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STATE OF ILLINOIS 
LIQUOR CONTROL COMMISSION 

 
In the Matter of:       )  
City Beverage – Markham, LLC     ) 
d/b/a City Beverage Markham     )  
2064 W. 167th St.       )  
Markham, IL 60428       )  
 
In the Matter of:       ) Case No. 12 CCH-01 
City Beverage – Markham, LLC     ) (Cons. Case Nos. 12 C 100216, 
d/b/a City Beverage – Arlington Heights    ) 100217, 100218, 100219, 100220, 
1401 E. Algonquin Rd.     ) 100221, 100222 and 100223) 
Arlington Heights, IL 60005     )  
 
In the Matter of:       )  
Chicago Distributing LLC      ) 
d/b/a City Beverage – Chicago     )  
4841 S. California Ave.      )  
Chicago, IL 60632       )  
 
In the Matter of:       )  
City Beverage LLC       ) 
d/b/a City Beverage      )  
1105 E. Lafayette Ave.      )  
Bloomington, IL 61701      )  
 

WSDI’S MEMORANDUM OF LAW 
 

 WINE AND SPIRITS DISTRIBUTORS OF ILLINOIS (“WSDI”), through its attorneys, 

WEBSTER POWELL, P.C., and UNGARETTI & HARRIS, LLP, and pursuant to Paragraph 

Nine of this Commission’s Scheduling Order issued on June 27, 2012, hereby submits its 

Memorandum on the issues raised by the above-captioned proceedings (the “Proceedings”).  

I. INTRODUCTION 

The Illinois Liquor Control Commission’s (“ILCC”) July 18, 2012 Amended Citation 

cites the above-captioned CITY Beverage entities (“CITY”) for two violations of the Illinois 

Liquor Control Act (“Act”):   

1. After the enactment of P.A. 97-005, which amended the Act to prohibit large 
brewers from holding distributor’s licenses, WEDCO, a wholly-owned subsidiary 
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of Anheuser Busch, LLC (“AB”), (i.e., a brewer-owned entity), still maintained a 
30% ownership interest in CITY, in violation of Section 5-1(a) of the Act; and  
 

2. WEDCO was not authorized to do business in Illinois in violation of Section 6-
2(10) and (10)(a) of the Act.   

 
Discovery since conducted at the request of CITY and WEDCO (collectively, 

“Respondents”) suggests an addition to the above-mentioned violations:  CITY is an unlawful 

nominee, in that AB fully controls it and through such control self-distributes its beer products in 

Illinois, in violation of Section 6-2(15) of the Act.1 

As discussed in more detail below, consistent with its prior Findings2 underlying the 

present Proceedings, the ILCC should: 

1. Suspend CITY’s licenses pending AB’s divestiture of its 30% ownership interest 
therein;   
 

2. Suspend CITY’s licenses based upon the fact that WEDCO, a 30% owner of 
CITY, is not qualified to transact business in Illinois and, thus, stands in violation 
of Sections 5/6-2(10) and (10a) of the Act;  

 
3. Refer this matter to the Illinois Attorney General’s Office for enforcement of the 

above-cited provisions of the Act; and 
 

4. Promulgate discovery to determine whether AB has de facto control of the 
operations of CITY in violation of Section 5/6-2(15) of the Act and, if so, refer 
this matter to the Alcohol and Tobacco and Tax Trade Bureau, in that AB’s 
violations of the Act may also constitute a violation of fundamental term of its 
Federal Basic Permits, which are conditioned upon compliance with all applicable 
State laws.3  

 
II. RELEVANT LEGISLATIVE AND PROCEDURAL HISTORY  

At the time AB sued the ILCC in Federal Court to enforce its purported “right” to acquire 

the outstanding 70% of the stock of CITY, nothing in the Act suggested that it was unlawful for 

manufacturers situated outside Illinois to obtain a Brewer’s License.  While it has been asserted 

                                                            
1 See, 235 ILCS 5/6-2(15). 
2 See, Findings from the 12/7/2011 Meeting Regarding the Anheuser Busch Ownership Interest in City Beverage 
LLC (hereinafter “12/7/11 Findings”)  
3 See, 27 USC §204(d). 
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by legal counsel for the ILCC that the creation of the Non-Resident Dealer (“NRD”) License 

thereafter prohibited such licensure, this interpretation finds no support in either the Act, or in 

any case law construing it.4 To the contrary, a review of the Act and its evolution since 1982 

reveals no legal impediment to an out-of-state manufacturer obtaining an Illinois Brewer’s 

License until 2011. Thus, until as recently as last year, AB remained free to seek licensure as an 

Illinois Brewer, which would then have qualified it to hold an Illinois Distributor’s License. AB, 

however, for reasons left unexplained, never opted to pursue such a licensing scheme. 

Of course, the recent changes to the Act promulgated under P.A. 97-005 now explicitly 

prohibit large brewers like AB from seeking a Distributor’s License in this State. And, while 

P.A. 97-005 is undoubtedly controlling with regard to the ILCC’s analysis in the current 

Proceedings, a review of prior legislative changes to the Act is nonetheless helpful to understand 

the degree to which certain Industry members, including AB and the Respondents (not to 

mention various prior ILCC attorneys), have struggled to properly construe the Act’s provisions 

governing the licensure of manufacturers situated outside Illinois. 

A. P.A. 82-6065 

In 1982, the Illinois General Assembly passed P.A. 82-606, which created the NRD 

License.  An NRD License was defined as: 

any person, firm, partnership, or other legal business entity who or which exports 
into this State, from any point outside of this State, any alcoholic liquors for sale 
to Illinois licensed foreign importers or importing distributors.  Such license shall 
be restricted to the actual manufacturer of such alcoholic liquors or the primary 
United States importer of such alcoholic liquors, if manufacturer outside of the 
United States, or the duly registered agent of such manufacturer or importer.  
Registration of such agent with the State Commission, in such manner and form 

                                                            
4 In this regard, it is important to note that under the Pennhurst Doctrine, the District Court was required to accept 
ILCC’s interpretation of the Act, including its views on the interplay between NRD Licenses and brewers. A State 
court judge is under no such constraints. 
5 A true and correct copy of P.A. 82-606 is attached hereto as Exhibit “A.” 
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as it may prescribe, shall be a prerequisite to the issuance of such license to an 
agent.6 

 
P.A. 82-606 served to create the infrastructure supporting NRD Licenses.  It imposed a 

license fee structure, for example, authorized the ILCC to issue or deny them and authorized 

forms for NRD License applications. It also exempted NRDs from local liquor control and 

permitted importing distributors to purchase alcoholic beverage products from NRDs.   P.A. 82-

606 did not, however, preclude out-of-state brewers from obtaining Brewers Licenses in Illinois.   

Examination of the debate on P.A. 82-606 makes it clear that it was never the intent of 

the General Assembly to prohibit the licensure of out-of-state manufacturers. 7 Only a handful of 

statements were made about the bill on the House and Senate floors:   

 On May 20, 1981, Senator Newhouse spoke about the need to keep untaxed liquor out of 
Illinois; 
 

 On June 26, 1981, Representative Mautino spoke of the bill’s intent to address a need for 
minority-owned distributorships; and  

 
 On the date of passage, Senator Newhouse spoke about bill’s winery impact. 

 
The legislative record reveals not a single word about beer, breweries or the ability of 

out-of-state producers to obtain licenses in Illinois. The record is similarly bereft of any duly 

promulgated rule to prohibit the licensure of out-of-state breweries.  This omission is telling, in 

that the Illinois Administrative Procedure Act (“APA”) invalidates any administrative rule unless 

it has been made available for public inspection and filed with the Secretary of State.8 

 Thus, it cannot have been the law in Illinois after 1981 that out-of-state breweries were 

precluded from obtaining Illinois Brewer’s Licenses.  This remains true notwithstanding any 

assertion to the contrary voiced by the ILCC’s legal staff. Any such position purporting to deny 

                                                            
6 235 ILCS 5/1-3.29. 
7 A true and correct copy of the Legislative Record pertaining to P.A. 82-606 is attached hereto as Exhibit “B.”  
8 See, 5 ILCS 100/5-10. 
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licensure of out-of-state breweries under P.A. 82-606 reaches such a conclusion in contravention 

of the Constitution and the laws of Illinois. 

B. P.A. 88-5359 

In 1994, P.A. 88-535 added language to Section 5/5-1 of the Act which thereafter  

authorized brewers to sell “to retailers provided the brewer obtains an importing distributor’s 

license or distributor’s license.”10 The plain language here demonstrates that beginning in 

January of 1994, any entity licensed as a Brewer in Illinois wishing to sell and deliver beer to 

licensed Illinois retailers was required first to obtain the necessary Distributor Class License. 

P.A. 88-535 amended only the Act’s language specific to brewers and applied only to the 

holders of valid Illinois Brewer’s Licenses (a brewer not licensed in Illinois, of course, would not 

be entitled to a Distributor Class License in this State).  On the other hand, P.A. 88-535 did not 

alter in any way the Act’s language defining an NRD License and similarly undertook no action 

to provide for the holders of Illinois Brewer’s Licenses to engage in the “self-distribution” of 

their beer products.  Additionally, like the preceding legislation, the ILCC did not promulgate 

any rules subject to public comment and JCAR review to limit a licensed brewer from also 

holding a Distributor Class License.   

C. Anheuser-Busch v. Schnorf 

On March 10, 2010, after failing to obtain the declaratory ruling they sought from ILCC 

(i.e, that WEDCO was entitled to retain its 30% interest in and purchase the remaining 70% 

interest in CITY), AB, and the Respondents sued the ILCC in Anheuser-Busch v. Schnorf.11  AB 

claimed that ILCC’s interpretation of the Act – that a licensed in-state brewer but not an out of 

                                                            
9 A true and correct copy of P.A. 82-535 is attached hereto as Exhibit “C.” 
10 235 ILCS 5/5-1 Class 3. 
11 738 F. Supp. 2d 793 (N.D. Ill. 2010). For convenience, a true and correct copy of the AB opinion is attached 
hereto as Exhibit “D.” 
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state brewer could hold a Distributor’s License – violated the dormant Commerce Clause. AB’s 

fundamental argument in this case was that the ability of in-state brewers to hold Distributor’s 

Licenses, a privilege not granted to out-of-state brewers, was facially discriminatory. In this 

regard, AB asserted: 

In-state beer producers may hold a Brewer’s License, which entitles them to hold 
Distributor’s and Importing Distributor’s Licenses.  (“A Brewer may make sales 
and deliveries of beer  . . . to retailers provided the brewer obtains an importing 
Distributor’s license or distributor’s license in accordance with the provisions of 
this Act”) [Cites omitted.]  On the other hand, an out-of-state beer producer is 
ineligible to hold Distributor’s and importing Distributor’s Licenses.12   
 
In so arguing, AB conceded two key points for purposes of these Proceedings. First, it 

acknowledged that the language contained in Section 5/5-1 of the Act as it then existed 

constituted the sole legal authority supporting the ability of a brewer to obtain additional 

licensure as a distributor.  Second, as the above-cited language makes clear, AB expressly 

acknowledged that its status as an out-of-state beer producer rendered it ineligible to hold 

Distributor’s and Importing Distributor’s Licenses in Illinois. 

While the District Court in Anheuser-Busch v. Schnorf ultimately held that ILCC’s 

interpretation of the Act violated the Commerce Clause, it concluded that “the more appropriate 

remedy” was nullification of the self-distribution “exception for in-state brewers, rather than 

extending the exception for all brewers.”13 The District Court stayed its decision, however, “to 

provide an opportunity for the General Assembly to act on this matter if it so desires.”14 

It must be noted that the District Court’s reference to “self-distribution” is mere dicta. As 

AB’s above-cited assertions makes clear, the case before Judge Dow rested upon the ability of 

                                                            
12 See Plaintiffs’ April 9, 20120 Memorandum of Law in Support of Motion for Summary Judgment, Docket #29 at 
13-14 (emphasis added).  For convenience, a true and correct copy of the relevant pages from this pleading are 
attached hereto as Exhibit “E.” 
13 Anheuser-Busch v. Schnorf, 738 F. Supp. 2d at 814. 
14 Id. at 815. 
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out-of-state brewers to obtain the same type of Distributor License that was available to in-state 

licensed Illinois Brewers. No party to the case ever argued that an entity holding an Illinois 

Brewer’s License was automatically vested with the right to distribute their beer products 

directly to Illinois retailers, and Judge Dow’s ruling did not act to create such new privileges.  

D. P.A. 97-000515 

In 2011, the General Assembly reacted to the District Court order.  Recognizing the 

constitutional problem presented by the ILCC’s unilateral and unauthorized decision to exclude 

out-of-state brewers from obtaining Illinois Brewer’s licenses, it authorized the licensure of all 

small brewers – without regard to their location – and granted them special distribution rights 

characterized as a self-distribution exemption.  On the other hand, and in keeping with Judge 

Dow’s order, P.A. 97-005 prohibited large breweries from thereafter holding Distributor 

Licenses.  Thus, briefly summarized, P.A. 97-005:  

 Created a new craft brewer license category for small brewers which are 
unaffiliated with large brewers and which produce no more than 465,000 
gallons and authorized such craft brewers to self-distribute up to 232,500 
gallons of beer under Sections 5/1-3.38 and 5/3-12(18)(C) of the Act; 
 

 Repealed all prior authority under Section 5/5-1 of the Act for the holder 
of a brewer’s license to make “sales to retailers provided the brewer 
obtains an importing distributor’s license or distributor’s license in 
accordance with the provisions of this Act;”    
 

 Subjected a licensed brewer to various limitations on retailer licenses 
under Section 5/6-4(e) of the Act.  

   
ILCC recognized the General Assembly’s intent regarding the prohibition against large 

breweries holding distributor’s licenses.  The repeal of such authority previously set forth in 

Section 5/5-1 of the Act can mean only that the General Assembly chose to terminate such rights.   

                                                            
15 A true and correct copy of P.A. 97-0005 is attached hereto as Exhibit “F.” 
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Despite the passage of P.A. 97-005, Respondents have refused to come into compliance 

with Illinois law, leading to WSDI and others to file complaints with the ILCC, and hearings 

were held in December, 2011 and January, 2012, after which ILCC made multiple findings, 

including that “[i]t was the intent of the Illinois General Assembly in 2011 [when enacting P.A. 

97-0005] to deny AB the right to own a distributorship.”  

III. ARGUMENT 

It is black letter law that administrative agencies may exercise only those powers 

expressly delegated to them by the General Assembly and necessarily implied from the delegated 

powers.16 Additionally, “[a]n administrative agency possesses no inherent or common law 

powers, and any authority that the agency claims must find its source within the provisions of the 

statute by which the agency was created.”17 Thus, “[a]n administrative body cannot extend or 

alter the enabling statute’s operation by the exercise of its rulemaking powers … If an agency 

promulgates rules that are beyond the scope of the legislative grant of authority or that conflict 

with the statute, the rules are invalid.”18 

Under the Act, it is the duty of the ILCC “to issue licenses to … distributors … in 

accordance with the provisions of the Act, and to suspend or revoke such licenses upon the State 

Commission’s determination, upon notice after hearing, that a licensee has violated any 

provisions of this Act.”19  ILCC should and must enforce the law as written in the present matter.  

It has no discretion to act in contravention of the above-expressed statutory mandate. 

A. CITY’s Licenses Must Be Suspended Until AB Surrenders Its Ownership Interest  

                                                            
16 See, e.g., Granite City Div. of Nat’l Steel Co. v. Ill. Pollution Control Bd., 155 Ill. 2d 149, 171 (1993) 
(administrative entity is creature of statute and “any power or authority claimed by it must find its source within the 
provision of its enabling statute”). 
17 Ill. Dep’t of Revenue v. Ill. Civil Serv. Comm’n, 357 Ill. App. 3d 352, 364 (1st Dist. 2005). 
18 Id. 
19 235 ILCS 5/3-12. 
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As discussed above, neither the passage of P.A. 82-606 in 1982, nor the enactment of 

P.A. 88-535 in 1994, prohibited the licensure of out of state breweries.  The latter legislation did, 

however, vest the ILCC with the authority to allow licensed brewers to hold a distributor’s 

license “in accordance with the provisions of this Act.” Nonetheless, during the period between 

1994 and 2011, when licensed brewers in Illinois maintained the privilege to apply for a 

distributor’s license, it is clear that AB did not avail itself of that opportunity.  It similarly did not 

mount any legal challenge to the law as it then existed, or the manner in which the ILCC 

interpreted and enforced the same. Finally, AB never sought for itself the privilege of self-

distribution. To the contrary, when it brought its case to Federal Court, AB insisted that the Act 

permitted the ILCC to license it both as a brewer and as a distributor, and that the latter category 

constituted the sole source of wholesaling privileges in Illinois.   

In the present Proceedings, Respondents have adopted a completely different argument. 

While previously they had embraced Section 5/5-1’s language permitting the issuance of 

Distributor Class licenses to licensed Brewers, in the wake of P.A. 97-0005, Respondents now 

assert that the legislative repeal of that privilege is irrelevant to whether AB, through WEDCO, 

may hold a distributor’s license. Instead, and presumably based upon the dicta contained in 

Judge Dow’s order, the Respondent asserts that P.A. 97-0005 had no impact on the ability of an 

NRD holder to maintain ownership interests (and hence license interests) in an Illinois 

distributor.  This argument, of course, is without merit. 

As the ILCC has determined: 
 

 The Commission ruled in March 2010 that under Illinois law Anheuser Busch 
(AB) couldn’t own a distributor.20 

 
 It was the intent of the Illinois General Assembly in 2011 to deny AB the right to 

own a distributorship.  We believe this even though the General Assembly did not 
                                                            
20 12/7/11 Findings, ¶A. 



 

10 
4831-4397-3136.1 

amend Section 5/6-4(a) to include brewers as parties specifically prohibited from 
owning distributorships.21 

  
Nothing in the record suggests any error within these Findings. And, while the 

Respondents may assert that the ILCC is estopped from disavowing its prior actions regarding 

the licensure of CITY, such arguments are unavailing. For reasons known only to them, the 

ILCC’s former legal counsel apparently agreed to issue Distributor Licenses to CITY knowing of 

AB’s ownership and involvement in its business dealings.  However, such decisions may be seen 

– at best – as having been undertaken in error and without the ILCC’s formal sanction.22   

Moreover, to the extent any legal authority once existed for such actions, the 2011 

passage of P.A. 97-0005 must be seen as having extinguished completely the notion of a large 

brewer also holding a license as a distributor.  Consequently, the ILCC has no authority to permit 

AB to continue holding a distributors license through CITY.  As a “creature of statute,” the ILCC 

must suspend CITY’s license until such time as AB, through WEDCO, divests itself of its 

ownership in this distributing entity. 

B. CITY’s Licenses Must Be Suspended Until 
WEDCO Is Deemed Qualified to Transact Business in Illinois 

 
The Act prohibits the issuance of licenses to certain persons, including:   

A corporation or limited liability company unless it is incorporated or organized 
in Illinois, or unless it is a foreign corporation or foreign limited liability company 
which is qualified under the Business Corporation Act of 1983 or the Limited 
Liability Company Act to transact business in Illinois.23 

 

                                                            
21 Id. at ¶F. 
22 Based on former ILCC General Counsel William O’Donaghue’s (“O’Donaghue”) testimony before the ILCC on 
December 7, 2011, it is clear he personally knew of the WEDCO ownership and caused a license to issue to CITY. 
Instead of consulting with the ILCC regarding the propriety of such a relationship, O’Donaghue purportedly sought 
the advice and consent of various Industry trade associations and other private parties as his basis to sanction it. The 
fact remains, however, that CITY’s license was issued without any statutory authority and without any rulemaking 
that would have revealed the ILCC’s intent to establish a policy. This clearly violated both the APA and the Act. 
23 235 ILCS 5/6-2(10)(a). 
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Section 6-2(10) of the Act prohibits issuance of a license to a corporation if any 

stockholder owning more than 5% would not be eligible to receive a license.24 As this 

Commission knows, WEDCO owns more than a 5% interest in CITY.  Further, WEDCO still is 

not qualified to do business in Illinois.25  As a matter of law, therefore, CITY is ineligible to 

maintain any licenses in Illinois, and the ILCC is not authorized to overlook or otherwise 

condone this deficiency. Again, therefore, until such time as it is able to demonstrate its 

eligibility to hold them, CITY’s licenses must be held in a state of suspension. 

C. ILCC Should Pursue Discovery Of CITY 
 

Documents produced in discovery here indicate a real possibility that CITY is but a front 

for WEDCO to unlawfully operate and control a distributorship in deliberate and willful 

violation of the Act.  For example, in a document dated November 18, 2010 titled “City 

Beverage-Response to ILCC Questions” it is stated in item 2, “WEDCO’s retained rights,” that 

WEDCO retains the “right to approve 3 of 4 top management employees.”  Another document 

indicates that on September 27, 2011, City Beverage Illinois added two new managers, including 

Joaquin Schlottman.26 Previously, Mr. Schlottman managed AB’s distributor operations.27  

These relationships raise serious questions concerning AB’s potential de facto control of 

the operations of CITY through WEDCO. Such an arrangement could well violate Section 5/6-

2(15) of the Act and, may also violate the terms of its Federal Basic Permits, which as mentioned 

above are conditioned upon compliance with all applicable State laws. 

D. The 2010 “Declaratory Ruling” Was A Nullity Under The APA 

                                                            
24 235 ILCS 5/6-2(10). 
25 See Certificates from the Secretary of State, true and correct copies of which are attached hereto as Exhibit “G.” 
26 See Illinois Secretary of State LLC Act Articles of Amendment application confirmation, a true and correct copy 
of which is attached hereto as Exhibit “H.” 
27 See Beer Business Daily, “A-B Branch Warehouse, Delivery Reporting to Corp. Logistics” (March 4, 2010), 
attached hereto as Exhibit “I.” 
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The APA and established judicial precedent render the “grandfather” declaratory ruling 

of 2010 a nullity. The ILCC’s actions under the Act are governed by the APA,28 which 

specifically requires an agency to enact rules governing its use of declaratory rulings before it is 

authorized to issue them: 

Each agency may in its discretion provide by rule for the filing and prompt 
disposition of petitions or requests for declaratory rulings as to the applicability to 
the person presenting the petition or request of any statutory provision enforced 
by the agency or of any rule of the agency. Declaratory rulings shall not be 
appealable. The agency shall maintain as a public record in the agency's principal 
office and make available for public inspection and copying any such rulings. The 
agency shall delete trade secrets or other confidential information from the ruling 
before making it available.29 

 
The APA also requires an agency making a rule to do so through set procedures and 

public notice and comment, otherwise the rule is invalid.30  ILCC has not enacted any rules for 

declaratory rulings, and certainly none that might apply to the ruling issued in the present matter.  

Where, as here, an agency issues a declaratory ruling for which it has not properly enacted rules 

pursuant to the APA, its actions are void ab initio.31 

The Act expressly applies and incorporates the provisions of the APA and specifies that 

the APA shall apply to all administrative rules and procedures of the State commission. . .”32  

Additionally, the APA states that “it applies to every agency as defined by this Act.”33  Further 

the APA defines “agency” broadly to include, “each officer, department, board, commission, 

agency, institution, university, and body politic or corporate outgrowth of the State.”34   

                                                            
28 235 ILCS 5/3-13. 
29 5 ILCS 100/5-150(a). 
30 5 ILCS 100/5-10. 
31 See, e.g., Harrisonville Tel. Co. v. Ill. Commerce Comm’n, 176 Ill. App. 3d 389, 392-393 (5th Dist. 1988) (“Our 
research has revealed no rule of the Commerce Commission which provides for the rendering of declaratory rulings. 
Barring the adoption of such a rule in compliance with appropriate rule-making procedures, the Commission has no 
authority to render declaratory rulings.”) 
32 235 ILCS 5/3-13. 
33 5 ILCS 100/1-5 (a). 
34 5 ILCS 100/1-20. 
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IV. CONCLUSION 

In the wake of, and in direct response to, the holding in Anheuser-Busch, Inv. v. Schnorf, 

the Illinois General Assembly passed P.A. 97-005 which, among other things, amended Section 

5/5-1 of the Act, to remove language which had previously authorized the holder of a Brewer’s 

License to make “sales to retailers provided the brewer obtains an importing distributor’s license 

or distributor’s license in accordance with the provisions of this Act.”     This legislation, thus, 

renders it unlawful for large brewers like AB to hold Distributor’s License in this State. No 

action has been taken to come into compliance with the Act since the passage of P.A. 97-005, 

rendering manifest the answer to the question of the Respondents’ liability in the Proceedings.  

Simply put, WEDCO, as a wholly-owned subsidiary of AB, an out-of-state brewery and 

holder of an NRD License in Illinois, may not maintain an ownership interest in CITY, the 

holder of Illinois Distributor Licenses. For this reason, as well as for those set forth in the 

memorandum above, CITY’s Licenses should be deemed ineligible to hold any Illinois licenses 

until it comes into compliance with all applicable provisions of the Act. 

      Respectfully submitted, 
 
      WINE AND SPRITIS  

DISTRIBUTORS OF ILLINOIS 
 

/s/ James L. Webster, 
     One of its attorneys 
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