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70 THE HONORABLE, THE JUDGES OF SAID COURT:

The petition of the Bar Association of
Baltimore City against H. Walter Ganster, Jr. by W. Calvin
Chesnut and Frederick W. Brune, its attorneys, respect-

fully represents as follows:

1. That H. Walter Ganster, Jr. was admitted to
the bar of this Court on the 4th day of October, 1912, and
has continued Since said time to be and now still is a

member of the bar of this Honorable Court.

2. That the Grievance Committee of the Bar
Association of Baltimore City, the petitioner herein,
conducted an investigation into certain dealings between
‘%H‘ Walter Ganster, Jr. and one Harry C. Grove, hereinafter
more particularly described, and upon which the charges
hereinafter set forth are based, that during said investiga-
tion H. Walter Ganster, Jr. was given an opportunity to
appear and give his explanation of said dealings, that he
availed himself of this opportunity and that subsequently

argument in his behalf was presented by his counsel,



3. That following this investigation and after
due consideration of the statement of H. Walter Ganster, Jr.
and of the argument; of his counsel, the said Grievance
Committee recommended to the Executive Committee of the
Bar Association of Baltimore City, the petitioner, that
action be taken against the said H. Walter Ganster, Jr.
before the Supreme Bench of Baltimore City, praying that
diseciplinary measures be taken against him for conduct

unbecoming a member of the bar of this Court.

e That the Executive Committee of said
Association, the petitioner, unanimously approved the
recommendation of the Grievance Committee and directed its
attorneys herein to present to the Supreme Bench of
Baltimore City a petition against the said H. Walter
Ganster, Jr. setting forth the charges against him and
praying that the Supreme Bench would take such disciplinary

action against him as said Court might deem proper,

5. The petitioner avers that H. Walter Ganster,
Jr. has been guilty of highly improper conduct, unbecoming
and unworthy of a member of the bar of this Honorable
Court, while acting in a representative capacity as
counsel and attorney for the Cuterbridge-Horsey Company,
in certain transactions between himself and one Harry C.
Grove, otherwise known as "Hoppy" Grove, during the Pall
of 1923. A more particular account of the said conduet and

of the conditions out of which the same grew is as follows.

(a) In the Pall of 1923 the Outerbridge-Horsey
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Company was a corporation under the laws of the State of
Maryland owning a distillery at or near Burkittsville,
Frederick County, Maryland. A considerable quantity of
whiskey was stored ;n the warehouse of said dietillery at
said place. One Louis Mann of Baltimore City was largely
interested either directly or indirectly in the ownership
of the stock of said corporation but his nominal relation
thereto was that of sales agent of said company; and the
said H. Walter Ganster, Jr. was acting in the transactions
hereinafter mentioned,ostensibly at least, as the attorney
and counsel for said company. A part of the whiskey held
on storage by said distilling company and represented by
outstanding warehouse receipts therefor consisted of

cases of bottled whiskey to the amount of more than one
thousand (1,000} cases thereof. It was well known to the
said Ganster and Mann that the commercial value of said
1,000 cases of whiskey, if the same were to be disposed of
in accordance with the statutes and laws of the United
States, including particularly the Act of Congress known as
the Volstead Act, was probably less than twenty-five dollars
($25.00) per case, while, if the said whiskey could be
removed from the distillery and vended freely and without
restrictions of the Federal statute, the value thereof was
equal to or in excess of fifty dollars ($50.00) per case.
The whiskey contents of said distillery had, at said time,
been reduced to such a comparatively small quantity that it
was reasonably anticipated very shortly that, by orders of
authorized Federal officials, the whole of said whiskey

contente of said distillery would have to be transferred to
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the Baltimore Concentration Warehouse, after which there
would be little or no possible opportunity for disposing of
said whiskey except in strict accordance with Federal
statutes. The said Louis Mann and H. Walter Ganster, Jr.
were the owners of or had the control over certificates

for 1,000 cases of said whiskey and desired to make sale

of said 1,000 cases of whiskey or the certificates represent-
| ing the\same under circumstances whereby they would obtain
“therefor a sum greater than could possibly be legally
realized from the disposition of said whiskey after it had
been transported to the said Concentration Warehouse.
Thereupon, and in order to accomplish said purpose, the

said H. Walter Ganster, Jr. and Louis Mann conspired and
sgreed together to trick and dgfrand the said Harry C.

Grove (well known to them at that time to be, by repute,
engaged in the occupation called "bootlegging"™), whereby they
would pretend to the said Harry C. Grove that they would

sell and deliver to him 1,000 cases of said whiskey,or the
certificates representing the same,at and for the sum of
f£ifty thousand dollars ($50,000) in cash, under circumstances
and conditions whereby the whiskey itself would be delivered
to him or to his agents in such a way that he could

obtain possession of it at said distillery and would be

able to dispose of it free from the restrictions of the
Federal statutes. And the said Harry C. Grove then and there,
to wit, the latter part of the month of October, 1923,

egreed with the said Ganster and Mann that, under the said
circumstances and conditions. relating to the delivery of

said whiskey, he would pay to them the sum of $50,000 cash
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for said 1,000 cases of whiskey; and the said Ganster and
Mann agreed with said Grove to make said delivery as
specified; but said Ganster and Mann never intended to carry
out said agreement as to making the delivery but in faet
intended at said time to get and obtain from the said

Grove payment for said whiskey in advance, and in the
meantime to iﬁform the United States Prohibition Director
for Maryland in substance and effect that said Grove was
intending to commit a violation against the Federal

statutes with regard to said whiskey, and thereby secure the
geizure by the Federal authorities of the whiskey instead
of delivering it to the said Grove, after obtaining the
$50,000 from Grove in accordance with the purported agree-~

ment with him.

(b) And in pursuance of said conspiracy to trick
and defraud, said Ganster and Mann first obtained from said
Grove a sum of about sixty-six hundred dollars ($6600) to be
used and gpplied in payment of a Federal tax upon said whis-
key, the pretended agreement between them being that the
whiskey should be delivered to Grove tax free; and immediate-
ly after obtaining said amount from the said Grove the said
Ganster informed the said Prohibition Direector of the receipt
of said sum and of the pretended intended delivery of the
whiskey to Grove and the time and place thereof; and in
further pursuance of the agreement made by Ganster and Mann
with the said Grove, they met him in Frederick County, some
distance from said distillery, on the 9th day of November,
1923, and received from him, first, at or near the town of
Frederick the sum of aproximately eighteen thousand
four hundred dollars ($18,400) in cash, and when the
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said Grove obtained further cash shortly later on the

said day, they met him agein at a schoolhouse near said
distillery and received from him the sum of agproximately
twenty-one thousand dollars (§21,000), meking total

payments by Grove to them of approximately forty-esix

thousand dollars ($46,000), and the said Grove,not having

the balance of the $50,000 in cash ready to pay,thereupon
geve to them to hold as security for the payment of the
balance of approximately four thousand dollars ($4,000)

the next day,two valugble diamond rings; and thereafter they
caused to be delivered to the said Grove or his agents

the certificate representing 1,000 cases of whiskey

still on deposit in said distillery warehouse under the
further understanding and agreement that the agents of the
said Grove should call at said distillery and present said
certificate and demand the 1,000 cases of whiskey under the
oral representation to the custodian in charge of said
warehouse that they, the said agents, were calling for said
whiskey to transport the same to the Baltimore Concentra-
tion Warehouse; and thereafter, when, in pursuance to said
egreement and understanding, the said Grove's agents did

call on the same day at said warehouse and presented said
whiskey certificate and asked for the 1,000 cases of

whiskey, one or more Pederal/Agents in company with the said
United States Prohibition Director, and also in the presence
of Ganster and Mann, (the said United States officials having
appeared at ssid time and place by prearrangement with/ the N/
gaid Ganster) arrested said agents of the said Grove and :

seized the said whiskey which was then and there in process

of delivery, and also seized the whiskey certificate.
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(e) And thereafter the said Harry C. Grove
was arrested and charged with violation of the laws of
the United States with respect to illegal transportation
of sald whiskey and was thereafter criminally prosecuted
in the United States District Court for the District of
Maryland in the case of United S8tates of America vs. Harry
C. Grove and others, being case No.5431 on the criminal
docket of said Court, and said H. Walter Ganster,Jr.
appeared on behalf of the United States and testified to
facts and circumstances relating to said transaction, in
which, among other things, he misrepresented the nature
of the agreement made by him with Grove in at least two
important respects, to wit, that the purchase price agreed
upon for said whiskey and the amount received therefor was
only twenty-five thousand dollars ($25,000) and not fifty
thousand dollars ($50,000) in cash, and also that the
inducing cause to him to make the said pretended sale to
the said Grove was his fear that if the whiskey was not
s80ld to Grove the latter would rob the distillery. The
said Grove was convicted in said criminal prosecution for
conspiracy to transport and possess intoxicating liquor
illegally and sentenced to confinement in prison. The
said Grove never in fact received any of said whiskey in
accordance with the understanding and agreement made by him
with the said Ganster and Mann,but after the conclusion of
the trial in said Court, the certificate representing said
whiskey (the whiskey itself having in the meantime been trans-
ferred to the Baltimore Concentration Warehouse)was delivered

to the said Grove and,in order to recoup as much of his loss as



possible, finally sold by him for a sum of about eleven
thousand dollars($11,000)s Upon the demand of the said
Grove the said Ganster returned to him the diamond rings

above mentioned.

(d) Wherefore your petitioner shows that the
said H. Walter Gana%er obtained from the said Grove a very
large sum of money by fraud and deceit, and has not made
restitution thereof, although the same has been demanded,
end that his conduct in said transaction was unprofessional
and dishonorable and unworthy a member of the bar of this

Honorable Court.

6e And your petitioner further shows that the
matters hereinbefore brought to the attention of this
Honoreble Court, while occurring in the latter part of the
year 1923.were;not presented to the Grievance Committee of
the Bar Association of Baltimore City until after the cone
clusion of Grove's trial in the United States District
Court and in the Circuit Court of Appeals, and after said
matters had been referred to your petitioner some time was
necessarily consumed in the proceedings hereinbefore men-

tioned relating tc the investigation thereof.

WHEREFORE your petitioner prays that this
Honorable Court will pass an order for the appropriate
diseciplining of the said H.Walter Ganster, Jr. by disbarring
him or otherwise subjecting him to such discipline as to

this Honorable Court may seem right and proper.

THE BAR ASSOCIATION OF BALTIMORE CITY

By S{., /"/i'* St
“President,
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_ﬁﬁﬁzefﬁgbf ZUT'/ZZ4419L_,>
ttorneys for Petitioner.

STATE OF MARYLAND,
BALTIMORE CITY,

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this /f4  day of
October, 1926, before me, the subscriber, a notary public
of the State of Maryland, in and for Baltimore City
aforesaid, personally appeared Enos 8. Stockbridge,
Secretary of the Grievance Committee of The Bar Association
of Baltimore City, and made oath in due form of law that
the matters and facts set forth in the foregoing petition {

are true as therein stated, to the best of his knowledgé,

information and belief.
AS WITNESS my hand and notarial seal.




Upon the aforegoing petition and affidavit
it is this /;3??day of October, 1926, by the Supreme
Bench of Baltimore City, ORDERED that H. Walter Ganster, Jr.,
the defendant herein, show cause, if any he have, on or
before the /I= day of Aovené— , 1926, why he should not
be disbarred from practicing law within the Jjurisdiction
of this Court, or why such other disciplinary order shall
not be passed affecting him as to this Honorable Court may seem
proper, because of his alleged misconduct, provided a copy
of this order and of said petition be served upon him on

or before the 29% day of @elot ., 1926,

P Ty

hie udgee
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THE BAR ASSOCIATION
OF BATTIMORE CITY

-

BEFORE THE SUPREME BENCH

.

OoF

ve

BALI'IMORE CITY
H. WALTER GANSTER, JR.

TO THE HONQRABLE, THE JUDGES OF THE SUPREME BENCH
OF BALTIMORE CITY:~-
The petition of H. Walter Ganster, Jr., Respondent in

this cause, respectfully shows:-

That time within which to file an answer expires on
yovember 13 and your Petitioner and his counsel have worked dili-
gently to prepare your Petitioner's answer by that time.  The
answer is rather lengthy and your Petitioner's counsel has been
too occupied with the trial of cases to complete the answer in
time to file within the time allowed. Your Petitioner's counsel
has conferred with counsel for the Bar Association and they have no

objection to the time for filing the answer being extended.

WHEREFORE your Petitioner prasys that an order be passed
extending the time for the filing of answer until fifteen days

from November 13.

AND, as in duty bound, koo ;

~ Counsel for Respondent > g



P el

day of November 1926, by the Supreme Bench of Baltimore City,

Upon the aforegoing petition, it is, this

ORDERED that the time for filing answer in the sbove entitled cause

be and the same is hereby extended for fifteen days from November 13.







THE BAR ASSOCIaTION
OF BAILDTIMORE CITY

ve
H. WALTER GANSTER, JR.

BEFORE THE SJUPREME BENCH-

oF

BALTIMORE CITY

~
-
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T0 THE HONORABLE, THE JUDGES OF THE SUPREME BENCH
OF BALIIMORE CITY:

The answer of H. Walter Ganster, Jr., to the petition of

the Bar Association of Bsltimore City heretofore filed, respect-

fully shows:=-

l. Your Respondent

of ssid petition.

2+ Your Respondent

of said petition.

3s Your Kespondent
the sction of the Grievance

get forth in Psragraph 3 of

admits the allegations of Paragraph 1

admits the allegations of Paragraph 2

never received.any official notice of
Committqg but presumes that the facts

gaid petition are correcte.

4, In answer to Parasgraph 4 of said petition your Res-

pondent ssys that he has no

set forth but nresumes that

information as to the matters therein

said Paragraph correctly sets forth

the perfunctory action of the Executive Committee of the Bar

Association.

5. Your Respondent

.
denies that he "has been guilty of

highly improper conduct, unbecoming and unworthy of & member of

the bar of this Honorable Court" as set forth in said petition,

e



or otherwise, but on the contrary esvers that in the alleged
transaction set forth in the said petition, your Respondent’'s
conduct was in all respects entirely professional and beyond re=-
proach. Your Respondent shows that sub-parasgravhs a, b, ¢, and
d of Paragraph 5 are so lengthy and are so worded as to render it
impossible to answer the same categoriecally and your Respondgnt,
therefore denies all the allegations of said sub-paragraphs ex-
cept insofar as such allegations are specifically or qualifiedly
admitted hereinafter in this answer wherein the facts and detalls

of sald transaction are set forth chronologically.

6. Your Respondent shows that in the Fall of 1923 the
Outerbridge-Horsey Company was a corporation under the laws of the
State of Maryland owning a distillery at or near Burkittsville,
Frederick County, Maryland and a considerable quantity of whiskey
was stored in the warehouse of said distillery at said place,

Louis Mann was Sales Manager for said corporation but your Respondent
has no knowledge as to what stockholding in said corporation the
gaid Louis Mann had at that time. Your Respondent had no
interest whatever in said corporation or its business or assets

and had no comnection with the ssid company except thet in numerous
transactions, including the one hereinafter set forth, your Res-
pondent acted as counsel for the said company. Prior to the
dealings between one Harry C. Grove, otherwise known as Hoppy
Grove, and the Outerbridge-Horsey Company, hereinafter set forth
in detail, the said company had received from the Federal authori-
ties, orders to concentrate by transporting its stock of whiskey
then located in its warehouse in Burkittsville to the Government
Concentration Warehouse located in Baltimore, Maryland. Such

orders to concentrate had been sought by the said company because

its warehouse at Burkittsville had been robbed on seversl occasions
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and the maintenance of a sufficient guard was difficult and ex-
pensive and the Company felt that it was advisable to place its
stock of whiskey in the Concentration Warehouse at Baltimdre and
thereby afford such stock of whiskey sdequate »nrotection. In
order to avoid excessive bof%ling charges, however, it was highly
desirable that the barrelled goods should be bottled st Burkitts-
ville plant before being sent to the Concentration Warehouse in
Baltimore. At the time of the transaction with the said Grove
a grest deal of the bottled goods had been concentrated and the
Compsny was bottling the balance of its goods and sending them

to the Concentration Warehouse as fast as possible. In sll the
negotiations with the Federal authorities relative to the con-
centration of the said whiskey, your Respondent acted as counsel

for the Outerbridge-Horsey Company.

7« Your Respondent Ifirst eet Harry C. Grove in Februsary,
/_/ CAledote,

1923, at an auction sale oif WniskeyAconducted by the Outerbridge-
Horsey Company under the laws of the 3tate of Maryland, relative
to the warehouseman's lien for storage. The said Grove became
the purchaser of certsin whiskey certificates at such sale, Your
Respondent next saw the said Harry C. Grove in the middle of
chober, 19 .5, when the ssid Grove came to see your Respondent
‘relative to an error in one of the warehouse receipts which he had
purchased at said auction sale. In order to correct the error
in the certificate it was necessary to go to the Baltimore office
of the Outerbridge-Horsey Company which was located in an office
in the same building in which your Respondent has his office, and
Grove &nd your Respondent went to such office and there met with
and talked to the said Louis llann., During the course of this

conversation Grove mentioned that he would like to purchase all

of the whiskey in the warehouse at Burkittsville. At first your
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Respondent and the said Louis lMann deeclined to do any business
with the said Grove and Grove thereuﬁon étated that he preferred
to buy the whiskey but if they would not sell it to him he. would

- rob the distillery to get it. Grove then stated that if he
bought the certificates for -fhe whiskey he would be sable ﬁp get
permits through his various friends in the New Jersey and New York
Prohibition Offices and that the Distillery would be amply pro-
tected because the permits would be apparently regular and would
be verified by the local Prohibition authorities. The said Mann
then told Grove that he would look into it and let him know what
could be done and Grove said he would investigate to find out
whether the cost oi'getting the permits would be prohibitive. At
this meeting it was agreed that if any certificates were sold,

the price would be Twenty-five (25.00) Dollars per case which, at

that time, was the Iair market value of whiskey certificatese.

8. Immediately after the conversstion sbove set forth
your Respondent went to the oifice of Mr., Idmund 3udnitz, the
Federsl Prohibition Director for the State of lMaryland, snd relsted
to him the conversation as sbove set forth. Mr. Budnitz told
your Respondent that he knew Hoppy Grove was a bootlegger and a
robber of distilleries and that he hsd been anxious to catch him
for a long time and asked your Respondent to have the Outerbridge=-
Horsey Company continue its negotiations with the ssid Grove to
the end that a cacse might develop in which the Federsl Government

could sueccessfully prosecute the said Hoppy Grove.

9. ©Seversl days later the said Grove came to the office
of your Respondent and told your Respondent that he was dickering
to get the necessary permits but that he had nothing definite as
vete Grove also stated thet he would have some information

within the next several days. Your Respondent told the said
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Grove that he and Ilr. llann were going to the distillery a few
days hence and an engagement to meet on the road near Frederick
was sccordingly made.

10, Immedistely after the conversation set forth in

Paragraph 9 your Respondent reported such conversation tomthe said

Edmund Budnitz.

11, The engagement referred to in Pasrasgraph 9 was kept
by your Respondent and lMr. lann and Grove. Nothing of any
importance transvpired at the meeting snd Grove merely reveated
his previous statements that he hsd not yet been sble to zet his
permits but that he hoped to hsve the matter straightened out in

a few days and would come to the Company's office very soon.

12. About the first of November Grove again came to the
office of the Outerbridge-Horsey Company and then and there told
your Respondent and the said Louis Menn that he (Grove) had been
unsble to secure the necessary permits snd suggested thst he would
nevertheless like to buy the whiskey certificates and that he would
take his chances of getting the whiskey out of the warehouse by

Inan ;
representing to the Government bewd in chsrge thereof that he
(Grove) was from the Baltimore Concentration Warehouse with orders
to transporﬁ the whiskey mentioned in his certificates to the

said Warehouse for the purpose of concentration. No definite

‘agreement was reached at this meeting.

13, Your Respondent immediately reported to the said
Edmund Budnitz the conversation related in Paragraph 12 and the
said Budnitz then and there urged your Respondent to advise the
gsaid Louis Mann, as msenager of the Outerbridge-Horsey Company, to

g0 ahead with the deal with Grove to the end thast the said Grove

might be indicted and convicted.
b



14, 7Your Respondent then discussed the gituation with
the said Touis Mann snd he (Mann) decided to comply with the ree
quest of the said Prohibition Director. Your Respondent, as well
&8 Louis Mann, knew that Grove was a bootlegger and had good reason
to believe that he had been the prime mover on several occasions
when the distillery at Burkitté%ille was robbed and they had ‘good
reason to believe that said Grove would attempt other robberies

if they broke off negotistions with him.

15, Thereafter, to wit, on the seventh day of November,
1923, the said Grove came to your Respondent's office and paid said
Louis Mann, as agent for the Outerbridge-Horsey Company, the sum
of Five Thousand ($5,000,00) Dollars on account of the purchase price
of warehouse receipts (whiskey certificates) covering one thousand
(1000) cases of whiskey. At this meeting the said Grove stated
that he would meet your Respondent and the said Mann at the Jug
Bridge on the Frederick Road at ten o'clock on the morning of
Friday, November 9, and there pay to the said Mann the balance of
Twenty Thousand ($20,000.00) Dollars at which time Grove was to re-
ceive the aforesaid warehouse receipts. This was agreed to by
your Respondent and Louis Mann. Grove further stated at this
meeting that ne would send his trucks to the distillery to get the
whiskey, ostensibly for concentration, at one o'clock on the said

ninth day of November.

16, Your Respondent, immediately after the above related
meeting, went to see the said Federal Prohibition Director, told
him of the said conversation and showed him the Five Thousand
($5,000,00) Dollars which had been paid. During this conversation
Mr. Budnitz ealled in Galen L. Tait, the Collector of Internal
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Revenue and the matter was discussed with himj snd the said Budnitz
end Tait requested that your Respondent and Mr, Mann go to Washington
on November 8 to take the mstter up with the Special Intelligence

Unit of the Buresu of Internal Revenue,

17. On Thursday, the eighth day of November, youf Respond-
ent and the said Louis Mann drove to Washington and there conferred

with Mr, Elmer Irey, Chief of the Special Intelligence Division.

18, Upon returning to Baltimore, your Respondent immediaste=-
ly notified Mr. Budnitz that he had interviewed Mr. Irey and ar-
rangements were made to meet in the office of Mr. Budnitz in the

Custom House at eight 0'clock on the evening of November 8.

19, At eight o'clock the meeting was held in the office
of Mr, Budnitz, and Mr, Budnitz and Mr. Albrittian, head of the
local Prohibition Field Forces, Mr., Pslmer snd Mr. Anderson who
worked under Mr. Irey of the Special Intelligence Buresu, and your
Respondent were sll present at the meeting. At this meeting
the whiskey certificate to be delivered to Grove was marked for
identification purposes and plans made to spprehend him or his
agents if, as and when they appeared at the distillery to take
possession of the whiskey without having proper permits therefor.

2Ce On the morning of Fridsy, November 9, your\393pondent
together with Iouis llann, drove to the Jug Bridge on the Frederick
Road and shortly thereafter, about ten o'clock, the said Grove drove
up in his automobile. Grove parked his sutomobile and walked
over to the automobile in which your Respondent and Iouis Mann were
sitting. Grove stated that he hsd been unable to get the
" balance of Twenty Thousand ($20,000.00) Dollars, but that he did
have Ten Thousand ($10,000.00) Dollars with him in a paper wrapped

T



package which he delivered to Louis Mann snd told your Respondent
and Louis Msnn that,if they would meet him at the abandoned school
house on Jefferson Pike at twelve o'clock, he would hsve the re-
maining Ten Thoussnd ($10,000,00) Dollars. ~ Grove stated to

your Respondent end to Louis Mann that he had not been able to

get the other Ten ThouSandn?$10,000.00) Dollars because his bank
account had been sttached by the Government and that he hoped to
have the attachment lifted by eleven.

21, After this meeting on the Jug Bridge, your Respondent
and the said Louis Mann drove to the distillery st Burkittsville.
At the time when your Respondent srrived at the distillery no
one was there except lMr. Becker who managed the diatiliery plent
and wes Secretary-Treasurer of the corporation, and Mr. Steckhouse,
the Government agent in charge of the warehouse. Shortly after
the srrival of your Respondent snd Mr. Menn, however, Mr., Budnitz
and Mr, Ford arrived at the distillerye. Your Respondent re-
mained at the distillery until twelve o'clock at which time he
and the said Iouis Menn left to keep their appoinfment with Groves.

22. Your Respondent and the ssid Louis Mann drove-‘to the
appointed place snd in a few minutes Grove drove up in his suto-
mobile and parked his car. He walked over to the car in which
your Respondent &nd the said Iouis Masnn were sitting and handed
to the said Iouis Menn a package which he (Grove) said contained
Ten Thousand ($10,000.00) Dollars., Louis Mann then delivered
to Grove the warehouse receipt covering one thousand (1000) cases
of whiskey. Grove then said that he wanted to buy some more
whiskey and delivered to the said Louis Mesnn two diamond rings
which he said were worth Five Thousand ($5,000.,00) Dollars, ss
& deposit on a whiskey certificate which he intended to purchase

the following weeke.



23+ After the above related meeting with Grove, your
Respondent and Louis lann returned to the distillery and had lunch
with Mr., Budnitz and the other Federal agents who were there.

24, At about half past one several automobile trucks
appeared at the distillery and the driver of one of the trucks
presented the whiskey certifi;ate which had been delivered to Grove
a short time before to the man in charge of the warehouse and pro-
ceeded to load cases of whiskey upon the trucks, and after the
trucks had been loaded in whole or in part, the Federal Prohibition
agents arrested the truck drivers and seized the whiskey and the

truckse.

26, On the morning of Saturday, November 10, Grove with
his counsel, Mr., Harp, came to the office of your Respondent and
asked to get his money back. Your Respondent informed Grove that
he had bought a certificate for one thousand (1000) cases of whiskey
and that the certificate had been delivered to him and that he could
not get his money back. Grove did not offer to return the whiskey
certificate which he had received and he has never, up to and in-
cluding the present time, made an offer to return the whiskey certi-
ficate to your Respondent or to the Outerbridge-~Horsey Company.
Grove asked that the rings which he had given as a deposit on the
future purchase be returned to him and these rings were then and there

returned,

26, Sometime thereafter Hoppy Grove was arrested by the
Federal authorities, was indicted by the Grand Jury, was convicted
of conspiracy to violate the provisions of the Volstead Act and was
convicted and sentenced, all of which will more fully appear by ree
ference to the proceedings in the case of United States vs Grove,
et al, in the United States District Court for the Distriet of
. Maryland.



27. Your Respondent shows that Grove reported to the
States Attorney for Frederick County that your Respondent had cheated
and defrauded him and this matter was thereupon brought before the
Frederick County Grand Jury in March, 1924, and again in September,

1924, and on each occasion the matter was dismissed by the Grand Jury.

28 Your Respondent avers that he had no interest what-
ever in the Outerbridge-Horsey Company or in the transaction between
the Outerbridge~Horsey Company and Hoppy Groves and that he received
no benefit whatever from such transaction but merely acted as st-
torney for the Outerbridge-~-Horsey Compsany. Your Respondent ad-
vigsed Louis Mann and the Outerbridge-Horsey Company not to deliver
any whiskey certificates to the said Grove unless and until he had
paid the purchase price therefor and your Respondent still believes
that this was sound advice because otherwise Grove could have ac=-
.oepted the whiskey certificste, abandoned his conspiracy and, since
the whiskey certificates are negotisble warehouse receipts, could
have resold the same in a legitimate manner to a bona fide holder
for value and the Outerbridge-Horsey Company would thereby have
sustained a loss of Twenty-five Thousand ($25,000,00) Dollars., Your
Respondent believes that these facts are sufficient to show this
Honorable Court that it was absolutely necessary to require Grove
to pay the purchase price before delivering the whiskey certificates
to him,

29 Your Respondent shows that said Hoppy Grove, through
his attorneys, Messrs, Curran and Leach, instituted proceedings in

the Superior Court of Baltimore City to recover from the Outerbridge-

Horsey Company, Louis Mann and your Respondent, the sums paid by him
- a8 the purchase price of said whiskey certificates and your Respondent

shows that & demurrer to the declaration was sustained and that de-
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murrers to several amended declarations have been sustained,

30e That said Hoppy Grove has at no time tendered the return
of the whiskey certificates delivered to him but, on the contrary,
has retained the same for a long period of time and finally sold the

whiskey certificates and received the purchase price therefor,

3l. Your Respondent avers that throughout this entire
transaction he acted as attorney for the Outerbridge-Horsey Company
and that he gave them the benefit of the best advice of which he was
capable and in so doing did nothing whatsoever that was dishonest or
unprofessional, The said Hoppy Grove was in no way cheated or de=-
frauded by your Respondent or the Outerbridge-~Horsey Company and if
the said Grove did sustain any loss whatsoever on the transaction it

was because of his own scheme to violate the provisions of the

Federal Statute.

32, Your Respondent denies that he ever told the said
Hoppy Grove that he would assist him in his eriminal scheme, although
your Respondent is free to admit thet he 4id co-operate with the
Federal authorities in their effort to secure the apprehension and
conviction of the said Grove and your Respondent is free to admit
that he concealed from the said Grove the fact that he was so co-
operating with the Federal authorities. The purpose of your
Respondent in helping the Federsl authorities was not to secure any
financial advantage for himself or his client but solely to assist
in the conviction of a dangerous criminsal. There is a vast dif-
ference of opinion in this community as to whether or not it is com-

mendable to help the Federal Prohibition authorities but it can not

be seriously contended that helping the Prohibition authorities con-
-stitutes a ground for disbarment. The entire dealings between

Grove and the Outerbridge~Horsey distillery were made known by your
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Respondent to the Federal suthorities and, knowing the full detsasils

of the transaction, they urged your Respondent to advise his client

to proceed therewith. The distillery at Burkittsville had been rob-
bed on seversl occasions and the said Grove had admitted to your Res-
pondent and to the ssid Louis Mann that he hed been connected with
these robberies and your Respoﬁaent and the said Iouis Msnn, aside
from the admissions of Grove, had informstion from sources which they
believed relisble to the effect that the said Grove had been connected
with said robberies and for this reason and in order to prevent fur-
ther robberies by the said Grove, your Respondent and the'said Louis
Mann were particulariy enxious that he be aporehended and convicted.
In conclusion your Respondent avers that his conduct in this trans-
action was not dishonest and unprofessional ss slleged in the vetition
of the Bar Associsation but on the contrary was in all respects per-
fectly honest, straightforward and above reproach and thgt there is
ﬁothing whatsoever in the entire transaction to justify the Bar Asso-
ciation of Baltimore City in filing its petition to disbar or other-

wise discipline your Respondent.

AND, as in duty bound, etc.

olicitor for Respondent. /

STATE OF MARYLAND:

TO WITs
CITY OF BATTIMORE:

A
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 24 =  day of NevCrbec

1926, before me, the subscriber, a Notary Public of the State of

, personally ap-

Maryland in and for

peared He Walter Ganster, Jr., and made oath in due form of law that

the matters and facts set forth in the asforegoing answer are true.
AS WITHNESS my hand and Notarial Seal.

Notary Public : (J
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AS TO AGREED FACTS.
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It is hereby agreed between counsel for the
respective parties that the following facts are correctly
stated below and further proof thereof is waived:

1. That the Outerbridge-Horsey Company was first
ordered in March, 1923, to move the whiskey still at its dis-
tillery to the Baltimore Concentration Warehouse. That a
number of extensions of the time for concentration were granted
at the request of the OQuterbridge-Horsey Company and that

. peremptory orders were issued by the Collector
of Intermal Revenue to the Outerbridge-Horsey Company to con-
centrate its whiskey by November 15th , 1923.

25 That at the end of October, 1923, the quantity of
whiskey remaining in the Outerbridge-Horsey Distillery was
2507 cases, or the equivalent of this quantity in barreled
go0ods.

3. That whiskey was being bottled during the latter
part of October and the first part of November.

4. That‘the 2507 cases contained in the distillery and
the distillery bonded warehouse were removed to Baltimore as
foliows;

1273 cases were removed to the Baltimore Concentration

Warehouse on November 10th, 1923;

234 cases were removed to the Baltimore Concentration
Warehouse on November 12th, 1923;



1000 cases, being those covered by Grove's certificate
were moved to the Govermment warehouse for seized
liquors on November 10th, 1923.

All of these movements were made under a guard of
prohibition agents.
5. The whiskey covered by the Grove certificate wés

The tax is at the rate of $2.20 per gallon or

L gt o) SERRS

A

Attorneys for Bar Association
of Baltimore City.

not taxpaid.

-

$6.60 per case.

Attorney for H.walter Gansﬁer,Jr;
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H. Walter Ganster, Jr.

OPINION

—————— - —

W B id o
The e¢2se,tried before Gorder, C. J., Stuwp, Dawkins, Stantén, Bond,

Selter, Ulman, O'Dunne, and Owens, J.Js.

Ulman, J., delivered the opinion of the Court.

This is a disciplinary preceeding initiated by the Bar
Asseciation of Baltimore City. The facts are succinctly stated in
the 5th paragraph of the Petition of the Bar Asseciation which is as
follows;

"The petitioner avers that H. Walter Ganster, Jr. has been
guilty of highly impreper conduct, unbecoming and unwerthy ef
a member of the bar of this Henorable Court, while acting in
a representative capacity as counsel and attorney for the
Outerbridge-Horsey Company, in certain transactions between
himself and one Harry C. Grove, otherwise knewn as "Hoppy"
Greve, during the Fall of 1923. A more particular account
of the said cenduct and of the conditions out of which the
same grew 1s as follews;

(a) In the Fall of 1923 the Outerbridge-Hersey Company
was a corporation under the laws of the State of Maryland
ewning a distillery at or near Burkittsville, Frederick
County, Marvland. A considerable quantity ef whiskey was
stoered in the warehouse of said distillery at said place.
One Louls Mann of Baltimore City was largely interested
either directly or indirectly in the ownership ef the steck
of said corporation but his nominal relation thereto was that
of sales agent of said company; and the said H. Walter Ganster,
Jr. was acting in the transactions hereinafter mentioned,
ostensibly at least, as the attorney and counsel for said
company. A part of the whiskey held on storage by said
distilling company and represented by outstanding warehouse
receipts therefor consisted of cases of boettled whiskey to
the amount of mere than one thousand (1,000) cases theresf.
It was well known to the sald Ganster and Mann that the
commercial value of said 1,000 cases of whiskey, 1f the
same were to be dispesed of in accordance with the statutes
and laws of the United States, including particularly the
Act of Congress knewn as the Volstead Act, was probably less
than twenty-five dollars ($25.00) per case, while, if the
sald whiskey could be removed from the distillery and vended
freely and without restrictions of the Federal statute, the
value thereof was equal to or in excess of fifty dollars
(550.00) per case. The whiskey contents of said distillery
had, at said time, been reduced to such a comparatively small
guantity that it was reasonably anticipated very shortly that,
by orders of authorized Federal officials, the whole of said
whiskey contents of said distillery would have to be trans-
ferred to the Baltimore Concentration Warehouse, after which
there would be little or ne possible opportunity for dispesing
of said whiskey except in strict accordance with Federal
statutes. The said Leuis Mann and H. Walter Ganster, Jr.
were the owners of or had the contrel over certificates for
1,000 cases of said whiskey and desired to make sale of said
1,000 cases of whiskey or the certificates representing the




same under circumstances whereby they would eobtain therefor

a sum greater than could possibly be legally realized frem
the disposition of said whiskey after it had been transperted
te the said Concentration Warehouse. Thereupon, and in
order to accomplish said purpose, the said H. Walter Ganster,
Jr. and Louis Mann conspired and agreed together to trick

and defraud the said Harry C. Grove (well known to them at

. that time to be, by repute, engaged in the occupatien called

"bootlegging"), whereby they would pretend to the said Harry
C. Grove that they would sell and deliver to him 1,000 cases
of said whiskey, or the certificates representing the same,
at and for the sum of fifty thousand dollars ($50,000) in
cash, under circumstances and conditions whereby the whiskey
1tself would be delivered to him or to his agents in such a
way that he could obtain possession of it at said distillery
and would be able to dispese of it free from the restrictions
of the Federal statutes. And the sald Harry C. Grove then
and there, to wit, the latter part of the month of Octeber,
1923, agreed with the said Ganster and Mann that, under the
said circumstances and conditions, relating to the delivery
of said whiskey, he would pay te them the sum of $50,000
cash for said 1,000 cases of whiskey; and the said Ganster
and Mann agreed with said Grove to make said delivery as
specified; but said Ggnster and Mann never intended to carry
out said agreement as to making the delivery but in fact
intended at said time te get and obtain from the said Grove
payment ®r said whiskey in advance, and in the measntime to
inferm the United States Prehibition Director for Maryland
in substance and effect that sald Grove was intending te
commit a vielation against the Federal statutes with regard
to said whiskey, and thereby secure the seizure by the
Federal authoritles of the whiskey instead of delivering 1t
to the said Grove, after obtaining the $50,000 from Grove in
accerdance with the purported agreement with him.,

(bp) "And in pursuance of said conspiracy to trick and
defraud, said Gagnster and Mann first obtained from said Grove
a sum of about sixty-six hundred dollars ($6600) to be used
and applied in payment of a Federal Tax upon said whiskey,
the pretended agreement between them being that the whiskey
should be delivered to Grove tax free; and immediately after
obtaining said amount from the said Greve the said Ganster
informed the said Prohibition Director of the receipt of
said sum and of the pretended intended delivery of the whiskey
te Grove and the time and place thereef; and in further
pursuance of the agreement made by Ganster and Mann with the
said Grove, they met him in Frederick County, some distance
from said distillery, on the 9th day of November, 1923, and
received from him, first, at or near the town of Frederick
the sum of aprroximately eighteen thousand four hundred
dollars ($18,400) in cash, and when the said Grove obtained
further cash shortly later on the said day, they met him
again at a schoolhouse near sald distillery and received
from him the sum eof approximately twenty-one thousand dellars
($21,000), making total payments by Grove to them of approx-
imatély forty-six thousand dellars ($46,000), and the said
Grove, not having the balance of the $50,000in cash ready
to pay, thereupeon gave to them te held as security for the
payument of the balance of approximately four thousand dollars
(44,000) the next day, twe valuable diamond rings; and there-

after they caused to be delivered to the said Grove or his agents

the certificate representing 1,000 cases of whiskey still on
deposit in said distillery warehouse under the further under-
standing and agreement that the agents of the said Grove
should call at said distillery and present said certificate
and demand the 1,000 cases of whiskey under the oral repre-
sentation to the custodlan in charge of said warehouse that
they, the said agents, were calling for said whiskey to
transport the same to the Baltimore Concentration Warehouse;
and thereafter, when, in pursuance to sald agreement and
understanding, the said Grove's agents did call on the same
day at said warehouse and presented said whiskey certificate
and asked for the 1,000 cases of wnhiskey, one or more Federal
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Agents in coempany with the said United States Prohibition
Director, and also in the prdsence of Ganster and Mann, (the
said United States officials having appeared at said time
and place by prearrangement with the said Ganster) arrested
said agents ef the said Grove and seized the said whiskey
which was then and there in process of delivery, and alse
seized the whiskey certificate.

(¢) "And thereafter the said Harry C. Grove was arrested
and charged with vieolatioen of the laws of the United States
with respect to illegal transportation of sald whiskey and was
thereafter criminally prosecuted in the United States District
Court for the District of Maryland in the case of United
States of America vs. Hapry C. Grove and others, being case
No. 5431 on the criminal docket of said Court, and said H.
Walter Ganster, Jr. appeared on behalf of the United States
and testified to facts and circumstances relating te said
transaction, in which, among other things, he misrepresented
the nature of the agreement made by him with Grove in at
least two important respects, to wit, that the purchase price
agreed upon for said whiskey and the amount received therefor
was only twenty-five thousand dollars ($25,000) and not fifty
thousand deollars ($50,000) in cash, and also that the inducing
cause to him to make the sald pretended sale to the said Grove
was his fear that if the whiskey was not sold toe Grove the
latter would reb the distillery. The said Grove was cenvicted
in said criminal presecution for conspiracy to transpert and
possess intoxicating liquer illegally and sentenced to confine-
ment in prison. The sald Grove never in fact received any
of said whiskey in accordance with the understanding and agree-
ment made by him with the said Ganster and Mann, but after
the conclusion of the trial in saild Court, the certificate rep-
resenting said whiskey (the whiskey itself having in the mean-
time been transPerred to the Baltimore Concentration Warehouse)
was delivered to the said Grove and, in order to recoup as much
of his loss as possible, finally sold by him for & sum of about
eleven thousand dollars ($11,000). Upon the demand of the
said Grove the said Ganster returned to him the dlamond rings
above mentioned. ‘

(d) "Wherefore your petitioner shows that the said H.
Walter Ganster obtained from the said Grove a very large sum
of money by fraud and deceit, and has not made restitution
thereof, al though the same has been demanded, and that his
conduct in said transaction was unprofes51ona1 and dishonorable
and unworthy a member of the bar of this Honorable Courth
The taking of testimony before this Bench occupied three full
days. I+ is not necessary, for the purposes of this oepinien, to
discuss the testimony ah any length. The allegations of the Petitien
were fully substantiated; and the only material conflict of testimony
was upon the question whether the actual amount paid by Grove was
$46,000 or $25,000. The Court is of the opinion that the preponderance
strongly to establish
of the testimony tends / 2 the allegation that the actual amount so
paid was $46,000. This conclusion is reached in spite of the fact
that Grove is a discredited witness with a probably revengeful motive
for misstatement. He is contradicted in this respect by both the
respondent and Louis Mann. Throughout the transaction, and in their
testimony, both of them have insisted that the true .amount was $25,000,

The witness Mann, however, proved so thoroughly unreliable that his

3



corroberation of the respondent mayb e disregarded. The outstanding
piece of evidence which convinces the Court that the true amount paid
was $46,000 is the uncontradicted fact of the delivery by Grove to
Mann of the two diameond rings. Mann and the respondent sought to
explain this delivery as a pledge on account of a possible future
transaction. This attempted explanation is hardly credible; the far
more likely reason for the delivery of the rings is that Grove was
short $4,000 in his promised payment of $50,000, and therefore gave the
rings as security for the balance of $4,000 still due.

If, however, the true amount paid was only $25,000, the trans-
action is none the less indefensible., Stating it in the terms most
favorable to the respondent, it is that the respondent and Mann secured
$25,000 from Grove in payment for a certifiete representing 1,000
cases of whiskey knowing that Grove was goling to try 1llegally to take
the whiskey from the distillery and leading Grove to supnosee that they
would ceoperate with him in so deing, - or, at the very least, that
they would place no obstacles in his way. . At the same time that they
were making this bargain with Grove, they were planning with the
prehibition authorities to secure Grove'!s arrest, ‘-m-

of the whiskey

euntinssshnediPStseetililibegs, 2t the moment of thne removal/from the
distille" Thiﬂlan was carried out; and the money secured from
Grove was retained by Mann with the approval of respondent.

Mann and the respondent seek to excuse their conduct upon two
grounds, FPirst, they claim that everything they did was done with the
approval and participation of the Federal Prohibition authorities.

Even if this were wholly true, it would not necessarily justiify the
respondent. It is conceivable that the Federal Prohibition authorities
may have a standard of conduct lower than that which shoﬁld be maintain-
ed by members of the legal profession. But»the contention is neot

shown to be wholly true. The Federal Prohibition authorities
certéinly did not participate in the profits of the deal; ner does the
evidence show affirmatively that they advised or eyen knew about the
really astounding conclusion of the scheme; - :ggif)]ﬁ;t Grove should

be prevented from getting the whiskey and apprehended as a criminal

but that Mann should keep his money. From the point of view of the

Federal Prohibition authorities, a trap was being laild for Grove. The

spring of this trap was a pretended sale to Grove. Certainly, common
4



decency would prescribe that after the trap was sprung, the parties to
the pretended sale should be put in statu quo. In the absence of
proof to the contrary, it must be assumed that this is what the Federal
Prohibition authorities expected té be done; and their approval of the
laying of the trap, would have meant nothing more than this to Mann and
the respondent, had their object been the public welfare instead of
their own private gain.

v The second excﬁse whiéh respondent makes for his conduct was
fully develpped in the course of his cross-examination. When he was
asked whether he thought, as a léwyer, that he had acted properly, he
said, in effect, that he could see nothing wrong in what he had dene.
He explalned that Grove had bought a certificate representing whiskey,
and that it had been delivered to him; that, while Grove expected to be
enabled to obtain illegally the whiskey reﬁresented by the ¢ertificate,
it would be nis, Crove's, i1l fortune if he were unable to do so. Up-
on being questioned further he admitted that he and Mann led Grove to
believe when they sold him the ceftificate,'that they would de nothing
to prevent him from getting actual possession of the whiskey, and that
Grove would not have bourht the certificate had he believed otherwise.
But he adﬁT%Eggkfﬁ?fhg?T'fﬂﬁt at the very time when they were giving
Grove grounds for this bhelief they were actively arranging with the
Federal authorities to keep Grove from getting the whiskey and to trick
him into prisén in the bargain. Upon this basis, respondent declared
under oath, he thought it was right and proper for his client to accepnt
end to keep Grove's money, because Grove got the certificate which he
bought .

This excuse for his conduct offered by respondent on the witness
stand, is worse than no excuse at all. To the pfactioing lawyer are
coﬁmitted, in a peculiar sense and in a high degree, the rights and the
property of his clients. It is his duty to assist those clients by
advice and by negotiations in the ef8tablishhent of contractual or other
business relations with third personse. To the performance of that
duty the lawyer brings such ampacities and such industry as he may pose
sess. His capacity may be great or it may be small, He may be
bright or he may be stupid, industrioﬁé or lazy. But he must be
honest -~ he must see things straight. Anything short of that cannot

be tolerated if the profession of the law is to be maintained in the
5




respect of the community, and the lawyer is to be a useful member of
society.

There 1s no proef that the respondent shared directly in the
proceeds of the fraud.practiced upon Grove. There aresuspicious
circumstances from which such participastion in the profits of the deal
might be inferred. It ié nof, however, essential to the Court's
conclusidns in this case that sueh direct participation be emtablished.
It is conceded that respondent took an activée part in the transaction
from its vefy inceptioh and that he was paild a substantial fee for
services, but vaguely specified, and covering the period of this trans-
action. This conceded payment to respondent, taken in connection with
his activities throughout the transaction, is a sufficient link to
bind him to the fraudulent scheme as a principalvin it, for the purposes
of this proceeding.

In conclusion, respondent'!s inability, on the witness stand, to
appreciate his own wrong-doing is his strongest condemnation. A man
who cen quibble about the séle and delivery of a certificate as justifiin
the retention of the proceeds of that sale when he knows, and knew at
the time, that the transaction was not a real transaction butyzsmere
ruse to entrap the other party in a criminal violation of law, has an
obliquity of moral visien which unfits him for the practice of law.

The judgment of Court is, therefore, that the respondent shall
be disbarred as a member of the bar of this Court; and an order will

be signed accordingly.

O'Dunne, J. dissented, &%
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Supreme Bench of Baltimore City.
A
-~ In the matter of H. Walter Ganster, Jr.

‘Dissenting opinion by Eugene O'DUNNE, J,=

—+~Before briefly outlining the reasons for my dissent from the majority
opinion, may I be pardoned in saying how much I was impressed,not
merely by the thoroughness of the preparation of this case by the
counsel for the Bar Association, both as to the law and as to the
rather complicated facts, but particularly in the presentation of
the argument by Mr C t, .in which, while detracting nothing from
the force, of his , he evidenced toward the Respondent,

| as a brébher la er, not merely evident and eminent fairness, but
| even professiona generosit¥, still further exhibited, as I noticed,
at the close of his argument on the final submission of the case,
/

i Rttt & °f O :
With some reluctance, I nevertheless feel constrained to \\
dissent from some of the conclusions of my brothers of the Bench.

/
; In particular/from the severity of the judgment of disharment. I am

in accord with them in the unethical conduct of the respondent.

| —————

Under all the circumstances of the case, I feel the judgment should not

be greater than suspension for a reasonable and definite time - as
condemnation for an unethicag association leading to activities the
form of which is to be condemned.

If I could satisfy my mind that the purchase price, or
consideration involved, was $50,000 (evidenced byf&booo. in money
and diamond rings considered as $4,000.), instead of $25,000 as
contended for by respondent, then I think he should not only be

disbarred, but further prosecuted for perjury, both here and in the

T T ——

United States Court.
In reaching the conclusion that only $25,000 was involved,
{ w,"I utterly disregard the testimony of ILouis Mann, énd consider his
‘ﬂtestimony unworthy of belief, nor do I discredit the testimony of
Grove merely hecause he has bheen convicted of conspiracy and sen-

tenced to Atlanta Federal Prigon. I discredit Grove because he.
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testified before this Cour%,under oat@rdifferently from what he
tesfified to in the Tederal Court. There he testified that the
agreement was to deliver the whiskey at the Concentration warehouse.

Here he testified the agreement was to deliver it at his house.

It shows a perfect willingness on his part to testify either way
that is helpful to his objiect at a given time. I do not view the giving
of the rings with the same significance that was attached to that
incident in the very able but eminently fair presentation of the
evidence by MMr. Chesnut on behalf of the Bar Association. Grove
had been"dickering" to buy all the whiskey in the distillery,
thought he was making one purchase to-day of 1000 cases, and would

. make a second aﬁd subsequent deals tomorrow aﬁd the next day - and

offered the rings as deposit or "binder" on a "second deal."

I am further persuaded to accept the $25,000. version
rather than the $50,000 contention of Grove/ for this additional
reason: Respondent claims the agreement was for sale to Grove
of a Warehouse certificate for 1000 cases of bottled whiskey for
$25,000, Grove believing that he could get the whiskey out on irreg-
ular permits for removal,or by other illegal schemes, and that

neither Gansser nor the distillery would throw any obstacles in

his way. He was after whiskey as such, and not "certificates" as

such - he viewed the certificate only as a necessary incident to
applying for and getting "permits"for transportation with the

various possihilities for fraud in the transportation, which would
put him in possession ultimately of the whiskey(illegally). Ganster
reported this Both to Prohibition Commissioner Budnitz,and te U, S.
Collector Galen Taiﬁfhawing supervision of bonded warehouses. This is
established by testimony of Budnitz, Tait and Ganster. He told them

then and there the consideration for the sale of the certificate

- D
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was 825,000; later that a deposit on account of $5,000 had been
made and produced the money; and advised thej that Grove believed he
could move the whiskey in such manner as to get the whiskey in his

possession (illegally.) They were given full details. They advised

him to go through with the transaction! They even made appointment

for Ganster to go to Washington and meet the head of the "intelli-
gence unit." Fe did so. They sent'a man here to take charge.
Ganster worked with them and under their direction. Ganster advised
them of the payment to he made at the Jug bridge at Frederick.
Acting under their direction/he kept the appointment. There collected
the package of monez;brought in by him and put in the safe of the
distillery the same day Budnitz and the agents from intelligence

unit were to be at the di stillery; advised themfgecond ingtalment

of the money was to be paid at the School House above Frederick

and near the distillery, Ganster and Mann keep the appointment

at the school house with Grove and there got:;econd package of money -
wrapped in newspaper, tied and not counted; they come fresh from

the school house appointment to the distillerx,bringing the package
of money to thé distillery,andiizfduce it in the presence of PBudnits
and the Washington Agents. It i put in the distillery safe while
they are there. No one inspects the money, no one counts it} It is
claimed by Ganster that when later counted by Mann each package had

/
ten thousand in it. It is reasonahle to suppose that after outlining

/
was $25,000, that these unopened packages of money, if they contained

to the Washington agentg/and to Cormissioner RBudnitz, that the price

twice the amounts khesaxunapsnzd alleged, would be brought right into

the presaence of Budnitz and the Intelligence Unit, either of whon

might have asked that the packages he opened and counted and held
temporarily as evidence. The marvel of the case is that the so called

"Intelligence® Unit did not do so. Are we to assume they got

B
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$40,000, opened it, counted it, abstracted half of it, tied it up
again and brought in apparently unopened packages containing only
$10,000 each® If we are to indulge in ¥ such vast possibili-

ties of conjecture,instead of being governed by evidence, the field

) Ao L ¢onc Of 1 ‘m”z%.
is fertile for even more conjectures than these, If the package
were not opened, as the evidence says they were not, and if they
afterwardw aggregated 340,000 instead of $20,00Q,these people Ganster
and Mann put themselves right in the way of being trapped in their

> ki ¥

own fraud}and being\head and front a conspiracy to defraud the
/

Prohibition Commissioner, Internal Revenue Collector and Intelligence

Unit. Such consurmmate stupidity is hardly compatible with the

knavery they are accredited with, by my interpretation of the major-

‘ L
ity opinion of this Court. Xl“j%&u%&ﬁfq¢#kgféﬂﬁfﬁn¥n;)

DI\S‘
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For this additional reasonn} I think the 1ogic;i;y is pefsuasive of
the conclusion, from this record, that $25,000 was the real
consideration and not $50,000, : The whole plan had been outlined
by Ganster to Collector Tait anéf%ommissioner Budnitz andf%he
Washington Intelligence Mnit. Ganster did mot know, and could

not have known/ what plan of detection they were going to devise

in the further superviéfison of these contemplated operations,
Ganster could not‘have foreéeen that they were not going to have

a spy accessible along the road,at the Jug bridge near Frederick,
to immediately afterwards Hmerkmmm S

seize as evidence the first pacKﬁge of money paid; If the first
payment E:F was to approximate $20,000, on its seizure, it would
indicate the full aXlexed payment of $25,000 had been completed,
They would have thus frustrated their _QBgme to get the additiomnal
aLdfr on " oYy (vas 00N 22t D,
mone 'AIf the additional payment made thereafteg/pursuant to the
admitted facts at the School house above Frederick, were thereafter
carried out, and the Second package delivered, as was done, they

would have at once laid themselves open to immediate arrest and have

given the most convincing proof of their gigantiec cons piracy to

defraud the Collector, Prohibition Commissioner, and Intelligence
Unite, anéé%t seems to me ould have been in such case powerless to
have made any defense or satisfactory explanation, I can not
 credit them with so much stupidity; thereore I do not credit them
with that degree of criminality, For this additional reason, I am

persuaded to the belief that only $25,000 was involved as the consideratic
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Somewhat in extenuation - but not in entire mitigation
of the unethical conduct of respondent, is the fact that ganster
may not be of the type who has had the broadest moral background
for his professional activities -~ and his associataons with Louis
Mann have certainly not been elevating in shapening his sense of
professional rectitude. " In measuring the guantum of Ganster's
ethical deficiency, I can not bhe entirely unmindful of the fact that
Budnitz/though Prohibition Commissioneg,is,also known to Ganster as

a lawyer in good standing in the Baltimore Bar - and that if Budnitz,

lawyer as he is, though Prohibition Cormisgsioner as he was, approved

of th4 deal, and told him to carry it through, that it may well have

had some material effect on whatever doubts might have arisen in his
min%,at that timg,as to the ethical propriety of the transaction.
I fully agree with Mr. Chesnut, that we can not allow the standards

s

of the Prohibition enforcement to mould the standards for professional

conduct - but in this I see an additional reason why to my mind at

least, the judgment of permanent disbarment is‘too drastic a penalty

(6)
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under all the circumstances of this case when the action of Ganster
previously outlined to the Coll3ctor of Internal Revenue énd the
Prohibition Commissioner known to bhe a lawyer of our RBar in good
standing. ;

I further dissent from what I think is undue weight given
in the majority opinion to the answer of respondent to the very artful
quéstion put him by Mr. Chesnutf1"whether now, as a lawyer, he
saw anything wrong in what he had done?" This was like the famous
question asked the man in some case J(have you topped beating your
wife% He was dodmed to be damned either way he answered it. If
Ganster said yes, he was to he disharred for his admission of guilt.
If he said no, he was to be disharred for his moral ohbtuseness.

His real answer #as that he did not feel that what he had done
was wrong, but he thought he had been an "awful fool for getting
mixed up in the transaction to the extent he was."

I further interpret the evidence differently from the
majority., I do not see evidence to justify the assumption that it
was any part of the plan governing this transaction that the ware-
house certificate was to be geized. The certificate was in fact
seized by the prohibition agents when Grove presented it pretending

/
to be from concentration warehouse, for removal of goods there(after
yrrapnrs /
order to concentratqQ.Ganster contended that as the whiskey was not
to be removed from the di stillery premises, it would not be liable

to confiscation. This was the attitude the Government afterwards

took, and the whiskey was put back in the warehousg/subject to the
ownership of the certifica*te covering it. This certificate was

what was sold to Grove ( coupled with the delusion that he would not
be molested in his fraudulent withdrawal or removal). Ganster's
contention on the stand was that as Grove would have this certificate,

and thereby bhe the owner of the 1000 cases (subject to Government

/%)
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regulation as to legal use), he would at least have all he paid for,
and that although he knew Grove would not want to buy cerfificates
as such, except under his belief they would tacitly allow him to
fraudulentlt withdraw the‘iiquor, nevertheless he would have the
qjgg;g&}p of the 1000 cases, and they would have the money as its
puréhase price;, and that Grove would be gotten rid of in the neigh-
borhood as a robber of distilleries, and sent to Atlanta because of
hia fraudulent attempt to withdraw under pretense of concentration.
The seizure of the ¢ ificate by the Government agents, and the
holéing of it untilAtrial of Grove in U. S. Court, and there givipjg
it to him as owner at the conclusion of the trial, are not matters

that there is any evidence in the case warranting the assumption

that such was ever Wlthl@h:E§Z§22:ﬁﬂaizflon of any of the parties
to the transaction. Prom$the—beginning Ganster's answer to that
question should be interpreted in the light of his contention/as to
his view of the case.

Still, for all of which reasons, while I condemn his

conduct as unethical, in the light of Galen Tait's letter of Dec.

22, 1923, to Washington as to ganster advising the Government of all

the detgils of the case and acting under their direction, I think

the judgment of DISBARMENT too harsh a judgment for me to subscribe

to in tot?/and I therefore dissent from its undue severity, particu-
larly in the light of other precedents of this Courg,which it would
perhaps be indelicate now to name. ///

Jane. 6, 1927. Eugéne O'Dunnﬁ7 /

////./11,6 - %
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THE BAR ASSOCIATION IN THE

OF BALTIMORE CITY SUPREME BENCH
VS of

H. WALTER GANSTER, JR. BALTTMORE CITY

The petition of the Bar Association of Baltimore City
and the answer of H. Walter Ganster, Jr. thereto coming on for
hearing, testimony was taken in open Court, and argument of

counsel was had and the proceedings were read and considered.
5%

/
It is thereupon this @, day of January, 1927,
adjudged and ORDERED by the Supreme Bench of Baltimore City,
that H. Walter Ganster, Jr. heretofore admitted to practice as

an attorney or solicitor before the Courts of Baltimore City,

is guilty of the Szzigggfaﬁzf?rred as more particularly set
forth in the 0pini@§ﬁfi d bkdée—dey in said cause, and that
therefore he be and he is hereby disbarred from further practice

before said Courts, and the Clerk is hereby directed to strike

the name of the said H. Walter Ganster, Jr. from the roll of

members of the Bar of the Supreme Bench of Baltimore City.

J&%ﬂiﬂ j? jaﬁffé?
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The Respordent, by George V. Lindsay, his attorney,

respectfullyfmoves~for & r?-argument in the above entitled

case,

Attorney Ior fespondernt.
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BAITINORE CITY
VS.

H. WALTER CGANSTER, Jr.

Yotion for Re-argument

My, Clerk:-
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Attorney for ﬁespon@;ﬁt.
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The w@ase was tried befora Gorter, C.J., Stump, Dawkins, Stanten,

Bond, Solter, Ulman, O'Dunne, and Owens J.J.

Ulman, J., delivered the .opinion of the Court.
- Tnds 13 a Alsciplilnery mwocoe iing ‘altieted by <im Nar

lsesacli tioa of Snitimare CltFe To@ luels are sucelnotly steted in
toe Stn paragreph of o Fetivlon of the Der fascc’ tlon wialen is as
fouan; :

g.ﬁ* tlcoer evers WMt . Yalter Ganster, ['e 08 Leen
gt It* 8lgnly W caiuct, unbecun’ g e wmerthy of
2 max-v £ s bor of tils rignew=ble Courtg, wnlle actisg ia
8 reprecsestaiive cspacity aw couasel ol e ,«s.m ‘or the
mmif.d;e-w Capniy, in cerisin * enscctlions Detwvea
oinmself 231 one uroy O, Orove, otixroise mown g ™

Crove, diriag tos Fall Qt’ Y. A more patielsr acCount
ar i anld sostust sa? of tim coxtiticn® out of wilen t'm
sate gioe $3 e Tollows;

{a) Ta T Tall of LY she bt rhpt
was a corporaticn und » ‘ne lawe of the Jtate of Jaryls
owala: & Aletlililery at or aer ‘urikl tsvills, "relsrcick
County, Hay lasd, 0 co.sidersble qQueatity of wnilsiey wes
storae: 1n %ne wmrencme oF sal’ distillery at ssld place.
Caw Louls Zago of faltiraore ity sma larguly isterested
elaner ilrectiy or ifgiirectly ia the owmeraniy of the steok
of aald corvor-ifon ™t hls awnt:xmi relstion tihwrolo »us that
of aales agest o =all compeay; aa' tne sall N, mlter Campter,
Jr. wes wetliag fa tue wreasecticns o eluslter roatienod,
o =u3ibly nt longty =3 the 6’ torney uo! cgonsel Cor sald
co anTe A papt &f tne wadshey teld oo atorsge by snld
diatt 1 my st pepresva el Y sutets Ay werenciae
mgoel pua ¥R rg ur camistel 0F ensel of bertled vnligiey o
the anuont @ B@re Tma oue taoussgl (1,000 roges therelfs
Tt oae woll Ko o 1w anl ! Camter ant! MAaan st he
oo carelal value oF ssl” 1,000 cases of walskey, 1f the
e vers to was diam‘ of fa secordasce wiin tre stalutes

~cpizl Jnms oL mlgl S vc.r,eas ‘atluiiag perticularly ine

it of ¢ wmutw »m.mm“b!w!m*‘
than tweasyefive dollars (126.50) pr oase, -n!h. ir tne

sald wilsker could e recovel fra the d1latillery sod werded
fpesly a:' @it restirictions of LU Yelpal stotute, *he
wine ©owoee’ s eqam?, o ar 1a cogess of fifty dollare

{ 5050 po- eane. e wolskey coutents of an?? Alaklllery
nedy 8t a3l 'es, b en sedica’ to san & easirat Teely cmmlil
Quaatity tn t '8 was sasonshly 2 tietoated wery snortly thes,
by orlors of suthorize! Tgleml of'loisls, tie wwle of ssid
wilzioey costeuts of 312 distliilery = uid have 10 U8 trand-
ferre! to thae Balifnore Tonte 2 ation Ereiwuse, after whieh
tnere would be 1iitlie or o posaidble wmns Tar dispesiog
of #a'd unlskey excep: 1a striet se m with “eleral
Ptatutes. “he anld Louls Zaan =ad e @lter Oanster, JP.

C were tne eaers of ar oo tne contrel over certificstens foe

1,000 ense of axld whilshey o' dealre! to pake ssle ol sald
1,000 cases of wniakey or tne cortiffcatea revve cutiag tie
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sape unlcer cirgcuista cos vne*w!z:; ey would obtaly therefor
& sun grecter tosn could Doesibly be legaily realized fren
e disocoslition < sald un,.zm after 1% ¢ been treuspa-te |
to e 2ald Cescentretion Eranause., The and g
erdepr to s-complish seild puraass, the said ¥, mlver "agastor,
Ire. fxi Louls Sas congplro’ ant aproe’ tegother te trick
sl defpraud thw onid Sarry C, Crove (well nown to then at
Thet ticpe te be, by repte, cmxred 1 the occupetien omlle:d
WW). whereby they woald mﬁumsm&m‘
fe Uvewe thmt “hey wold sgi en' dslliver te n'm 1,0 .0 cases
of said walisley, v» (ie eserilMeanteg reppece ting tho saud,
at an! Ter the sus o7 "1'twy thousand dellers { .oao } Sun
vrpler elreumstances an? conditious werely tiv v iskey

fteel? worlt be A Jlvere? e kis of %6 hip spects 1z suoch @
wa; thas ne eonlt so afn v sessioa of it et sald Itnilhl':
o’ would be able to Sis-ose of 1t Tpee from tiw pestrictions
- of the "edural statutes. Enft the onid Sprew O, "MoOve thea
el *repey te vty the latter Dt of toe menth of Ootober,
1923, agroe: with the sa2id Ceater snd kaon thet, undep m
sald olircmstacces and goviiticone, relnting to tis “Aelivery
of =a%s whiskey, he »o:ld -er To thes *he sum of £80,000
cash f'or aald 000 cases of = wilskey;: s’ the asid vallm
and Bann agroel with sefd feowe S0 pnke o 14 dolivery as
speeifieds but snid fgieter and Enug sover intende? o oaryy
ou? snld sgresront a0 %o rARIiny the deifvery but in foos
Interiol ot sald tinme to got eand obtaln fra the antd Orowe
pasyroat P aal! wniskey ‘o sdwance, an? 4: “he reantine teo
iafers: the "nited “tetes fronititian MMeotor for Eeryliand
in substance and effesrt tha* salt “rmoge msas inteAing teo
eort it & viok tle: syaiast tThe "edaral stotutes with regard
to m:d misk'p an’ t*wmb: secuTe ta8 sefaure by the

ieral authioritles of tine wiisiher instesd of drliveri:g it
to s pald TeO¥e, alteor o al e tom £80,00) Troor fm in
acoerds e with *he purpoarte’ afmm with nime

(b)) %:af i pursueane 67 224 conapivsey ‘0 trick and
defrand, sald fgngtor an® ann fli-st ebtaing’ Tro sald Crove
a sur of about sirtyesix msive® dollers (56500) %o be use!
nnd arlie! in payrent of & e ioral Tax uron said wiliskey,

ne oretonds ! agrocn.at betwren Them bDe'ag ihat ine wniskey
snomnl? e dellvers® 1o (rove tar fregey en! lmmodistely atter
o alning seid amount from “ne sul” “mowe the cald Cenater
iafomed the sald Preonibhition "drector of the rece’pt of
8=l sur 2t of the pratende!l inteaded d-livery of tne wnlskey
to Crove o' the tire axd 7lsge Soreefs sodt 1 furtner
- pursunace of the sgpecrent pade By Canstor and Vang with the
eld Crove vm et him fu Tredericok “eumty, soue dlatince
Fror mi &: i 9tn d.n of Toveuber, 1985, wgd
receive’ from him *i-»et, &t or aesd the town of Frederick
the aus of an paxivstely efignteen thussad feur audred
dolisps {(§18,400) 1a easny, am’! wien the saild Orove obt~lned
bren.auw later on tne soid day, tey wet hin

nga 2 at a sghoolhonse ssar sal’ AMatiliery asd recelved
frop nip toe sue of epproxirately tweuty-oae tnoussx]l doliave
{881,000 ). pakiog teinl pervents Ly Trowe teo *tm of
- jumteldy o tacuge < de.lara {q«s,wn: i geid

Cpovey nﬂ naviag the balanee of the [ 80,70%'a eagn m
0 vay, "ereupon ¢rve tu "Hok to neld as scourity for 1w

; of the bal nee of spcoxisetely four thacusnad dellers

a0} e nuat lay, two weliable dlasec! ringsg el toere-
a'ter thner onuset o he jelfivere! to tne said Crowe or 11. sgenle
- g certifloste represestiag 1,007 cases of wiskey 8tiil oa
deposis ia sa1? Aleellleyy warenouse ug'lecr the fUrther Ly iaPe
sreaiiag »ad agreonent that the apents o7 the usld Crove
ghwaild cell et 201 Alat! lery 201 meset 8:1d certifionte
sa? bomn the 1,00 coses of wlabey usier t'w wwl repres
ge tation to 'ne cu«todian ia charge of «xid uﬂ"ehcﬁm toat
timy, Lhe sald epe ata, were nluu, for a-1d vilsey %o
trens 0t e sepe to the Belrirore (once st etlion O PEIRAISe
axd tnoreefler, wWwmyg, in PEreusncs to sald agreurent and
unloepgtaniing, the sald Crowve's ageuts 414 enll on the 85
day at snld warehoune ant pressate ! sald enlsiey certiiloste
aa ascel Jor tow 1000 cases 9 wilaley, one O more eloral



&rnu in gonoagy wits thw 3aid Ualzel Htsles muttm
HMreoter, aal alse ia e prdsence of Ususter el | {ene
asid MM Stetess of Tolels avisg enpstred »t gald ¢

and place by prearrangement with she sl Canpter) arveste!
sald agonte of the sald Orove and sels 4 st asld
wileh was tiea mal there in precess of delivery, an’® alse
setse!l the wolaskey osriiltoste.

(e} ®and theveafter e ssld Harey O. Orove =88 arreated
asd comrge! wiin vieletien of whe lusz of the Unlted States
w1t yeap ot to f1llegal trsassperitaetien of asal’' whifskoy and wae
toeres’ter erindns’ily prossoute? in the linltod States District
Court for tie Diatriet of Farvizad o the case of Talte!
States ¢ fnaries ve.e fapry C. Orove any! stacrs, delug osve
m.mmmmmaumemmaaﬂ.
-1tey Casster, Jr. apsesred ca behel! of the Usitel States
mngm*u facre ol siroumstinces rohumuum
traassction, 1a walch, smeng othoer things
tne amture oF amwwaméumha
lengt twe lnpoeriant res sctd, o wit, that the pureimse price
sg-ee’ upen Tor spid wilaley aad *he acount Pecelive! siarefor
was only tventy-Tive thousssd dollare (558,000) and not P17ty

tnousast do lars {(J560,000) in ceah, n? alase the® the laiuelsg
mm“hﬂn%nhtmuﬂaﬁaﬂu!nlewﬁumm
sag nia Tear that 1f tne wilabey w83 st sald 9 Trove the
st oy wauld rob tiw 41s811lerye The a«id Opove 'ms convietad
in s=:id erimlaal sesecuticn "o ccaapl ey "o transpart sad
possess intexiceting liguer 1llepmily and seatence? teo coniling-
west fu prlsen. The sald Crowe mevey in feot recelived say
of aal!l snisney ‘o atcordmuwe with the wderstanding aud agreew
paat mads by hin witn the :aid Ceneter aad lansy but after
the oanczliualon of 2he trial ia ummmmim
Peseutiag ealc enisher {the wnishery 1teel? neving in
time boes rsasferved te ine deliisore Cescest atlen “wrenecse )
mwzm».za he 5ald Crgue in oninr o rOSOUP &8 meh

f als loos zs possible, fiaally by nfim Tor 2 Sum OF abeut
eloven tihoussad dollsps (§15,000)e Uron the demsnd of the
gaf i drove tae aall Danstor Meturnet te Nim the "famen? »iace
above santioued,

{3} Taw efore your petlitionor shos: theat tiwe sald S,
wlier Denster obtalane? fror the said (reove & very large aum
of measy by freud e decsit, ani s not pade restitusion
thopeel, sithoust the sere Nes Dren depandcd, aad that his
e uat ' sald freussotiem wns unprofess! caal snt dishouerebdle
agd uawertngy s member of the bar of this Nosereble Ceuwrtt
‘e saking of tostineay befere tais Seach escuple’ tiwee full
dagse Tr i3 not ascessary, Tor the purpesca -7 thls oplatesn, te
dlacuss tiw teatimouny a8 any leagthe. Tre alizgafions of tie Fetitien
were ally substastisted; =u ' the oaly materisl eontlist of tastioouny
wad Wpen e gurstion whetasdr the actual smount »id by Crove was
346,000 or (25,000, The Court 12 of he opialen thnt e prepoaicranm
ffends strongly to establish
of ine muw—“- € silegetion et the setusl ancust €0
pald was MG,000,  Tals cecelusien s rescied in splte of the faect
et Crove 1s s discretite? wituess with u probedly reveasre™ml estive
for zlsstatemest. e 13 contradieted in tnls »gapnect by heth the
resvonioat and teuls ¥ange ThPoughont he trstaeitlisa, 2wl ln thele
teatinoay, dDoth of vtnen Mave insited that the true spount ums [85,000.

The wiiness Hana, oosever, proved so thovoaphly aarelladls tomt his
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cerpoboration of “ne pessonient taybe dlsrecrdede The cutstending
pless of sviisnce whilen scoviaces tre Cout tam’ W true ameunt ooid
wug 6,000 1a the wpeontrediotel fast oF tne delivery by Urove to

Eagg of the tve dlszoad »apese R aud e voaportont sought te
explaia tals deifvery as o pladse on acrount of e posslbie Nuture
traasasctica.e Tihds sttenptoel exclmmtion i ta dly credidle; tiwe far
WS nuhmrw tne ‘ollvery of the #ogs iz thet Crove was
2900t $4,000 1n nis wanliseldl pect of S50,000, sl therefsw mve the
rlags 89 gsemuiny for ths Dolaase of J4,000 s11]l Sae.

If, nowever, the true amoun® nld cpa Ouly TED, A, the trasse
sotion 19 oo te less laiefouaibdlee ating 1t ‘n the tome cost
favwrable $o the rospaieat, 1t is "ot vtie rescoadest and Hesa sesured
G85,0%) fr e "rove 1n Jgrent Tor & certiriste repraseting 1,000

cases :a:“uﬁ!ahy gowlag tomt Orove was colag to ey 1ilegn'ly to e
the o iaker Trar tue Ylstl lery o lentlyg Mrove %o U osee that Sthey
would sgeperaie with Mu lo se delug, « OF, st thic vepry least, mat
ey wald pilocs ao obgtaclos ‘a hieg waye 4t e sove Time that ey
were mmetias tnls bopseic with Crowe, trney Wre plaamicg «ith tie
mamtiaa m‘ ties 10 suoure U-uvets arpest, XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX
W at the nawat @ moger@ ’?si'rs-%{gy
distillorye Tale plas #ag oa le! @ut) and 1w Deney e | fm
firgve wes retaloe! by mum witsn e appeoval OF resconient.

Bans wy' Yhe roSpo: ot stslE To emwmuse tnair coyiuot upan T
greuaniae Filrsty, tney olaiz 1t ewerytal:g ey 414 we doe with the
apprgwai 2al swrtisipatiga of U Feloral ‘ronibitiss suinerities.
wwen 19 ¢nis were whelly trus, 1t would 20t mooecssrily ‘ustify the
pespoient. It 13 congelwedle thet oo Twdaral epeatbltlion auttwritles
may oave s stagls~’ of corvmes lover thag that oolen s ull be melutalae
&! by sendbors oF the logel mofesalon.e  But "he rcoltention (9 aek
sooen to he who 1y tPas. e wiopal Pronibition sathoritlics
eertalialy 414 sot mpticipete Il the profits of 7w deal; aor Jdous the
evidome snow o7 lygatively that they adviss’ @ owven Loew sbhout the
renily 2st@aylicg cunclasion of the SO, - mf::tgtlxﬁm sooald
be , provested I'ron ge tiag e wnlsey ant ep peneste? as s orininal
| but He o e Ppom the polat of view o tie
Yo lepel Pronibitioan autnaritiea, a teap sas "eing lald for Chowe. The
sorlng 6f tols trap ves @ pretasds ! sale to Orowe. Certa'nly, coumen
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|doseney weuld presertbe thst after whe tras was somang, tie verties te
the pretente! sale should e put lu ity guo. Ia the sbesace of
proal o the sdatrery, 1% st De sssme! ot thils Ta wwmt the Cedoral
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