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Wyer Elected 
Chairman of 
Mid-Atlantic 

James I. Wyer 

At its annual meeting in Philadelphia in March, 
MAtLF's Board of Directors elected James I. 
Wyer as its new Chairman. He succeeds out­
going Chairman Richard B. McGlynn, who 
served for three years and remains as a mem­
ber of the Board. 

Mr. Wyer recently retired as General Counsel 
of American Cyanamid Co., a post he held 
from 1973 through I 986, and is now counsel 
to the Newark, New Jersey, law firm of 
Robinson, Wayne, Levin, Riccio & La Sala. 
He is a graduate of Yale University and its law 
school and began his career at Dewey, Ballan­
tine, Bushby, Palmer & Wood. He has served 
as President of the Association of General 
Counsel and first joined Mid-Atlantic as a 
member of its Legal Advisory Council, on 
which he served for many years. Mr. Wyer has 
been a member of Mid-Atlantic's Board since 
1986 and has served ably on the Foundation's 
Legal Issues Committee. His experience and 
insight will certainly be of great assistance as 
the Foundation embarks on new pursuits. 
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Baltimore Divestment Ordinance Challenged 
In a test case that could have far-reaching con­
sequences the trustees of three public em­
ployees' pension funds challenged the Baltimore 
Ordinance that requires the trustees to divest 
the funds of securities of companies doing 
business in South Africa and forbids the trus­
tees to purchase any such securities. Mid­
Atlantic appeared in the action on behalf of 
four beneficiaries of two of the funds to chal­
lenge the Ordinance on federal constitutional 
grounds. 

Although Mid-Atlantic's motion to intervene 
was recent! y denied, in part because the attor­
neys for the trustees also represent two benefi­
ciaries, the Court had previously permitted 
Mid-Atlantic to file a motion for summary 
judgment which we did on February 13, 1987. 
Our motion for summary judgment argued that 
the Ordinance violated the Supremacy and 
Commerce Clauses of the U.S. Constitution, 
specifically that the Ordinance infringed upon 
the sovereign power of the Federal Govern­
ment to govern and administer the foreign 
policy of the United States and to regulate our 
foreign commerce. Moreover, we argued that 
the Comprehensive Anti-Apartheid Act of 1986 
pre-empted the field and that the Baltimore 
Ordinance conflicted with it and with the 
Federal Government's policy of constructive 
engagement. 

Mid-Atlantic also participated in the oral 
argument on the motion for summary judg-

ment which took place on March 26 before 
Judge Martin Greenfeld of Baltimore Circuit 
Court. In its article summarizing the oral 
argument the Baltimore Evening Sun stated: 
"Whatever is cleciclecl by Greenfeld and the 
appellate courts 'will have impact far beyond 
the borders of the city. The eyes of the nation 
will be on this courtroom' said Douglas Foster, 
president of the Mid-Atlantic Legal Founda­
tion, who believes the law does not stand up 
constitutionally." 

At the encl of oral argument Judge Greenfeld 
reserved decision on the motion for summary 
judgment, indicating that he would let the 
parties know in a month or so whether he 
thought one or more of the issues would be 
tried. 

Judge Greenfeld has recently notified the 
parties by letter that the case will proceed to 
trial on June 22, 1987 on the two issues which 
he says can not be disposed of without further 
evidence: impairment of contract and violation 
of State law. 

He further stated that a decision on these two 
issues will be rendered after trial, together with 
decision on the other issues which have already 
been argued at the hearing on the motion for 
summary judgment. It is, of course, those pre­
cise issues, namely the federal constitutional 
issues, that were briefed and argued by Mid­
Atlantic in its motion for summary judgment 
and at the oral argument on March 26. 

MAtLF Argues in Pennsylvania 
Supreme Court in Liquor System Suit 

Representing a 2,000-person statewide con­
sumer coalition (Pennsylvanians for a Respon­
sible End to the State Store System), as well 
as an ad hoc coalition of restaurateurs, Mid­
Atlantic argued in April before the Pennsyl­
vania Supreme Court in support of an encl to 
that state's state-owned liquor monopoly: the 
State Store system. Because the legislature had 
not reauthorized the agency which runs the sys­
tem in 1986, the state's Sunset Review Act 
decreed its demise as of December 31, 1986, 
with a six-month wind-clown period. 

The agency itself and its employee unions and 
their union and legislative supporters clamored 
to enjoin the termination in Commonwealth 
Court, an intermediate appellate court which 

had original jurisdiction in the matter. Outgoing 
Governor Dick Thornburgh was the clefcnclant 
and Mid-Atlantic, representing the above-des­
cribed coalition, successfully intervened as co­
defendants, alleging, especially, the potential 
inadequacy of representation of their views and 
of their consumer/taxpayer status by incoming 
Governor Robert Casey, a supporter of the 
state monopoly. Common Cause filed an 
amicus curiae brief in support of the besieged 
statute. 

Oral argument was held in December in 
Commonwealth Court and on December 29th, 
the President Judge ordered the agency termi-
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