time to time be
necessary to the enforcement of said Judgment;

{C) No information obtained by the means provided in this. Section Vil shall be divuiged by any representative of
the Department of Justice to any person other than a duly authorized representative of such Department, except
in the course of legal proceedings to which the United States is a party for the purpose of securing compliance
with this Final Judgment ‘or as otherwise required by law.

IX

[ Junisdiction Retained)

Jurisdiction is retained for the purpose of enabling any of the parties to this Final Judgment to apply to this Court
at any time for such further orders and directions as may be necessary or appropriate for the construction or
carrying out of this Final Judgment, for the modification of any of the provisions thereof, for the enforcement of
compliance therewith and for the punishment of violations thereof,

Final Judgment
[Maryland Package Liquor Stores Assn, Inc., and Jack Wulfert—October 6, 1958]

THOMSEN, District Judge [ In full texf]: The plaintiff, United States of America, having filed its complaint herein

on Sepiember 11, 1956, and the plaintiff and defendants signatory hereto, by their respective attorneys, having
severally consented to the entry of this Final Judgment without trial or adjudication of any issue of fact or law
herein and without admission by any party with respect to any such issue;1 and the Court having considered the
matter and being duly advised;

Now, therefore, upon consent of all the parties hereto, it is hereby
Ordered, Adjudged and Decreed, as follows:
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[ Jurisdiction]

This Court has jurisdiction of the subject matter hereof and of all parties signatory hereto. The comptaint states
claims upon which relief may be granted against the defendants signatory hereto under Sections 1 and 2, of the
Act of Congress of July 2, 1880, entitled "An act to protect trade and commerce against unlawful restraints and
monopolies,” commaonly known as the Sherman Act, as amended.

[ Definitions)
As used in this Final Judgment:

(A) “Person” means an individual, partnership, firm, corporation, association, trustee or any other business or
legal entity, including County Liquor Control Boards and Depariments of Liquor Control;

(B) "Alcoholic Beverage" means any whiskey, rum, gin, brandy, cordial, wine, cider, alcohol or any other
spirituous, vinous, malt or fermented liquor, liquid or compound, by whatever name called, containing one-half of
one per centum or more of aicohol by volume, which is fit for beverage purposes, except any brewed alcoholic
beverage including beer, ale, porter, and stout;

(C) "Manufacturer” means a person who operates a plant within the United States for distilling, rectifying,
blending, fermenting or bottling any alcoholic beverage, or imports into the United States any alcoholic beverage
from outside the United States, or is a distributor selling to a wholesaler for resale to a retailer;

(D) "Wholesaler” means any person engaged in the business of purchasing or acquiring alcocholic beverages
from manufacturers for resale or distribution to retailers or other purchasers for resale;

(E) "Retailer” means any person engaged in the business of selling alcoholic beverages to consumers;

(F) “Consenting defendants” means the defendants Maryland Package Liquor Stores Association, Inc., and Jack
Waulfert, and each of them;

(G) "Monopoly County” means any County Liquor Control Board or Department of Liquor Control selling alcoholic
heverages under a county dispensary system in the State of Maryland.

i Applicability]

The provisions of this Final Judgment applicable to any consenting defendant shall apply to such defendant,

its officers, agents, servants, employees, subsidiaries, successors and assigns, and to those persons in active
concert or participation with such defendant who receive actual notice of this Final Judgment by personal service
or octherwise. For the purpose of this Final Judgment, a defendant and its respective officers, agents, servants
and employees shalt be deemed to be one person.

v

[ Price Fixing]

{A) The consenting defendants are jointly and severally enjoined and restrained from entering into, adhering
to, maintaining, furthering, or reviving, directly or indirectly, any contract, agreement, understanding, plan or

program between themselves, or with any wholesaler or group of wholesalers or with any retailer or group of
retailers, to:

(1) Control, fix, adopt, stabilize or maintain prices, markups, margins of profit, terms or conditions at which
alcoholic beverages not manufactured by such defendant are sold or offered for sale to third persons in the State
of Maryland,

(2) Induce, compel or coerce, or attempt to induce, compel, or coerce, any person to establish, adopt, issue,
adhere to, or to police or enforce adherence to prices, markups, margins of profit, terms or conditions at which
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alcoholic beverages not manufactured by such defendant shall be sold or offered, for sale to third persons in the
State of Maryland.

{B) The consenting defendants are jointly and severally enjoined and restrained from entering into, adhering
fo, maintaining, furthering, or reviving, directly or indirectly, any contract, agreement, or understanding, plan or
program between themselves, or with any other person, to:

(1) Boycott or otherwise refuse to deal with, or threaten fo boycott or otherwise refuse to deal with, any person
engaged in the purchase, sale or distribution of alcoholic beverages in the State of Maryland;

{2) Induce, compel or coerce, or attempt to induce, compel or coerce, any person to boycott or otherwise refuse
to deal with any person engaged in the purchase, sale or distribution of alcoholic beverages in the State of
Marytand;

(3) Induce, compel or coerce, or attempt to induce, compel or coerce, any manufacturer to refuse to make sales
of alcoholic beverages directly to any Monopoly County or to require sales to said Monopoly Counties to be
made through wholesalers;

{4) Suggest, designate, prescribe or otherwise influence, or attempt to influence, the price or prices at while sales
of alcoholic beverages shall be made by manufacturers or wholesalers to any Monopoly County;

{5) Induce, compel or coerce, or attempt to induce, compel or coerce, any manufacturer or wholesaler to make
sales to any Monopoly Gounty upon the condition or understanding that said Monopoly County resell alcoholic
beverages at a suggested, prescribed or desighated price or prices, or otherwise require said Monopoly County
to resell at a suggested, prescribed or designated price or prices.

[ Permissive Provision]

Nothing in this Final Judgment shall be deemed to prohibit the said consenting defendants from proposing or
supporting legislation or the adoption of local, state, or federal regulations, relating to the purchase, sale or
distribution of alcoholic beverages or from individually taking action required by local, state or federal legislation
or regulation.

[ Coercing Manufacturers]
Each of the consenting defendants is enjoined and restrained from, directly or indirectly:

{A) Urging, compelling or coercing any manufacturer to establish, adopt, issue, adhere to, or police or enforce
adherence to minimum or suggested resale prices, markups, margins of profit, terms or conditions of sale at
which alcoholic beverages are sold or offered for sale, in the State of Maryland;

(B) Communicating with any manufacturer, whotesaler or other person for the purpose or with the effect of
urging, compelling or coercing any manufacturer or wholesaler to refrain from selling alcoholic beverages to any
person or to any group or class of persons;

(C) Promoting the sale of, or giving preference to, or urging, compelling or coercing, or attempting to urge,
compel or coerce any person to promote the sale of, or give preference to, specific brands of alcoholic
beverages upon any condition, agreement or understanding, that the manufacturer thereof establish, adopt,
issue, adhere to, or police and enforce adherence to minimum or suggested resale prices, markups, margins
of profit, terms or conditions of sale thereof, or boycott or otherwise refuse to deal with persons engaged in the
purchase, sale or distribution of alcoholic beverages;

{D) Refusing to buy, refusing to promote the sale of, or in any manner hindering the sale of, or urging, compelling
or coercing, or attempting to urge, compel or coerce any other person to refuse to buy, refuse to promote or in
any manner hinder the sale of alcoholic beverages for the purpose or with the effect of urging, compelling or
coercing the manufacturer thereof to establish, adopt, issue, adhere to, or police and influence adherence to
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minimum or suggested resaie prices, markups, margins of profit, terms or conditions of sale thereof, or boycott or
refuse to deal with any person engaged in the purchase, sale or distribution of alcoholic beverages.

Vi

[ Permissive Provision)

Nothing in Subsections (B)(1) and (2) of Section IV, or Subsections (B) and (D) of Section V, shall be construed
1o prohihit defendant Jack Wulfert, acting as a retailer, from negotiating, entering into and adhering to a contract
authorizing said defendant to sell alcoholic beverages with such defendant’s private brand or label;' provided, |
however, that such designation shall not directly or indirectly prevent any monopoly county from acquiring

alcoholic beverages direct from any source.

vil

{ Contingent Provision]

Upon the entry of a Final Judgment in this case not subject to further appeal against one or more of the
defendant manufacturers named as such in the complaint in this case requiring a suspension of fair trading in the
State of Maryland for any period of time, consenting defendant Jack Wulfert as to alcoholic beverages included
in such suspension which he sells, for and during the pericd of such suspension, shall:

(A) Within thirty days after the entry of such Final Judgment, cancel all fair-trade contracts to which he is a party
and which fix or control the resale price of such alcoholic beverages;

(B) Be enjoined and restrained from entering into or adhering to any fair-trade contract;

{C) Be enjoined and restrained from shopping, policing, reporting, or otherwise enforcing, minimum or suggested
retail prices, markups, margins of profit, terms or conditions at which such alcoholic beverages are to be sold or
offered for sale.

Vil

[ Association Activities]
The defendant Maryland Package Liguor Stores Association, Inc. is enjoined and restrained from:

(A) Discussing, evolving or acting upon any matter or thing enjoined and restrained by any provision of this Final
Judgment in any meeting of its members, officers, directors or any committee meeting of the Association;

(B) Accepting financial contributions from any manufacturer, non-member retailer or another non-member
association;

{C) Having as a member any wholesaler or distiller not also engaged in the business of retail sales of alcoholic
beverages;

(D) Organizing, being a member of, or participating in any trade association or other organization, the purposes
or functions of which are contrary to any provision of this Final Judgment;

(E) Maintaining any plan, program, shopping service or cther means the purpose or effect of which is to
determine, report to any person, police, supervise or enforce prices of alcoholic beverages in the State of
Maryland,

(F) Inducing, compelling or coercing, or attempting to induce, compel or coerce, any person to establish, adopt,
issue, adhere to, or to police or enforce adherence to prices, markups, margins of profits, terms or conditions at
which alcoholic beverages will be sold or offered for sale;

(G} Inducing, compelling or coercing, or attemnpting to induce, compel or coerce, any person to boycott or
otherwise refuse to deal with any person engaged in the purchase, sale or distribution of alcoholic beverages.

IX
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[ Enforcement and Compliance]

{A) For the purpose of securing compliance with this Final Judgment and for no other purpose, duly authorized
representatives of the Department of Justice shall, upon written request of the Attorney General, or the Assistant
Attorney General in charge of the Antitrust Division, and on reasonable notice to any consenting defendant,
made to its principa! office. be permitted:

{1} Access during the office hours of said defendant to all books, ledgers, accounts, correspondence,
memoranda and other records and documents in the possession or under the control of said defendant relating
to any matters contained in this Final Judgment; and

(2) Subject to the reasonable convenience of said defendant and without restraint or interference from it, to
interview officers or employees of said defendant, who may have counsel present, regarding any such matters;

(B) Upon receipt of a written reguest of the Attorney General, or the Assistant Attorney General in charge of the
Antitrust Division, the defendant shall submit such reports in writing to the Department of Justice with respect

to matters contained in this Final Judgment as may from time to time be necessary to the enforcement of said
Judgment;

(C) No information obtained by the means provided in this Section IX shall be divulged by any representative of
the Department of Justice to any person other than a duly authorized representative of such Department, except
in the course of legal proceedings to which the United States is a party for the purpose of securing compliance
with this Final Judgment or as otherwise required by law.

X

[ Jurisdiction Retained]

Jurisdiction is retained for the purpose of enabling any of the parties to this Final Judgment to apply to this Court
at any time for such further orders and directions as may be necessary or appropriate for the construction or
carrying out of this Final Judgment, for the modification of any of the provisions thereof, for the enforcement of
compliance therewith and for the punishment of violations thereof.

Final Judgment
[The Kronheim Co.—October 14, 1958]

THoMSEN, District Judge [ /n full text]: The plaintiff, United States of America, having filed its complaint herein
on September 11, 1956, and the plaintiff and the defendant, by their respective attorneys, having severally
consented to the entry of this Final Judgment without trial or adjudication of any issue of fact or law herein and
without admission by any party with respect to any such issue; and the Court having considered the matter and
being duly advised;

Now, Therefore, upon consent of all the parties hereto, it is hereby
Ordered, Adjudged and “Decreed, as follows:

{ Jurisdiction)

This Court has jurisdiction of the subject matter hereof and of all parties signatory hereto. The complaint states
claims upon which relief may be granied against the defendant signatory hereto under Sections 1 and 2 of the
Act of Congress of July 2, 1890, entitled "An act to protect frade and commerce against unlawful restraint and
monopolies,” commoniy known as the Sherman Act, as amended.

[ Definitions]
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As used in this Final Judgment:

(A) “Person” means an individual, partnership, firm, corporation, association, trustee or any other business or
legal entity, including County Liquor Control Boards and Departments of Liquor Control;

(B) “Alcoholic Beverage” means any whiskey, rum, gin, brandy, cordial, wine, cider, alcohol or any other
spiritous, vinous, malt or fermented liquor, liquid or compound, by whatever name called, containing cne-half of
one per centum or more of alcohol by volume, which is fit for beverage purposes, except any brewed alcoholic
beverage including beer, ale, porter, and stout;

(C) "Manufacturer” means a person who cperates a plant within the United States for distilling, rectifying,
biending, fermenting, or bottling any alcoholic beverage, or imports into the United States any alcoholic beverage
from outside the United States, or is a distributor selling to a wholesaler for resale to a retailer;

(D) “Wholesaler” means any person engaged in the business of purchasing or acquiring alcoholic beverages
from manufacturers for resale or distribution to retailers or other purchasers for resale;

(E) “Retailer” means any person engaged in the business of selling alcoholic beverages to consumers;
(F) The “consenting defendant” means the Kronheim Co., Inc.;

(G) “Monopoly County” means any County Liquor Control Board or Department of Liquor Contro! selling alcoholic
beverages under a county dispensary system in the State of Maryland.

[ Applicability]

The provisions of this Final Judgment shall apply to the defendant, its officers, agents, servants, employees,
subsidiaries, successors and assigns, and to those persons in active concert or patrticipation with said defendant
who receive actual notice of this Final Judgment by personal service or otherwise. For the purpose of this Final
Judgment, the defendant and its respective officers, agents, servants and employees shall be deemed to be one
person.

v

[ Price Fixing]

(A) The consenting defendant is jointly and severally enjoined and restrained from entering into, adhering
to, maintaining, furthering, or reviving, directly or indirectly, any contract, agreement, understanding, plan or
program with any wholesaler or group of wholesalers, or with any retailer or group of retailers, to:

(1) Control, fix, adopt, stabilize, or maintain prices, markups, margins or profit, terms or conditions at which
alcoholic beverages not manufactured by such defendant are sold or offered for sale to third persons in the State
of Maryland;

{2) Induce, compel or coerce, or attempt to induce, compel, or coerce, any person to establish, adopt, issue,
adhere to, or to police or enforce adherence to prices, markups, margins of profit, terms or conditions at which
alcoholic beverages not manufactured by such defendant shall be sold or offered for sale to third persons in the
State of Maryland.

{B) The consenting defendant is enjoined and restrained from entering into, adheéring to, maintaining, furthering,
or reviving, directly or indirectly, any contract, agreement, or understanding, plan or program with any other
person, to

{1} Boycott or otherwise refuse to deal with, or threaten to boycott or ctherwise refuse to deal with, any person
engaged in thé purchase, sale or distribution of alcoholic beverages in the State of Maryland;

(2) Induce, compel or coerce, or attempt to induce, compel or coerce, any person to boycott or otherwise refuse
to deal with any person engaged in the purchase, sale or distribution of alcoholic beverages in the State of
Maryland,;
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{3) Induce, compel or coerce, or attempt to induce, compel or coerce, any manufacturer to refuse to make sales
of alcoholic beverages directly to any Monopoly County or to require sales to said Monopoly Counties to be
made through wholesalers;

{4) Suggest, designate, prescribe or otherwise influence, or attempt to influence, the price or prices at which
sales of alcoholic beverages shall be made by manufacturers or wholesalers to any Monopoly County;

(5) Induce, compel or coerce, or attempt to induce, compel or coerce, any manufacturer or wholesaler to make
sales 1o any Monopoly County upon the condition or understanding that said Menopoly County resell alcoholic
beverages at a suggested, prescribed or desighated price or prices, or otherwise require said Monopoly County
to resell at a suggested, prescribed or designated price or prices.

Nothing in this Final Judgment shall be deemed to prohibit the said defendant from proposing or supporting
legislation or the adoption of local, state, or federal regulations, reiating to the purchase, sale or distribution of
alcoholic beverages or from taking action required by local. state or federal legistation or regulation.

\

[ Coercing Manufacturers]
The consenting defendant is enjoined and restrained from directly or indirectly:

{A) Urging, compelling or coercing any manufacturer to establish, adopt, issue, adhere to, or police or enforce
adherence to minimum or suggested resale prices, markups, margins of profit, terms or conditions of sale at
which alcoholic beverages are sold or offered for sale in the State of Maryland;

{B) Communicating with any manufacturer, wholesater or other person for the purpose or with the effect of
urging, compelling or coercing any manufacturer or wholesaler to refrain from selling alcoholic beverages to any
person or to any group or class of persons;

{C) Promoting the sale of, or giving preference to, or urging, compelling or coercing, or attempting to urge,
compel or coerce any person to promote the sale of, or give preference to, specific brands of alcoholic
beverages not manufactured by such defendant upon any condition, agreement or understanding, that the
manufacturer thereof establish, adopt, issue, adhere to, or police and enforce adherence to minimum or
suggested resale prices, markups, margins of profit, terms or conditions of sale thereof, or boycott or otherwise
refuse to deal with persans engaged in the purchase, sale or distribution of alcoholic beverages;

(D) Refusing to buy, refusing to promote the sale of, or in any manner hindering the sale of, or urging, compelling
or coercing, or attempting to urge, compel or coerce any( other person to refuse to buy, refuse to promote or

in any manner hinder the sale of alcoholic beverages not manufactured by such defendant; for the purpose or
with the effect of urging, compelling or coercing the manufacturer thereof to establish, adopt, issue, adhere to,

ar police and influence adherence to minimum or suggested resale prices, markups, margins of profit, terms

or conditions of sale thereof, or boycott or refuse to deal with any person engaged in the purchase, sale or
distribution of alcoholic beverages.

Vi

[ Permissive Provision]

Nothing in Subsections (B)(1) and (2} of Section IV, or Subsections (B) and (D) of Section V, shalil be construed
to prohibit the consenting defendant, acting as a wholesaler or manufacturer, from negotiating, entering into and
adhering to a contract designating said defendant or another wholesaler as a distributor, on an exclusive basis or
otherwise; provided, however, that such designation shali not directly or indirectly prevent any monopoly county
from acquiring alcoholic beverages direct from any source.

Vil

[ Contingent Provision]

©2018 CCH Incorporated and its affiliates and licensors. All rights reserved.
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Upon the entry of a Final Judgment in this case not subject to further appeal against one or more of the
defendant manufacturers named as such in the complaint in this case requiring a suspension of fair trading in the
State of Maryland for any period of time, the consenting defendant wholesaler as to alcoholic beverages included
in such suspension which it sells, for and during the pericd of such suspension, shali:

(A} Within thirty days after the entry of such Final Judgment, cancel ali fair-trade contracts to which he is a party
and which fix or control the resale price of such alcoholic beverages and shall give to all Maryland licensed
retailers handling, such products notice of such cancellation and termination, informing each of them that the
retailer shall individually determine his resale price without reference to fair-trade prices theretofore established
thereon;

(B) Be enjoined and restrained from entering into or adhering to any fair-trade contract;

(C) Be enjoined and restrained from disseminating or preparing for dissemination to any person price lists or
other price information containing minimum or suggested resale prices, markups, margins of profits, terms or
conditions at which such alcoholic beverages are to be resold or offered for sale, except as provided by Article
2B, Section 109 of the Annotated Code of Mainland.

(D) Be enjoined and restrained from shopping, policing, reporting, or otherwise enforcing, minimum suggested
retail prices, markups, margins of profit, terms or conditions at which such alcoholic beverages are to be scld or
offered for sale.

vill

[ Enforcement and Compliance)

(A) For the purpose of securing compliance with this Final Judgment and for no other purpose, duly authorized
representatives of the Department of Justice shall, upon written request of the Attorney General, or the Assistant
Attorney General in charge of the Antitrust Division, and on reasonable notice to the defendant, made to its
principal office, be permitted:

1. Access during the office hours of said defendant to all books, ledgers, accounts, correspondence, memoranda
and other records and documents in the possession or under the control of said defendant relating to any
matters contained in this Final Judgment; and

2. Subject to the reasonabie convenience of said defendant and without restraint or interference from it, to
interview officers or employees of said defendant, who may have counsel present, regarding any such matters;

(B) Upon receipt of a written request of the Aftorney General, or the Assistant Attorney General in charge of the
Antitrust Division, the defendant shall submit such reports in writing to the Department of Justice with respect
to matters contained in this Final Judgment as may from time to time be necessary to the enforcement of said
Judgment;

(C) No information obtained by the means provided in this Section VIiI shall be divulged by any representative of
the Department of Justice to any person other than a duly authorized representative of such Department, except
in the course of legal proceedings to which the United States is a party for the purpose of securing compliance
with this Final Judgment or as otherwise required by law. '

X

[ Jurisdiction Retained]

Jurisdiction is retained for the purpose of enabling any of the parties to this Final Judgment to apply to this Court
at any time for such further orders and directions as may he necessary or appropriate for the construction or
carrying out of this Finat Judgment, for the modification of any of the provisions thereof, for the enforcement of
compliance therewith and for the punishment of violations thereof.

©2018 CCH Incorporated and its affiliates and licensors. All rights reserved.
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 3@~-'L.ﬁ5ﬁ
FOR THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,

)
Plaintiff g
v.
MARYLAND STATE LICENSED } CIVIL ACTION
BEVERAGE ASSOCIATION, INC. ) NO., 9122
et al. )
Defendants. )}

FINAL JUDGMENT

The plaintiff, Unlted -States of America, having filed its complaint
herein on September 11, 1956, and the defendants The Maryland State.
Licensed Beverage Assoc1at10n, Inc. and John A. Menton being in all
respects in default herein;

NOW, THEREFORE, upon such default of those defendants, it is hereby
ORDERED, ’ ADJUDGED AND DECREED, as follows:

I

As used in thlS Final Judgment: _

(A) '"Person™ means an individual, partnership, firm, corporation,
association, trustee or any other business or legal entity, including
County quuor Contreol Boards and Departments of Liquor Control;

(B) "Alcoholic Beverage'" means any whiskey, rum, gin, brandy, cor-
dial, wine, cider, alcohol or any other spiritous, V1nous malt or fer-
mented liquor, liquld or compound, by whatever name called containing
one-half of one per centum or more of alcohol by volume, which is fit
for beverage purposes, except any brewed alcocholic beverage'including
beer, ale, porter, and stout;

(C) "Manufacturer® means a person who operates.a plant within the
United States for distilling, rectifying, blending, fermenting or bottl-
ing any alcoholic beverage, or imports into the United States any alco-
holic beverage from outside the United States, or is a distributor selling
to a wholesaler for resale to a retailer;

(D) "Wholesaler" means any person engaged in the business of pur-
chasing or acquiring alcoholic beverages from manufacturers for resale
or distribution to retailers or other purchasers for resale;

(E) T"Retailer! means any person engaged in the business of selling
alcoholic beverages to consumers;

(F) "Defaulting defendants" means the defendants The Maryland State
Licensed Beverage Association, Inc. and John A. Menton and each of them;

(G) "Monopoly County" means any County Liquor Control Board or
Department of Liquor Control selling alcoholic beverages under a county
dispensary system in the State of Maryland.

11
The provisions of this Final Judgment applicable to any defaulting

defendant shall apply to such defendant, its officers, agents, servants,
employees, subsidiaries, successors and assigns, and to those persons in
active concert or part1c1pat10n with such defendant who receive actual
notice of this Final Judgment by personal service or otherwise. For the
purpose of this Final Judgment, a defendant and ifts respective officers,
agents, servants and employees shall be deemed to be one person.
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ITI

The defaulting defendants have violated Sections 1 and 2 of the
Act of Congress of July 2, 1890, 15 U.S.C., entitled "An Act to protect
trade and commerce against unlawful restraints and monopolies," commonly
known as the Sherman Act, as amended. Saild violations have consisted of
the defaulting defendants having unlawfully combined and conspired to
restrain and to monopolize, and having unlawfully attempted to monopolize,
interstate trade and commerce in the sale and dlstrlbutlon of alcoholic
beverages within the state of Maryland.

IV
(A) The defaulting defendants are jointly and severally enjoined
and restrained from entering into, adhering to, maintaining, furthering,
or reviving, directly or indirectly, any contract agreement, understand-
ing, plan or program among themselves, or with any other person, to:

(1) Control, fix, adopt, stabilize or maintain prices, -
markups, margins of proflt terms or conditions at which al-
coholic beverages are sold or offered for sale to third per-
sons in the State of Maryland;

(2} Induce, compel or coerce, or attempt to induce,
compel, or coerce, any person to establish, adopt, issue,
adhere to, or to police or enforce adherence to prices, mark-
ups, margins of profit, terms or conditions at which alcoholie
beverages shall be sold or offered for sale to third persons
in the State of Maryland;

(B) The defaulting defendants are jointly and severally enjoined
and restrained from entering into, adhering to, maintaining, furthering,
~or reviving; directly or indirectly, .any contact, agreement or under-
standing, plan or program among themselves, or with any other person to:

1) Boycott or otherwise refuse to deal with, or
threaten to boycott or otherwise refuse to deal w1th any
person engaged in the purchase, sdle or distribution of
alcoholic beverages in the State of Maryland;

t2) Induce, compel or coerce, or attempt to induce,
compel or coerce, any person to boycott or otherwise refuse
to deal with any person engaged in the purchase, sale or
distribution of alcoholic beverages in the State of Maryland;

{3) Induce, compel or coerce, or attempt to induce, com-
pel or coerce, any manufacturer to ‘refuse to make sales of
alccholic beverages directly to any Monopoly Countv or to
requir2 sales to said Monopoly Counties to be made.through
wholesalers;

(L) Suggest, designate, prescribe or otherwise influence,
or attempt to influence, the price or prices at which sales of
alcoholic beverages shall be made by manufacturers or whole-

- salers to any Monopoly County;

) (5) Induce, compel or coerce, or attempt to induce, com-
pel or coerce, any manufacturer or wholesaler to make sales to
any Monopely County upon the condition or understanding that
said Monopoly County resell alcoholic beverages at a suggested,
prescribed or designated price or prices, or otherwise require
said Monopoly County to resell at a suggested, prescribed or
designated price or prices, or otherwise require said Monopoly
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County to resell at a suggested, prescribed or designated

price or prices.

Nothing in this Final Judgment shall be deemed to prohibit the said
defaulting defendants from proposing or supporting legislation or the
adoption of local, state or federal regulations, relating to the purchase,
sale or distribution of alcoholic beverages or from individually taking
action required by local, state or federal legislation or regulation,

v

Each of the defaulting defendants is enjoined and restrained from,

directly or indirectly:

¥ Urging, compelling or coercing any manufacturer to establish,
adopt issue, adhere to, or police or enforce adherence to minimum or
suggested resale prices, markups, margins.of profit, terms or conditions
of sale-at which alcoholic beverages are sold or offered for sale in the
State of Maryland;

(B) Communlcatlng with any manufacturer wholesaler or other person
for the purpose or with the effect of urging, compelling or coercing any
manufacturer or wholesaler to refrain from selling alcoholic beverages to
any person or to any group or class of persons;

(C} Promoting the sale of, or giving preference to, or urging, com-
pelling or coercing, or attemptlng to urge, compel or coerce any person
to promote the sale of, or give preference to, specific brands of alcchol
beverages upon any condltlon agreement - or understanding, that the manu-
facturer thereof establish, adopt issue, adhere to, or police and enforce
adherence to minimum or suggested resale prices, markups, margins or profit,
terms or conditions of sale thereof, or boycott or otherwise refuse to deal
with persons engaged in the purchase, sale or distribution of aleoholic
beverages; _

(D) Refusing to buy, refusing to promote the sale of, or in any

manner hindering the sale of, or urging, compelling or coercing, or attemp- '

ting to urge, compel or coerce any other person to refuse to buy, refuse
to promote or in any manner hinder the sale of alcoholic beverages for

the purposeé or with the effect of urging, compelling or coercing the manu-
facturer thereof to establish, adopt, issue, adhere to, or police and in-
fluence adherence to minimum or suggested resale prices, markups, margins
of profit, terms or conditions of sale thereof, or boycott or refuse to
deal with any person engaged in the purchase, sale or distribution of
alcoholic beverages. VI

The defendant The Maryland State Licensed Beverage Association, Inc.
is enjoined and restrained from:

(A} Discussing, evolv1ng or acting upon any matter or thing enjoined
and restrained by any provision of this Final Judgment in any meeting of
its members, officers, directors or any committee meeting of the Associa
tion;

’(B) Accepting financial contributions from any manufacturer, any
wholesaler, auy non-member retailer or another non-member a55001at10n

(C) Hav1ng as a member any (person not engaged in the business of -
retail sales of alcoholic beverages)

(D) Organizing, being a member of, or participating in any trade
association or other organization, the purposes or functions of which are
contrary to any provision of this Final Judgment;
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police, supervise or enforce prices of alcoholic beverages in the State
of Maryland; :

(F) 1Inducing, compelling or coercing, or attempting to induce, com-
pel or coerce, any person to establish, adopt, issihe, adhere to, or to
police or enforce adherence to prices, markups, margins of profits, terms
orlconditions at which alcoholic beverages will be sold or offered for
sale; : :

(G) Inducing, compelling or coercing, or attempting to induce, com-
pel or coerce, any person to boycott or otherwise refuse to deal with any
person engaged in the purchase, sale or distribution of alecholie bever-

ages,
VIl

The defendant, Maryland State Licensed Beverage Association, Ihec. is
ordered and directed within sixty days from the date of entry of this
Final Judgment to furnish to each of its members a true and complete copy
of this Final Judgment, and to file with this Court, with a copy mailed
to the plaintiff, an affidavit of a responsible official setting forth
the fact and manner of compliance with the requirements of this Section VII.

VIII

_ {A) For the purpose of securing compliance with this Final Judgment
and for no other purpose, duly authorized representatives of the Department
of Justice shall, upon written request of the Attorney General, or the
Assistant Attorney General. in charge of the Antitrust Division, and on
reasonable notice to any defaulting defendant, made to its principal office,
be permitted:

(1) Access during the office hours of said defendant to

all books, ledgers, accounts, correspondence, memoranda, and

other records and documents in the possession or under the

control of said defendant relating to any matters contained in

this Final Judgment; and

(2) Subject to the reasonable convenience of said defendant

and without restraint or interference from it, to interview

officers or employees of said defendant, who may have counsel

present, regarding any such matters;

(B) Upon receipt of a written request of the Attorney General, or
the Assistant Attorney General in charge of the Antitrust Division, the
defaulting defendant shall submit such reports in writing to the Depart-
ment of Justice with respect to matters contained in this Final Judgment
as may from time to time be necessary to the enforcement of said judgment;

{C) 'No information obtained by the means provided in this Section
VIII shall be divulged by any representative of the Department of Justice
to any person other than a duly authorized representative of such Depart-
ment , except in the course of legal proceedings to which the United States
is a party for the purpose of securing compliance with this Final Judg-
ment or as otherwise required by law,

IX '
Jurisdiction is retained for the purpose of enabling the plaintiff
or any of the defaulting defendants to apply to this Court at any time
for such further orders and directions as may be necessary or appropriate
far the construction or carrying out of this Final Judgment, for the modi-
fication of any of the provisions thereof, for the enforcement of compliance
therewith and for the punishment of violations thereof.

Dated: January 16, 1959 /s/ Roszel C. Thomsen
United States District Judge
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U.S. v. MARLAND STATE LICENSED
BEVERAGE ASSOCIATION, INC., ET AL

Civil Action No.: 9122

Year Judgment Entered: 1959
{Adding Additional Defendants}
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR TBE DISTRICT OF MARYLANWD

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,
Civil Action No. 9122

V.

MARYLAND STATE LICENSED
BEVERAGE ASS0QCTIATION, INC.,

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
ET AL., g
)

Defendants.
FINAL JUDGMENT

The plaintiff, United Statee of Amerieca, having Tiled its complgint ‘
herein on September 11, 1956; the defendants, Schenléy Industries, Inec., |
Affiliated Distillers Brands Corp., Joseph E. Seagram & Sons, Inc. and
House of Seagram, Inc. (Distillers Distributing Corp.), having appesred
and filed their. snswers to 8ald complaint; the issues having been tried
with testimony taken, the Court having adopted as its Findings of Fact
=nd Conclusions of Law its opinion dated November 26, 1958; and it ap-
pearing to the Court that there is no just reason for delay in entering
a Final Judgment;

Now, Therefore, it is hereby ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED as follows:

As used in thils Final .S‘udgment:

(A} "Person”" means an individual, partnership, firm, corporation,
association, trustee or any other business or legal entity, including
County Liquor Control Boards mnd Departments of Liguor Control;

{B) "Alcoholic beverage" means eny whiskey, rum, gin, brandy,
cordial, wine, cider, alcohel or any other spiritous, vinous, malt or
fermented liquor, 1liquid or compound, by whatever neme celled, contain-
ing one-helf of one per centum or more of alcohol by volume, which 1s

fit for beverage purposes, éxcept any brewed alcoholic beverage including

beer, ale, porter and stout;
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|
|
(¢} "Manufscturer” means & perscn who operates s plant within
the {nited States for distilling, rectifying, 't;lending, fermenting or
bottling any alcohelic bevermge, or lmports into the United States
any alcoholic beverage from cutside the United States for resale tﬁerein,
or is a distributor selling to a vholesaler for resale to a retaller
or other purchasers for resale;
{D) "Wholesaler" mesns any person eﬁgaged in the business of
puichasing c;r sequiring alcoholic beverages from manufacturers for
resale or distribution to retailers or other pu'rcha.sersrfor resale;
(E) "Retailer" means any persen engaged in the business of
selling alcnht_:\lic heverageéw.ta consumers; A 7
(m "Def_end_a.nta"‘ means the defendants Schenley Industries, Ine.,
Affiliated Distillers Brands Corp., Joseph E. Seagram & Sons, Inc., and
House of Seagram, Inc. (Dis‘biliers Distributing Cori':.) and each of them;
(a) "ﬁonopoly County" means any County Liquer Control Board or
Department of Liquor Control selling alecoholic beverages under a county

dispensary system in the State of Maryland.

IT

The provisions of this Final Judgment applicable to any defendant
shall epply to such defendent, i1te officers, aéents, servants, employees,
subsidiaries, successors and asslgne, and %o those persons in sctive
coneert or participation with such defendant who receive sctual notice
of this Final Judgment by pérsonal service or otherwise. For the
purpose of this Final Judgment, any defendant and its affiliates
(whether or not a defenda.nt. herein) and their respective officers,
egente, servants and emplofrees shall be deemed to be one person. An
affiliate of a defendant ha.ll mean any company wholly owned or sub-
stentially wholly owned by such defendant, any parent company that
directly or indirectly whoily owns or substantially wholly cwns such
defendant and any company wholly owned or substantially vholly owned

by such parent.

A-42




[
Case 1:19-mc-00069-RDB Document 1-2 Filed 02/06/19 Page 44 of 68

Il

The defendants havé violated Sections 1 and 2 of ﬁe Aet of
Congress of July 2, 1890, 15 U.S.C., entitled "An Act to protect
trade and commerce against unlawful restraints and monopolies .
commonly ¥rown as the Shermen Act, as amended. Said violatioms
have consisted of the defendants' having unlawfully combined and
conspired to restrﬁin end to monopolize, and hé.ving unlewfully at-
tempted to ﬁonopolize, interstate trade and commerce in the sale
and distribution of alcocholic beverages within the Siete of Maryland
to the extent and in the manner set forth in the Opiniecn of thie Court

dated November 26, 1958.

v
{A) The defendants are jointly and severally enjoined and
restrained from entering into, adhering to, maintaining, furthering,
or reviying, directly or_iﬁdirectly, any contract, agreement, under-
Qtanding, plan or program with any other person to:
{1) Control, fix, adopt, stabilize or maintein
prices, markups, margins of profit, terms or conditlons
at which aleoholic heverages are s0ld or offered for sale
to third persons in the State of Maryland;
{2) 1Induce, compel or coerce, or attempt to induce,
compel or coerce, any person to establish, adopt, issue,
sdhere to, c-\r to police or enforce adherence to prices,
markups, margins of profit, terms or conditions at which
aleoholic beverages shall be sold or offered for sale to
third persons in the 35iate of Maryland;
(B) The defendants are jointly end severslly enjoined and restrained
from entering into, adhering to, maintaining, furthering, or reviving,
directly or indirectly, any contract, agreement, or understanding, plan

or program with any other peréon to:
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{1) Boyeott or othervise refuse to deal with, or
threaten to boycott or othervise refuse to deal with,
any person engeged in the purchase, sale, or distribution
of alccholle beverages -in the State of M;rylend;

{2) Induce, compel or coerce, or attempt to induce,
compel or coerce, any person to boycott or otherwise re-
fuse to deal with any person engaged in the purchase,
sale or distribution of aleoholic beverages in the State
of Maryland;

(3) 1Induce, compel or coerce, or attempt to in-
duce, compel or coerce, ény manufagturer or wholesaler
to refuse to meke sales pf ;lcoholic beverages directly
to any Mouopbiy County or to require sa;es to said Monopoly
Counties to be made tﬁrough wholesalers; '

(4) Suggest, designate, prescribe or otherwise in-
fluence, or attempt to Influence, the price or prices at
whicﬁ sale of aleohollc beverages shall be made by aﬂy
other manufacturer or wholesaler to any Monopoly County;

(5) Induce, compel or coerce, or,aétempt to induce,
compkl é; coerce, any manufacturer or wholesaler to make
saleé to any Monopoly County upon the condition or under-
standing that said Monopoly County reseli alcoholic beverw
ages st a suggested, prescribed or designated price or
prices, or otherwise require sasid Monopoly County to re-
sell at a suggested, prescribed or designated price or

prices.

v
Each of the defendants 18 enjoined and restrained from, directly

or indirectly:
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{A) Reguiring, compelling or coercing any manufacturer or whole-
saler to establish, adopt, issue, adhere to, or police or enforce ed-
herence to minjmm or suggested resale prices, markups, margins of
profit, terms or conditions of sale at which aslecholic beverages are
sold or offered for sale in the .State of Maryland;

{(B) Communicating with a.ny manufacturez.-, wholesaler or other
person for the purpose or with the effect of urging, compelling or
coercing any manufacturer or wholesaler to refrain from selling al-
coholic"beveragéé to eny person ;:r to any groupA or ¢lass of persons
in the State of Maryland;

(ci Urging, compelling or coercing, or attempting to urge,
compel or coerce any person to promote the sale of, or give prefer-
ence to, speci:fif: brands of alccholic beverages not manufactured by
such defendant upon any conditiom, a.gréement or understanding, that
the menufacturer thereof estabilsh, adopt, lssue, adhere to, or police

. and enforee adherence to minimn_ﬁ or suggested resale prices, markups,
marginsg of profit, terms or conditions of sale thereof, or boycotit
or otherwlse refuse to deal witi; persons engaged in the purchase,
sale or distribution of alecholic beverages in the State of Maryland;

(D) In exny mer hindering the sale of, or urging, compelling,
or coercing, or a'ttempting to urge, compel or coerce any other person
to refuse to 'buy, refuse to pro;:te or in any manner hinder the sale .
of alcoholic beverages not manufactured by such defendant for the pur-
pose or with the effect of urging, compelling or coercing the manu-
facturer thereof to establish, adopt, issue, adhere to, or police and
influence adherence to minimm or suggested resale prices, markups,

marginsg of profit, terms or conditiouns of sale thereof, or 'boyc_ott
or refuse to deal with sny person engaged in the purchase, sale or
diatribu;tion of mlecholic beverages in the State of Maryland. l
Nothing in Subsections (B){1) and (2) of Section IV, or Sub-

sections (B) and (D) of Section V, shall be construed to prohibit

any defendant from negotiasting, entering into and adhering to a




Case 1:19-mc-00069-RDB Document 1-2 Filed 02/06/19 Page 47 of 68

contract designating a wholesaeler as a distributor, on an exclusive
basis or otherwise; provided, however, that such designation shall
leave the defendant contractually free to éell directly to any Monopoly
County t¢ which it desires to sell.

Nothing in this Final J'udgment shall be deemed to prohibit the
defendants from (a) proposing or supporting legislation or the adop-
tion of local, sta;ce or Federal 'regulations relating to the purchase,
sale or distribution of alcoholic ‘oeverages;_(b) from individually taking
action required by loeal, statet’o_r Federal legi'sla.tion or regulations;
or (¢) except as specifically px—.'-.ovided to 'the cbntrary by Section VI
hefgof, from doing the things they ‘may legally do under the fair trade

laws of the United States and the State of Maryland.

Vi

{A) Defendante sre ordered {1) to cancel all fair trade contracts
for the State of Maryland to which fhey are a pa.rty and which fix or con-
trol the resale price of alcoholic beverages, and (2) to give to all
their Maryla-.nd cuat‘omers and Marylend licensed retaiiers handl ing their
products notice of such cancellation and termination, informing them
thet each retsiler shall individually determine his resale price for
such products without reference to fair trade prices theretofore
eatablished thereon;

(B) Defendants are restrained for a period of two years from
entering into or adhering to sny feir trade contract in the Stete of
Maryland; “

(¢) Defendants are restrained for a pericd of two {2} years from
diasemiﬁating or preparing for dissemination to. any person' in the
State of Maryland price 1lists or cther price ini‘omation containing
resale prices, markups,. marging of profit, terms or conditions et which
such alcoholic beverages are to be resold or offered for sale, except

as provided by Artlcle 2B, section 109 of the Annotated Code of Maryland
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or by any other applicable provieion of Maryland state law (including
administrative regulations) which is now or hereafter may be in effect;

(D) Defendants are restrained for a period of two (2) years frem
shopping, policing, reporting or otherwise enfo'.z-cing, minimum or sug-
gested retall prices, markups, margins of profit, terms or conditlons
at vhich such alecholic beverages are to be scld or offered for sale
in the State of Maryland;

The operation of the foregoing provisions of Section VI hereof is
hereby suspended. However, Plaintiff may move st any time more than six (6)
months and less than three (3} years after the date of this Final Judgment
for an order removing the susﬁension of the operation of these provisions
and making them binding on &1l the defendants in this case for a period of
two (2) years after the date of the order granting such motlon., This motion
will not be granted unless and until it is made clear to this Court that
the other provisions of thisFinAl Judgment_gre insufficient to prevenit the

continuance or recurrence of this conspiracy.

ViI
(A} Defendants are enjoined end restrained from conspiring, combining
or agreeing with each other or vfitl:_x eny Wholesale Association, Retail Associa-
tion, or with any Manufacturer, Wholesaler or Retailer to refuse:
(1) To sell any aleoholic beverage to any Monopoly County;
(2) To sell any alccholie beverag'e to any Monopoly County
at pricés less than the customary wholesale price to licensed
retailers, or -
(3) To sell mny alccholic beverage to any Monopoly County
except {Lpon the condition or urderstanding that the Meonopoly
County resell the aleoholic beverages at a suggested, preseribed
or designated price or prices or otherwilse require the Monopoly
County to resell at a suggested, prescribed or designated price

or prices.
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(B) Each defendant shall offer to sell and shall gell upon request
to. the Department of Ligquor Control for Montgomery County thode applicable
brands listed in Appendix A at prices which are not higher than those then
currently charged to the wholesalers in Maxyland_, snd without diserimination
as to availa\:;il-i‘ty or other terms or conditions of sale:

Provided, however, If such sales are made by a wholesaler to

Montgomery County at the cast to the wﬁolesaler plus e handling charge
not to exceed one (1) doller ,pez.' case, such sale shall be conaidered
equ;ve.lent to a sa.le.‘b‘y a manufacturer direct to Montgomery County at the
prescribed price, and provided, further, that if any such brand.is with-
drawvn by any defendant from the{.-state of Ma‘ryla.nd, such defendant will not
thereafter be obligated to sell or offer to sé]_'!. such brand to the Department
of Liquor Cc.mtrol for Montgomery County for such time ss it i{s ao withdrawn;

{C} Any of the defendants may move to modify this Final Judgment -

with respect to individual action as to Montgomery County, because of a.

change in Maryland law or upon & showing of hardship.

VIII
(A) For the purpose of securing complisnce with thie Final Judgment
and for no other purpose, and subject to any legally recognized privilege,
duly suthorized representatives of the Depariment of Justice shall, upon
written request of the Attorney General, q;.' 'l;he Assista.nt Attorney Genersl
in charge of the Antitrust Diwisien, and on reasonable notice to any defen-
dant, made to its princ:ipal office, be permitted:
- (1) Aecess during the office hours of said defen-
- dant to.a.'l.l bocks, ledgers, accounts, correépondence,
memoranda and other records and documents prepared or
written after the d.a.tt-;‘ of fhis Fingl Jﬁd@nent.in the
pdsaesaic;n or under the ¢ontrol of said defendant re-
lating to any matters contained in this Final Judgment;

and
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{2) Subject to the reasonmble convenience of said

defendant and without restraint or interference from it,

to interview officers or employees of sald defendant;

all of whom may have counsel present, regarding any such

matters;

{B) Upon receipt of a written request of the Attorney General, or
the Assistant Attorney Ge.raJ. in charge of the Antiltrust Division to
any defendent, said dt_afendaqt aha.ll submit such reports in writing to
the Department of Justice with respect to matters contained in this
Final Judgment as may from time to time be necessary to the enforcement
of said Judgment; .

(€) No information obtained by the means provided in this Section
VIIL shéll be divulged by eny representative of the Department of Justice
to any person other than a_dnly suthorized ;epresentative of eﬁch Depart-
ment, except in the course of legal proceedings tc which the United States
is a party for the purpose ‘of securing compliance with this Final Judgment

or as otherwvise required by law.

X
Jurisdiction 1a retmined for the purpose of enabling any of the
parties to this Fina) Judgment to apply to this Court at eny time for
such further orders and directione aes may b;a ﬁecess&ry or appropriate
for the construction or carrying out of this Final Judgment, for the
modification of =say of the provisions thereof, for the enforcement of

compliance therewith and for the punishment of violations thereof.

X
Judgment 1s entered against the defendante for all coate to be taxed

in this proceeding.

vetess THMEL, ¥ JF5F

Z'?’/ ﬂé Ar oM
United States District Judge
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AFPENDIX A

List of sppliceble brands which Schenley Industries,
Inc. and affilisted Distillers Brands Corp. are .’
obligated to sell to Montgomery County pursuant to
Section.VII (B) .

014 Quaker Straight Bourbon Whiskey

01d Stagg Straight Kentucky Bourbon Whiskey

Ancient Age Stra}i;ght Kentucky Bourbon Whiskey

Cascade Straight Ként_ucky Bourbon Whiskey

Echo Springs Straight Kemtucky Bourbon Whiskey

014 Charter Straight I{entucky Bourbon Whiskey

Cresm of Kentucky Blended Whiskey )

I. W. Harper Kentucky Bourbon Whiskey {bottled in bond)

Melrose Rare Blended Whiskey A

James E, Pepper Kentucky Bourbon Whiskey {bottled in bond)

Gibson Diamond-8 Blended Whiskey ' ‘

Golden Wedding Blended Whiskey

Three Featheré Blended Whiskey

Coronet Brandy

Dewar's White Label Scotch

Melrose Gin

Dubonnet Aperitif

Roma Wines
List of applicable brands which Joseph E. Seagram &
Sons, Inc. and House of Seagram, Ine. (Distillers

Distributing Corp.) are obligated to sell -to Montgomery
County pursuent to Secticm VII (B)

Lord Calvert Whiskey
Calvert Reserve' Whigkey
Carstairs White Seal Whiskey
London Distilled Gin

Foui Roses Whiskey

Hunter Whiskey

Paul Jones Whiskey

Four Roses Gin

Gallagher & Burton Bleck Label Whiskey
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U.S. v. MARYLAND STATE LICENSED
BEVERAGE ASSOCIATON, INC., ET AL.

Civil Action No.: 9122

Year Judgment Modified: 1959
(Amended Certain Language)
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FOR THE DISTRICT OF MARYLARND

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, )

Plaintiff, )

, v. ' ) Civil Action No. 9122
MARYLAND STATE LICENSED )
BEVERAGE ASSCCIATION, INC., )
et al %

Defendants.

ORDER AMENDING FINAL. JUDGMENT

" Upon the motion of defendants, Maryland State Licensed
Beverage Association, Inc., and John A, Menton, and with the
consent of plaintiff, the United States of America, it is
this llth day of Mﬁrch 1959,

ORDERED, ADJUDGED AKD DLCREED That Section VI(B) of
the Final Judgmenti entered January 16, 1959, as to defend-
ants Maryland State Licensed Beverage Association, Inc., and
John A. Menton, be ‘and' it hereby is amended to read as follows:

"Accepting financial contributions from any
manufacturer, any wholesaler or any asso-
ciation of manufacturers or wholesalers.™

- IT IS FURTHER ORDERED, That Section VI{C) of the Final
Judgment, entered January 16 1959, as to defendants Mary-
land State Licensed Beverage Assoc1atlon Inc., and John A,
Menton, be and it hereby is amended to read as follows:

"Having as a member any manufacturer, any
wholesaler or any association of manufac-
turers or wholesalers."”

/s/ Roszel C. Thomsen
Jd UDGE"

We hereby consent to the making and entry of the fore-
going Order.

For Plaintiff, the United States of America
/s/ %. D. Kilgore, Jr,

Chief, Judgments and Judgment
Enforcement Section

/s/ Wilford L. Whitley, Jr.

~/s/ John C. Fricano
Attorneys, Department of Justice
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U.S. v. MARYLAND STATE LICENSED
BEVERAGE ASSOCIATON, INC., ET AL.

Civil Action No.: 9122

Year Judgment Modified: 1959
{Amended Certain Language)
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l

: .
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
I |
FOR THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND
’ !
I )
UKITED STATES OF AMERICA,
l |
Plaintirlr,

v, |‘ civil Aotion Ro, 9122

MARYLAND STATE LICENSED
BEVERAGE ASSOCIATION, 'INC.,
et &103‘ ‘ |

Dafeﬂdants.

SUPPLEMENTAL APPLICATION BY HIRAM WALKER
COMPANIES | FOR MODIFICATION OF FINAL JUDOMENT

The defendants, Hiram Walker Incorporated, iiram
walikker & Sons, Inc., Gooderham & WOrté Linited and Jas.
Barclay & Co. Limited, on January 1%, 1959, filed an appli-~
cation for modificatlion of the final Judgment entefed againgt
them herein on Ootober 6, 1958. By thia supplemental appli-
cation, which supersedes the aforesaid application in its
antirety, these defendants hereby maQe that thileg Court modify
the aforesaid final judgment as follouws:

(1) The second paragraph of Section V(D} to be

amended o as to read as follows (material added is under-
soored, and material strio@énris in bracketa):

Nothing in Subsections (B)(1) and (2) of
Section IV, or Subsections (B) and (D) of Sec~
tion V¥, shall be construed to prohibit any con-
senting defendant from megotiating, entering
into and adhering to & contract designating a
wholesaler as a dlstributor, on an exclusive
basig or otherwise; {provided, however, that
such deslgnation shall not directly or indi-
rectly prevent any Monopoly County from ac-
quiring alcohelic bveverages direct from any
source,] provided, however, that such dealg-
nation shall Yeave the defendant contractually
frae to sell directly to any Monopoly County
1o whlch 1t deslires to sell.,
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(2} section vi{C)} to be amended so as to read io

follows (material added is underscored, and material strlcken

ip in brackets):

{¢) Be enjoined and restrained for the
rhortest period of any such suspenslon, or two
years, whichever 1t legs, from dimsemlnating or
preparing for dlssemination to any person in
the State of Marylend price lists or other
price information contalning minlmum or sug-
gested resale prices, markups, margins of pro-
fit, terms or conditions at which such alecholic
beverages are to be resold or offered for sale,
except as provided by Article 2 B, Sestlon 109
of the Annotated Code of Maryland [;] or by an
pther applicable provision of Maryland siate law
(ircluding adminintrative regulations) which 1s
now or hereafter may be in eiiect;

(3) sSection VII{B) to be amended so as to read as

follows (material ndded is underscored, and material stricken

is in brackets):

tlon VII of the decreet

{B) Each consenting defendant shall offer
to sell and shall sell upan request to the De-
partment of Liguor Control for Montgomery County
those brands listed on Appendix A, and thoae
brands vhich are hereafter offered for sale to
any monopoly state, at prices which are not
higher than those then currently charged to the
wholesalers in Maryland, and without discrimina-
tion as to availability or other terms or condi-
tions of sale: [Provided, however, that Af any
such brand is withdrawn by the consenting defend-
ant {rom all markets of the Unlted Staves, such
defendant will not thereafter be obllgated to
gell or offer to sell such brand to the Depart-
pent of Liguor Control for Montgomery County for
such $ime as 4t Lo so0 withdrawn.] Provided, how-
ever, if such sales are made by & whoelesaler to
Hontgomery county At the cost to the wholézaler
plus a handling charge not To exceed cne (1)
dollar per case, such sale shall be considered
equivalent to a sale by a manufadturer direct to
Hontgomery Tounkty at the preseribed price, anrd
pravided, further, That i any such brand 1is with-
dreawn by any Gelendant irom the gtabte of haryiand,
such delfendant wili not therealter be obllpated to
sell or oiler to sell such brand to the Depariment
ol Liquor cCentrol for Montgomery County for such
time as 1t 13 so wilthdrawn.

(4) The following new paragraph to be added to Sec-
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_3.'.

{C)} Any of 'the defendants may move to modify
thisg finsl Ji nt with reapcct to Individusl ac-—
tion @5 t¢ Montgomery Jounbty, becauvan ol g chunce
in Ma.rvlnnrlm or upcn & showing of herdshin.

The purpoae loi‘ the above modification is to make
the finyl Judgz»nt entercd srainot the Hiram wsalker Companles
gonform to the aecl:ond paragraph of Paragraph (D)} of Section V,
Paragraph {C) of .J}ect;i.lcn VI, and the Becond paragraph of Para-
graph (B) and Par;ltgraplh {¢} of sectlon VII of the final judg-
ment entered in t}!d.!! caaa against Schenley Indusirles, Inc.,
Affi1linted Distillers Brands Corp., Josaph K. Soagram & Sons,
Ins.; and House ofl sealgra:n, Inc,, (Dietillers Distributing

. I
Corp.} on the Lih day lor Baveh, 1953,

/s/ 3. Sarsfleld Sweeny (JCM)
J. Sarsfield Sweeny
First Rational Euak Bullding
Baltimore, Maryland

/8/ James C. McKay
James C. HoKey

701 Unlon “Trugt Buillding
aw.ingtm D, ¢,

Att ornsyr. for Hirem Wulker
Incorporated, Hiram wWalker
& Sous, Inc., (voderham &
dortes Limited and Jas. Barclay
& Cu., Ldmifted

ORDRER

Upon the foregning moitlon and ths oonsent of the
Unlted States of America to the passage of this order, it is
this 23rdday of March , 1955, by the United States Dis-
trict Ceurt for the Dietrint of Maryland, ORUSREDR, ADJUDGED
AND DECHEED that the final judgsent entered in this case
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against Hiram salker, |Incorporated, Hiram Walker & Sons, Inc.,
"
gooderham & wortsiLimited and Jas, Pareclay & Co. Limited on

October 6, 1958, be mAnd 1t is hereby amended se prayed in said
!
mation,

|

!

. Rpeszel C, Thomsen

ﬁ Cnle » . HaBLrict Cour

H
1

1 1; .
We hereby gansant to the entry of the foragoing ordexr:

For Plaintiff, Unltad States of America:

‘U-fccor d. Eﬁ %en

Assigtant Attorney Gengral
- ]

Attorney, Departmant nf Justiee

———i e Jobn Y Earle

dGiill ha Sal'le

/s/Leon H. A, Pierson
Leon H. h. rlérsan
United States Attorney

rlcano
: 30%% é. ﬁiioano

Attorneys, Department of Justice

ries r. . chleer

Attorney, Department of Jusptice
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UNITSD STATES DISTRICT COURT
POR THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND

i
HITED STATE3S OF ARERICA, t
. ]‘
Plaiotifls ¢
Vs, 1 3 Civil Actlon Bo. YiRP
MARYLAND STATE LICENSED t
PEVERAGE ASSOCIATION, IMNE.,
et nl,, I 3
Deﬁan&ahta H

!
1
H .

MOTIOH TO AMERD FINAL JUDGHENT
' r

National Bia%illers and Chomicel Corporation {(for-

merly known as Ha{ionni Distillers Producta Corporation),
pursuent to leave %ran%ed in Section IX of the final Judrment
entered against 16 in %his czse on Cotober 6, 1950, moves
this eocurt to modify s2ld finel Judgment in the following
particulars:

(1) The second paragraph of Section V{D} to be
amonded po 6s to reed s follows (material added is underacored,
and matefial striciken 1s iIn brackets)t

Nothing in Subnections SB)(I) and (2} of
Sectlen IV, or 3ubssctions (8) and (D) of Section
¥V, shail be construed to prohiblt any conpenting
defendant rom negotiating, entering into and
adhering to a4 contract designatling 8 wholesaler

58 g distridutor, on an exclusive baals or other-
wise; [provided, however, that such designstlon
shall not direstly or indirectly prevent any
Monopoly County from acquirding sleohollic beverages
diract (rom any sow-ce,] provided, however, that
such desirnation shell) leave the dal'endant con-
tragtuaily {'iee to sasll diractly fo eny Monopoly
County to which it desires to sell,

(7} Section VI{C) to b=s anended go as to read as
rollows (material added is underscored, and material stricken
i3 in brackets )i

(C} Be enjoined and reatrained for the

shortect period of any such suspension, or two
years, whichever is less, from dlsseminsting or
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preparing for disseninotion to ony paradn in the
State of, Marylend price 11sts or other price in-
formation eonteining minimum or suggested reszlo
rrices, fmarips, WMErging of proflt, terms or
conditions at which such aleohollc beveragesd are
to be resold|or offered for sale, excepl as pro=
vided by Article 2 B, Sectlon 104 of the Anno-
tated Code of Maryland [3] or by sny other ap-
diecable provision of Maryland mptate low inolud-

ne o 1let h v 15 NOX QT
herenftar moy L€ ih_OLiech}

(1} SectionEVII(B) to be amended so an to resd 83

foliows (material addaé 1g uvnderseored, and material stricken
ts 4n bracskets):

(B) Fath consenting defercant shall offer
to aell ard shall sa2ll upon request to the De-
partment of Liquor Controel for Montpomery County
thone branda! listed on Appendix A, end those
brands which sre hereafter offered for sele to
any monopoly otate, at prices which are not
highsr than those then currently charged to the
wholeszlers in Heryland, and mithout dilscrimlna-
tion 85 .to svallability or other terms or condl-
tions of salet [Provided, however, that if any
sush brand is withdrawn by the consenting de-
fendmt from 21l muariets of tha United Stetes,
such defendznt w11l not thersalter be obligsted
+5 sell or offer to sell such brand to tha Depart-
ment of Liguor Control for Montgomery County for
such time s it 1c #o withdrawn.] Provided,
however, if ruch sales are made by a wholesaler
o Pornipomery Gouncy at the cobt ¢J the wholcsaler
pius & hwndiing charpe not to oxaceed one (i)
doilsr per case, Buch sale shall be conslderod
equivaieat to & sale by p manulacturer direct to
Yontromery County at the gyesuribedTprics, and

rovided, fupther, that if any such pranc 1g
withdrawn DY 84 3e?enﬁant Trom the State ol
Esrviand, suceh dofendent wiil not thereaftor be
obiinatos to B@Ld OT oller Lo seid Such brand to
the ﬁ% TUMONT .07 LAQUOT GONLrol 100 FontEomery

Tounty ror such Lime as 1t is so withdrawn,

{£) The following new paragraph to be added to
Section VII of the decroat

(¢} Any of the defendante may move to modify
this Cfinal judement wiinh respest to indivicual
action as to Monhbpomery county. becaunse of a chanpe
in Marylsnd lav or upon & showlng of hardshiv.

The purpose of the above modificetion la to make the
final judgment entered agsinst NMational conform to the second
paragraph of Faragraph (D) of Section V, Paragraph (C) of Sec-
tion VI, and the second paragraph of Paragraph (B) and

Paragraph {C) of Seotion VII of the final Judpment
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entexed in this case .:!xgn:nz:t Sehanley Industries, Ino., ‘
LP2i14ated Diptillers Beands Corp.. Joacph R, Soagram & Sons,
Irz,, and Houzp of Seagrem, Tne. (Distillers Distribuiing

AL ‘ ’
orp. ) on the ¥ day of J37<—h , 1959,
1 R

|
|

\

|

Attorneys for |

i Hational Disiillers end Chemical |

! Corporation (formerly known as

|

|

|

|

WTilan L, Farbury

John Fartin Jones, Jr.

b Hational DMstillers Products
y Corporation)

GRDER

——————

Upon the fo‘regoina motion znd the coneent of tho
United States of America to thc pastage of this order, 1t
16 this ZF~<C-gay of 7~ 1450, by the United States
Distrist Court for the District of Marylunfi, ORDERED, ADJUDGED
AND DECKEED thav the final judgment entercd in this case againat

Mational Distlilers gng Chemical Corparatisn {formerly known as
te 5nd 4t is heredby anended as prayed in sald mwobien,

- ‘f’/@?"""f el C Pl
- Uhiei'ydga, ¥, 5, pistriet Court

National Distillers Procucts Corporatlon) on Gobober 6, 1658, l
4
|
|
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¥e hereby eonzent to the entry of the foregoing order:

Por Plaintiff, United Sitates of Amerizas

Victer n. Haasta
Assistant Attorney Gencral

5 W oeT L. hhitiey, ar.

wiilism D, Hitgors, Jr,
Attorney, Deopa nt of Jusiizc
. ! |

S Jotm H. Earle

- Lecr He &. Plorocon
United States Atiomer

Jonn &, Frlcano
Attorneys, Derertment of Justice

~Charies © B. Hollecr
Attorney, Lepartment of Jusiice



Case 1:19-mc-00069-R

DB

U.S. v. MARLAND STATE LICENSED
BEVERAGE ASSOCIATON, INC,, ET AL.

}Pocument 1-2 Filed 02/06/19 Page 63 of 68

Civil Action No.: 9122
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y DKITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND
i

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, |
Plaintsff,
Mmwii Azrion Fm. 9132

v. i'
MARYLAND STATR LICERBED nElvnm
ASSOCIATION, INC., et al,,

Defendants.

i
QRDER, AMENDING SECTION VI (B) OF FIRAL JUDGMERY

WHEREAS, on May 10, 1953, the defendsnt, Maryland State Licepsed

Baverage Associstion, Inc., filed a Petition seeking modification of
Sestion VI(B) of the 1““1: Judgement entared ageinst it on January 16,
1959, as amended by Ordsr of March 11, 1959 and |

WEEREAS, said oodification was cought, in part, "to permit the
scceptance of advertisewents for the Yearbook"” of the Petitfioner; and

WHEREAS, tha partieg have agreed to & sodificstion permitting
such acceptance for a three=-year trial pariod;.

Fow, therafor, upon consent of the partiss bereto, it is berehy

ORDERED, ADJUDGED AMD DECERED:

.!'hat. notwithstandincg the provisions of said Section VI(B), the
said defendant may, for tbe thras-year period cm.rering its Amnual
Conventions and Yearbooks for the years 1963, 1964 and 1965, accept
regular publisbed sdvertisements for its Yesrbooks from distillers
and/or wholesalers, zubject to all of the other provisions of the
Judgment, and without prejudice to any time applying for other,

further or different relief,
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Bate: August /4 , 1963

Jfa) Rosypr € THomspw
United Btates Districr Judge

We hereby consent to the entry of the foregoing order:
I

For the Plaintiff
United States of Ameriea

ALERED  JCHRSTED

For the Defendant
HMaryland State Licenmed Bewverage
Asgsociation, Inc,

T Homps B LAWRENCE
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U.S. v. MARLAND STATE LICENSED
BEVERAGE ASSOCIATON, INC., ET AL.

Civil Action No.: 9122

Year Judgment Modified: 1971
{Allowed Certain Types of Sponsorships)
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|

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND

| .
UNITED STATES OF );LHERICA )
|
Plaintiff )
| !
vs ' ) Civil Action No. 9122
MARYLAND STATE LICENSED 3
BEVERAGE ASSOCTATION, INC.,
‘et al | )
Defendant )

l )
' ORDER AMENDING FINAL JUDGMENT

Upon motion .of the Defendant, Maryland State Licensed

| - .
Beverage Association, Inc., and with the consent of the

. A \ Ly )
Plaintiff, it|is this 777  aay of (Q;z;ﬁ#«fvu/ , 1971,

ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED, that, notwithstanding the
provisions of Section ﬁI (8) of the Final Judgment entered
against it on January 16, 1959, as amended by Order of
March 11, 1959, the said Pefendant may hereafter (1) allow
distillers and/or wholesalers at-their cost to establish
hospitality suites and to sponsor or provide entertainment
at the annual conventions of the Defendant, (2) accept money
from distillers and/or wholesalers for regular published
advertisements for its Yearbooks, published in conjunction with
its annual conventions, and (3) to accept money from distillers
and/or wholesalers for regular published advertisements for its
convention program, and it is further

ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the -defendant shall
offer its advertising in its yearbook and convention

program to any and all persons who desire to subscribe to
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that advertising and shall make available hospitality suites
to any desiring them and said advertising and hospitality
suites shall be offered on non-diécriminatory terms and
conditions and it is further
ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the provisions to this
order relating to?all advertising and hospitality suites shall
" be published annuélly in a trade journal of general circulation
at the expense of the defendant, or a notice shall be sent to
all manufactu:ers; wholesalers, and permit holders licensed
by the Comptrolle? of Maryland by first class mail, postage
prepaid at the expense of the defendant, and it is further,
ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that all of the remaining
provisions of the said Judgment, except as modified or
11 force and effect.

AU

Unlted’States District Judge

limited herein, shall remain in

We hereby consent to the entry off the foregoing Order:

For the Plaintiff

(:j;fsd States of rica
7 ” <7Zf? " LAAA

AT orve 1@7}9(1..4.'#)1\:‘:«.{ f QAJ,QDLMM ‘. .

For the Deféndant
Marydand Sxa
Soc1at10

Licensed Bewv

Inc.
¢ W/
1 Iﬂereby attest and cer 111} on iim /6//

that the dorepmag doeuzid i€ 2 full, true and correct

cony o e anil’s U file in my offie and in my

fegat cusiody. J .
Ao RoEEIET 7
. CLEp( g veET ShilR
i "‘HBA\WJ < d
N/ &

/fl_vm
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	Annot

	U.S. v. MARYLAND STATE LICNESED BEVERAGE ASSOCIATION, INC., ET AL. 
	Annot

	U.S. v. MARYLAND STATE LICENSED BEVERAGE ASSOCIATION, INC., ET AL. 
	Annot

	U.S. v. MARLAND STATE LICENSED BEVERAGE ASSOCIATION, INC., ET AL. 
	Annot

	U.S. v. MARYLAND STATE LICENSED BEVERAGE ASSOCIATON, INC., ET AL. 
	Annot

	U.S. v. MARYLAND STATE LICENSED BEVERAGE ASSOCIATON, INC., ET AL. 
	Annot

	U.S. v. MARLAND STATE LICENSED BEVERAGE ASSOCIATON, INC., ET AL. 
	Annot

	U.S. v. MARLAND STATE LICENSED BEVERAGE ASSOC IA TON, INC., ET AL. 
	Annot





