
Liquor Control Items 1 & 2 
June 19,2015 

Worksession 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 	 Ad Hoc Committee on Liquor Control 

FROM: 	 Justina J. FerbJ;:~islative Analyst 
I ~ 

SUBJECT: 	 Worksession - Review of Alcohol Control in Montgomery County 
DLC Action Plan and Follow-Up on Inventory and Ordering Systems 

Those expected for this worksession: 

George Griffin, Director, Department of Liquor Control (DLC) 

Edgar Gonzalez, Deputy Director, DLC 

Bonnie Kirkland, Assistant Chief Administrative Officer 

Karen Plucinski - Transform MCG Technology Modernization Project (ERP) 


and Warehouse Management System (WMS) Module 

The Department of Liquor Control will present its Action Plan and update the Committee on 
improvements to ordering and inventory systems within DLC. Some of the items in the Action Plan 
address ordering and inventory issues. Also, CountyStat has prepared some materials on price 
comparisons. 

Executive staffprovided the following materials: Circle # 
DLC Improvement Action Plan (current state on 6/17/2015) 1 
Price Comparison Studies by CountyStat 

DLC Wholesale Price Comparison March 2015 17 

DLC Wholesale Price Comparison June 2015 31 


(Special Order Beer and Wine) 

Memo from CAO Timothy Firestine 6/17/15 41 


In response to Committee Memo 5/15115 46 


F:\FERBER\Ad Hoc Committee on Liquor Control 201S\Comm Packet 6-19-1S.docx 



OLe Improvement Action Plan 


June 17, 2015 


The OLe action plan is broken out by 6 major categories: 
ImprOlie customer service action plan 

II. 	 Improve warehouse operations action plan 

Improve special orders action plan 

Improve retail operations action plan 

Improve delivery and fleet action plan 


Improve financial controls and general operations action plan 


Many areas for improvement span two or more categories and therefore some overlap may occur. The sections have been divided as much as possible. 


Each action item is listed with its corresponding Milestones, sub-actions, estimated start and end dates, lead party(ies) and supporting party(ies). 

Each sub-action is categorized, in general, as short term (April through June), medium term (July-December), and long term (2016 and beyond). 

For each Milestone, the primary action steps that need to be completed to accomplish the Milestone are identified under the "Prime" column; supporting action 

steps are identified under the "Supporting" column 


In total, the comprehensive action plan includes more than 55 major actions: 

12 Customer service actions 


14 Warehouse actions 


5 Special order actions 


5 Retail actions 


6 Delivery and fleet options 


13 Financial controls and general operations actions 


Status updates are provided in the "Status" column and are color coded using the following key: 

B 
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Short 5-May DLC/Change Mgmt. 
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for changes' additions based on needs resulting from changed 
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Medium 

Medium 

27.....pr 17-JUI 

17-Jul 

Pandya/Gus Montes de Dca 

Page 2 of 3 
 6 


® 
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on the use mobile scanners and establish business process for 
Short 

Montes de Dca/Warehouse 

Montes de Dca/Warehouse 

ERP/Gus Montes de Dca 

ERP/Gus Montes de Dca 
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DLe Improvement Action Plan 

June 17, 2015 

30-Mar 1S-Jul 

1S-Apr l-JulShort 

Medium 1S-Jul 30-Jul 

v· 
a more detailed analysis of PFM Fleet options. Draft REO! for next generation liquor delivery 

OGS working with multiple truck manufactures for site visits and process analysis. Finalize 

kspe"ifj"ations. 

Purchas. 8 new trucks (OGS Fleet Recommendation). OGS determined that 8 trucks are in critical 

immediate need of replacement for safety, reliability, and maintenance issues. OGS completed 

specifications for replacements. Once approved and funded delivery of trucks 180-240 days. 

... _ 1:1 __... ...__~ __• rUilft .t_~ _ •• _ ... _~_ / I__ ~ _ __... : __.. _, ........ .t, , ......... 

1-Mar 1-Apr DGSjMontes de Cea DLe,OMS 

OGSjMontes de Oca OLe,OMB 

OGSjMontes de Ce. OLe,OMB 

OLe, OMB 
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DLe Improvement Action Plan 


June 17,2015 


lS·Apr 

u~r:ecorded lRE ~ip~ ~r~ ~e~~u~ry ~ current. 5hoft lS-Ap' 30-Jun 

Update the reconcilialion slatus of ACH transactionsIn AP module Medium 15-Apr 31-Jul 

: Eliminate unrecorded ZBA transfers and implement interim manual prCJCess Medium 15-AfJr 3O-Sep 
LF . Resolve issue with ZBA Transfer automation by loadl",Oracl~RUPpatch .... Medium 1-Sep 30·Sep 

Improve control and standardization over recording and collecting on ACH rejections by documenting 
Medium 15--Apr

l.G procedures. 31·Jul ~a.ndya OOF . WIlliams 

: Develop daily warehouse receipts template, test and implement Medium is-Apr 31-Jul ERP Ole, OOF • Metzger 
.• DelteloplRE receipltemplate, test and Implement· .. . .. Medjum 15-·Apr 31-Au8 ERP OlC, OOF - Metzger 

Develop and implement notificati~n crt ~r~dit'card Medium 15··Apr 31-Jul ERP OOF Metzger 

Implement ACH rejection and collection processes (see M~iutn 15-Apr 31-Jul Pandya DOF • Metzger, Williams 

Develop procedures on creating lRE customers Into Oracle A~ Module .<;I)or! 1S-Apr 1S-May Pandya DOF • Metzger 

Develop procedure for lRE invoices to be recorded using Oracle AR Module Medium is-Apr 31-Jul Pandya DOF - Metzger 

pr~~du~~ for r~~jp.~"E~~~~.ls Medium lS-Apr 31-JuI .ERP OLC,DOF:Metzger 

Improve controls over how promotional credits wlll be applied to Licensee. Medium 15-Apr 31-Aug Pandya 


DevelOp foilowupr~pc;rts to r~~ie;" ~;:'dits .f,pii~d Short lS-Apr 3O-Jun Pandya
... 
C, Eliminate bottlenecks with invo'ce processing bv implementing an OCR solution to handle large, 
multi~l1ne inlJOices Medium 30-Apr 30-Sep Pandya DOf • Shabanl/ERP 

ilrn"roveControls o~er Np funciion by further def,n",gand aligning duties to Oracle access for NF' 
Short 15-Apr 30-Apr OlC/ERP 

DOF - Shabani 
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Improve financial reporting by more complete and accurate generalandsubsldiary ledgers 
.... ···.ccur.teAIR transactions by v.lidating Accounts, Rec~ivable d~t'(5LA tOilli . 

Improve tim,eliness/Contr"lof recording AlP transactions by automatingereate Accounting for AP 

Improve timeliness/Control of recording AIR transactions by automating C",ate Accounting for AR 

.. Increase accuracy of monthly AlP closings by fixing configuration of the AP Trial Salance for OlC 

by documenting and implement 

'AR Process - Oocument ordering and ACH from vendors 

ARPrOcess-DOc"m;;nt paradigminte"ace withtables . 

~AR,,~r,C?C~~s,~, ~oc~m~~~.~~e:'.!:11anagement vs. AR n,?t.r~~~ncllin~ 
AR Process ~ Document data fix 

AR Proce.. - Reconciliation of Order Management toAR for delayed processing issue 

Inventory Process - Reconcile inventory count (1-24-151 to inventory balance popul.ted in Oracle (2-1­

151 

Implement the. revised inventory consolidation entry for Feb 1.80:llve balon", 

F,I~.~,~,~~~i~~,,~ ~inal ~t-implementation test to en~ure.p.~lorye~r au.~~.~ ~~(!':'ments hav~. been ~e$olved 

inventDfY counts and 

"ncrease accuracy of inventory reporting by eva!ua~ing the use of cycle counts and docu~nt processes 

Increase accuracy of inventory reporting by reviewing and analyzing alias ;accounts and determine 

,pr~'p~~ ,~cc::~,ss, u~e and con~rol of acc~,~.m~,I~~,~inka,.e.,~.rice variance~ breakag!! and spoilage, etc.) 

,Document and futher standardize poliCies and procedur~ regardhlg the use of 'Jquarantine". 

Perform random limited inventory checks 
.Review policies and proced~res on retail and warehouse inventory counts and implement strong 

.internal.control.' to detertheftiabu.se..and the safe~uardingof assets. 
Assess the need and options for a loss prevention specialist In OlC 

Asse'ss ihe ~~ed 'io~ ~·r~·vi~w ·proeess for'OLe orde~'s taking int~ ~cc~unt Oracle's min/max capabll1tles 

.for Ole orders 

Short 

Medium 

Medium 

Medium 

Medium 

lS-Apr 

lS-Apr 

lS-Apr 

IS-Apr 

IS-Apr 

15-Apr 

15-Apr 

20-Apr 

31-Jul 

31-Ju.1 

31··Ju{ 

31-Jul 

30-Jun 

30-Jun 
30-Jun 

30-Jun 

30-Jun 

30-Jun 

30-Jun 

30-Jun 

30-5ep 

30-5ep 

on..going 

31-00c 

ll~5ep 

30-Jun 

ERP 

ERP 

ERP 

ERP 

OOF-Williams 

.. 

.OOF -

OOF - Shabani 

OOF - Metzger 

OOF - Shabanl 

OOF-Wililams 

Dle Improvement Action Plan 
June 17, 2015 

Short is-Apr 

Short l>:Apr... 

Short i5-Apr 

l-lun 

l-lul 

l-lul 

OOF 


OOF 


OOF-Williams 

OOF:WilUams 


PandV' 


Pandya. 

,\IJ.1.ma.n1S/OlC 

OOF - Williams 

Pandya 

Gus Montes De Oca 

OlC/ERP 

P.ndV' 


O.O.OlC 


Gus Montes De Oca 

DO/GUS 

Sunil 

ERP 


ERP 


ERP 


ERP 


OOF - Williams/ERP 


OOF-Wllilams 


ERP 


OlC, ERP 


OOF - Williams 


OOF -Williams 


OOF-Williams 


OOF-Williams 


OOF -Williams 


Medium 


Medium 


Long 

Medium 

Short 

IS-Apr 

l-lul 

1-5ep 

..... 2~Aug 

26-May 
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DLC ImprOllement Action Plan 


June 17, 2015 


management/accounting resources Short la-Apr 30-Jun Pandya DOf-Wiliiams 

7.B Review and implement preventive measures to ensure all discounted transactlons are appropriately Short 12/1/14 1/30/15 Sunil/Gus 

authorized prior to processing (limited rights, second 'ignature above certain threshold) 


, Develop andimple",ent a plan to enhance contin~Ing education and profes;i~naldeveiopment of 

Pandya7.C Medium 1-Jul 31-Dec

financial staff DOF - Williams 

Develop and impfement a plan "for or,golng communication, monitoring, and feedback on the 
PandyaMedium 1-Jul 31-Dec

effectiveness of ~peratlng controls DOF -Williams 

lort I5-Apr Controllers office 

Medium l~Jun 1-Aug DO/sunil 

10.A Identify policies and procedures In need of documentation Medium i-Jun l·Dec DO/Section Chiefs 

Document DLC policies and procedures and determine the needed frequency 01 a review ",,<:Ie (must 
Short Or,-going 15-Jun Div. Chiefs 

.be at least annually) 


.Schedule annual reviews of potcies and procedures including ciept org s::.nrcture operationcl
l 

Short Oi''j-going l-)ul DO / Div. Chiefs 
~r:'~~.7~~,~~~ .~rf0rmance metrics•. a~.e~pl~ye,~ .p~r!?:man?;e sta~~ards 

identify key pOSitions Medium 1-Jul 1·0ct DO/Div.Chiefs 

DO /Div:Chiefs11.B d~~~op:.~~cceSSi.~n pl,~~s ~or ·~X ~t).sitjon.s Medium 2-Oct 3D-Dec 

Enterprise Fund, etc as necessary
sh<it·· ongoing' ongoing DLCiERP/DOF/cOuntyStat' 

TBD TBD DLC 

DO ERP 

DO ERP 
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DLC····vs••·•.St~t~I~··Wh()lesal'···~ri~.·-c~p1pa~i;dn.·.•pve·rvi'yv 
OlO REPORT 

Table 31. Dffference between DLC and Private DIstributor 

Averqe Wholes:ale Prices: for DLC Top 30 Sellers 


lIo1PFOduru
Product Type 

In Calculation 

Stadt 

5 


Wine 

Beer 

.7 

Spirits. 26 

S~Ordoor 

8eer 3 


Wine 
 12 

26 
c...... , .. 
Source: Ole, MO/OC Beverage journal 

Ave.... wnolotm.1'I'u:. 

DLe 
Pri_ 

Distributer 
%~, 

DtCII$.~ 

$24.1)1 

$73.£18 

$110.31 

$24.66 

$75.44 

$178.61 

-3% 

-2% 

-5% 

$33:60 

$87.84 

$2.51.59 

$28..74 

$9.3,46 

$277.67 

<-14% 

-6% 

-10% 

CountyStat Analysis The-OLD report (February2015) 

Montgomery County wholesale 
Price is higher than the private 
distributor 

Montgomery County wholesale 
Price is lower than the private 
distributor 

Montgomery County wholesale 
price is the same as the private 
distributor 

Private distributor wholesale 
price not available 

Total 

36% 24% 18% 20% 32% 

Montgomery County wholesale 
price is higher than the private 
distributor by $2.00 or more 

Private distributor wholesale 
price is higher than 
Montgomery County by $2.00 
or more 

Difference In price Is equal to 
or greater than $2.00 

64% 36% 76% 

0% 38% 0% 

--_..__._-"-_."-----
0% 2% 6% 

100% 100% 100% 

6% 0% 2% 

0% 2% 26% 

6% 2% 28% 

74% 50% 

2% 0% 

4% 18% 

100% 100% 

4% 12% 

34% 24% 

38% 36% 

contained the %difference in private 
versus OlC alJerace wholesale prices 
(1 case does not indude volume 
discounts ·fromprivate distributors) 
on stock and special order items by 
product type for a limited sample of 
products. 

OLC provided CountyStat with the 
private wholesale prices (Beverage 
Journal) for the top 50 wines, beers 
and spirits to compare with OLC 
wholesale prices. 

This analysis is meant to provide 
additional insight into OLC wholesale 
prices vs. private distributors. 

CountyStat provides the OLC to 
private wholesale price comparison 
for: 
OLC vs MO: Wine 
OLCvs MD: Beer 
OLCvs DC: Beer 
OLCvs MO: Spirits (Top Sales) 
OlC vs MO: Spirits (Top Licensee Sales) 
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Q".rY~C:OIl~ty:;~_l~·sit~}~-Mftt;:Distii~lI~Pt.• 
Difference in wholesale price (in dollars) 

${':.OO) 

Montgomery County Retail Price is higher than the State Distributor {REO} 18 
••....•.....•.._.. _.......... _..............................-.-.....-.-~......... -~.........................- ...--....................... 

Montgomery County Retail Price is lower than the State Distributor {Green} 32 

Montgomery County retail price is the same as the State Distributor 0 

State Distributor price not available 0 

Total 50 

Montgomery County wholesale price is higher than the private distributor by $2.00 or more 3 
-~--.....-... ..----....-.-.............~-.....- .....-.-....-. 

Private distributor wholesale price is higher than Montgomery County by $2.00 or more 0 

Difference in price is equal to or greater than $2.00 3 

36% 

64% 

0% 

0% 

100')(, 
--••,.,,-,.¥~""-"""~, 

6% 

0% 

6')(, 

$8.00 

$6.00 

$4.00 

$ 

::::: 
.!'l 
(5 
a 

$(4.00) 

$(6.00) 

HROO) 

Of the top.SO wines, 
Montgomery County's 
wholesale price. was greater 
than the private distrJbutor for 
18 wines (36%) and lower for 
32 wines (.64%). 

The Montgomery County 
wholesale price was higher 
than the private distributor by 
$2.00 or more for 3 wines 
(6%). 

Note: See appendix for Top 50 list 
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M.olj1gomery.··••¢ounty.ys.•.·•• Stat@.•••.···Private.. .,ist~i.I;I.••,J~o:~!.·.·.·.I:tE~.R 
Difference in wholesale price (in dollars) 

$2,50 

$ 

$150 

$1.00 

$050 
~ 

.:0: $. 

'71' 
(5 
a (; 7 

$(050) 

$(1.00) 

$(150) 

.. ....... _ ._IL 
lOU"I"""""I"""I"·"""T"·"""." 

$(2.00) 

$(2.50) 

Montgomery County retail price is the same as the private distributor 

Private distributor price not available 

Total 

Montgomery County wholesale price is higher than the private distributor by $2.00 or more 

19 

1 

SO 

0 

38% 

2% 

100% 

0% 
.".~-.-..".....".~.~.".~"~~.~~~~.~.- ..-.,~.~~~'" 

Private distributor wholesale price is higher than Montgomery County by $2.00 or more 

Difference in price is equal to or greater than $1.00 

Of the top 50 beers, Montgomery 
County's wholesale price was greater 
than the private distributor for 12 
beers (24%), lower for 18 beers 
(36%) and the same for 19 beers 
(38%). Data was notavailable for 1 
beer (2%l. 

The privatedistributorwholesale 
price was higher than Montgomery 
County by $2.00 of more for 1 beer 
(2%). 

Note: See appendix for TopSO list 
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•• "'Otttg"rri.ry··.Coq·~.tY·.·vs..·.DC••. ···P'ivate···Pistribut~~;·.,E,_It.·.· 
, ' , , " :. . '. " ' .,"'. ",. ~".' :) ., "''', ' "," , . ' ..' ' , ." ," .. " """ '" , . :.. . .. ',' ' .. .' " ." '." , '" " " "" .,,".. . . . . 

Of the top 50 beers, Montgomery 

Difference in wholesale price (in dollars) County's wholesale price was 

$6.00 	 greater than the District of 
Columbia's private distributorfor 9 

$4.00 

$2 

'" $­ .2~ 

~ 
0 
Cl ${l 

$(4.00) 

$(6.00) 

beers (18%) and lower for 38 beers 
(76%). Data was not available for 3 
beers (6%). 

The Montgomery County wholesale 
price was higher than the private 
distributor by $2.00 or more for 1 
beer (2%), 

The private distributor wholesafe 

Montgomery County Retail Price is higher than the private distributor (RED) 

Montgomery Retail Price is lower than the distributor (Green) 38 
----,---,,~-,,~--.,-... 

Montgomery County retail price is the same as the private distributor 0 
----...-.......•.••.•­ .......---~~~--.~--- ............-------------~...•..----...­ ......-..-..--------- ­
Private distributor price not available 3 

Total 50 
, ­ """,,,.. ,,.,",.,.,,.,.,,,,' 

Montgomery County wholesale price is higher than the private distributor by $2.00 or more 1 

Private distributor wholesale price is higher than Montgomery County by $2.00 or more 13 

Difference in price is equal to or greater than $2.00 14 

76% 

0% 

6% 

100% 

2% 

26% 

28% 

price was higher than Montgomery 

$(8.00) County by $2.00 or more for 13 
beers(26%). 

Note: See appendix for Top 50 list 
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.. Montgomery County vs..StateprivateDisttibutor:Spirits 

Difference in wholesale price (in dollars) 

'" ~ 
~ 
o 
o 

58.00 

$(5.00) 

$(8.00) 

Montgomery County Retail Price is higher than the private distributor (RED) 

Montgomery County Retail Price is lower than the private distributor (Green) 

Montgomery County retail price is the same as the private distributor 

Private distributor price not available 

Total 

Montgomery County wholesale price is higher than the private distributor by $2.00 or more 

Private distributor wholesale price is higher than Montgomery County by $2.00 or more 

Difference in price is equal to or greater than $2.00 

10 20% 
~~~-.--~---~~~- - ­

37 74% 

1 2% 

2 4% 

50 100% 
--.--.-------------.-..~-.~~-..""----. 

2 4% 

17 34% 

19 38% 

Of the top 50 spirits, Montgomery 
County's price to retail was greater 
than the private distributor for 10 
spirits (200...6), lower for 37 spirits 
(74%) and the same for 1 spirits (2%). 
Data was not available for 2 spirits 
{4%}. 

The Montgomery County wholesale 
price was higher than the private 
distributor by $2.00 or more for 2 
spirits (4%). 

The private distributor wholesale 
price was higher than Montgomery 
County by $2.00 or more for 17 
spirits (34%). 

Note: See appendix for Top 50 list 
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--

Difference in wholesale price (in dollars)$8.00 

$6.00 

$4.()O 

'J> 

-'" 
'­

a 
Cl 484950 

$(6.00) 

$(8.00) 

Montgomery County Retail Price is higher than the private distributor (RED) 16 32% 
'"'"."'"¥"-••,-"-.--.-.--~~ ..•..--~.---.-.-."••••-." 

Montgomery County Retail Price is lower than the private distributor (Green) 25 50% 
,_~~v"_,_",_""",¥,_,,,_, 

Montgomery County retail price is the same as the private distributor 
--------------- .~-.~.." ..---.~~ 

Private distributor price not available 

0 0% 
'"~'_,"A__"_~'_ 

9 18% 

Total SO 100% 
.............................. ,....... ",.................." .....""..,' 

Montgomery County wholesale price is higher than the private distributor by $2.00 or more 6 12% 

Private distributor wholesale price is higher than Montgomery County by $2.00 or more 12 24% 

Difference in price is equal to or greater than $2.00 18 36% 

Of the top 50 spirits ~ 
Montgomery County licensees. 
Montgomery County's wholesale 
price was greater than the private 
distributor's for 16. spirits (32%) and 
lower for 25 spirits (50%). Data was 
unavailable for 9 spirits (18%). 

The Montgomery County wholesale 
price was higher than the private 
distributorby $2.00 or more for 6 
spirits (12%). 

The private distributor wholesale 
price was higher than Montgomery 
County by $2.00 or mOre for 12 
spirits (24%). 

Note: See appendix for Top 50 list 
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.:·DLC··Whqlesale ·Price· Comp.tison.·Summ~rY.··(1·of···2l 

Price comparison by distributor and product type (# of items) 

40 ··38 
37 

35 
32 

.10 

1/ of items 

25 

The majority of Top 50 items had 
lower wholesale prices in 
Montgomery County than by the 
private distributor: 
Wine (State) =32 items (64%) 
Beer (DC) ;: 38 items (76%) 

Spirits (State) =37 items (74%) 

Spirits to Ucensees (State) =25 items (50%) 


74% of Top 50 beer items had equal 
to or lower wholesale prices in 
Montgomery County than by the 
private distributor: 
Same= 19 items (38%) 

Lower::: 18 items (36%) 

25 

20 

15 

10 

s 

o 
(] 

1/ of items 

WINE (State) 

... 9 

O.3 
10 01 

nof items - II of items n of items 

BEER (State) BEER (DC) Spirits (State) Spirits to Licensees (State) 

• Montgomery County wholesale Price is higher than the State/DC Distributor 

• Montgomery County wholesale Price is lower than the State/DC Distributor 

mil Montgomery County wholesale price is the same as the State/DC Distributor 

• State/DC Distributor wholesale price not available 
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2 

·DL' Wh~lesale PriceComparisonSu;;ary(2.of.2) .. 


Price differences of $2.00 or greater by distributor and product type (# of items) 
20 

18 

16 

14 

12 

10 

8 

6 

4 

o 
II of items 


WINE (State) 


II of items II of items II of items 


BEER (State) BEER (DC) Spirits (State) 


II State/DC Distributor wholesale price is higher by $2.00 or more 


II Montgomery County wholesale price is higher by $2.00 or more 


II of items 


Spirits to Licensees (State) 


The majority of larger differences in 
price were the result of the private 
distributor charging $2.00 or higher 
than Montgomery County: 
State or DC =43 items 
Montgomery County = 12 items 

Half of the total items for which 
Montgomery County's wholesale 
price is $2.00 or higher than the 
private distributor are Top 50 spirits 
to licensees. 
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.APPENDIX· ...... 

1. Summary of Top 50 price comparison 
2. Top 50 wines price comparison by item (State) 
3. Top 50 beers price comparison by item (State) and Top 50 


beers price comparison by item (DC) 

4. Top 50 spirits price comparison by item (State) and Top 50 


spirits to Licensees price comparison by item (State) 
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Appendix 1: Summary of TopSOPricec:omparisoh 
...................................--~-

Category 

Montgomery County wholesale 
Price is higher than the private 
distributor 

Montgomery County wholesale 
Price is lower than the private 
distributor 

Montgomery County wholesale 
price is the same as the private 
distributor 

Private distributor wholesale 
price not available 

Total 

Montgomery County wholesale 
price is higher than the private 
distributor by $2.00 or more 

Private distributor wholesale 
price is higher than 
Montgomery County by $2.00 
or more 

Difference in price is equal to or 
greater than $2.00 

WINE (State) BEER (State) BEER (DC) Spirits (State) Spirits to Licensees (State) 

Source: Beverage Journal and DLC 

pro"i~~~~YI?~C .............................................. 
11 of 14 

(ill 




Appendix.. 2:·Top.50WinePriceC~m-pa~ison<8Y.lt.m ..... . 


2 5.ur:ter HO":1e C;.~a~~onnay. $ 1.19 Republic National S 
3 Woodbridge Chardonnay 1.5ml·$ 10:49 :~p~'bii~'N'~ti~'~~i" $... 

..4.~I.amo5.~lbec 75Om1 $ 8.89 : Reliable Churchill $ 
.. 7sch"i .......$. 10.29 :R~1iable Churchill $~ Apothic California Red Blend 

6 Cavit Pinot Grigio ••• 

.. 7 .~~~.~.~ .T.o.~ Fron.tera. ~b/Mer . 
B Sutter Home White Zin 

9 Barefoot Celtars Moscato 
io'&~~i~ot'C~lIa'~ Pi~~t'Griii~ 

11 .Cupcake ~rl.b. ?~~.'~i.~n. ~.'a.~~ ........... 
12 Yellow Tail Chardonnay 

13 Woodbridge Cabemet 

1.4 Sutter Ho~e 5auv!g~n Bla~c 


15 Carlo Rossi Burgundy 


.16 F.ran~la. C~ardo~n.~ 


17 Sutter Home Merlot 


.. ..1.8.~.I.!~.?~~a. P!~o~ G~~.i.o. 
19 Andre 8rut Champagne 

20 Ch.~t Miche.lle Riesli.ng 

2~. Be:ri.nger White Zin 
22 Beringer White Zin 

.2~ Con~a ~~.~.f.~.o.~tera.C.h~r.d~n.':la.v:... 
24 Yellow Tall Cabernet 
25 Yellow Tail Merlot ...................... 

26 Yellow Tail Chardonnay 


21. Ecco Domani Pi':l0t.~rig!o. 
28 IV1enage A Trois Red 
29 Marie: West Central Coast Pinot Noif 

30 Carl~ Ros~i Chablis . 
31 Richards Wild I.rish Rose 

32 Sutter Home Cabernet 

33 H Beaulieu Picpoul De Pinet Blanc 

~ ~on.~a .T.~.~..~.~~.r:'.~.~a..~.rlo.t 

35 Corbett Canyon Chardonnay 


3:6.U~d~~~n.~ .~.i.~.~ C.~a~~.o~r:'.ay 
37 Sutter Home White lin ••••• 

38 Barefoot Cellars Moscato 

39 9~I.o..~~~s.i..?~n~~i.~ .. 

40 Yellow Tail Merlot 


41 YeliowTail5hiraz 

"'42'C~~ct;~'T~~~'j:~~~t~ra Malbec 

43 CH St Michelle Chardonnay 
"'44"W~ocib~id8~'~riot .. .. 

45 C;avit Pinot Grigio 


46 Kim Crawford Sauvigno.n ~Ianc 


47 Woodbridge Chardonnay 


.~..~.~.~I~.w. ~.~i.I.~.~e~.ne.~.. 

49 Nobilo ~rlborough Sauvignon Blanc 


.1.5ml .... $, 13.45 iRepublic National $ 

1.5ml $ 7.55 "Republic National S 
l,B1ml $" ........... ·····1.19 R~p~'bii~ National $ 

1.5ml $ 11.25 :ReliableChurchill $ 
1.5ml S· ... ·····ii~25 :~'I'i'~ble 'Ch~~hiii' ···s··· 
.?~I .... t .~.5S .~ep~~li~.N~~i~n~1 ...$ 
1.5ml $ 9.79 "Reliable Churchill $ 
l.Sml $ 10.49 Republic National $ 
187ml $ 1.19" 'Republic National $ 
4liter $ U.S9 ~I'iable ch~'rd,ili' ···s 
SUter $ 15.39 . Republic National $ 
"i87~i .... S··· . i19 :~publi~ N~ti~~ai $ 

1.5ml $ 11.25 Reliable Chun:hill $ 
750mi $ ..... ···········5.29 ·R~·I·iabi~ ch~·~hiii "'$' 

7SQ111 $ 
1.5;";1" ...... $ 
75Om1 $. 
~.~~.I. $ 
105ml $ 
~Sml $ 
75Om1 $' 

75Om1 $
jse..:n·i ....... $. 

75Om1 $ 

4liter $ 
7scimi' $ 
187ml $
15Om1" .$""' 
1.Sml $ 
..... ' $1.5ml 

1.5":'.1.......§ . 
1.5m1 $ 
7sOmi $ 
4liter $ 
75cimi $ 
1.5ml $ 

···is.:r;i ........$ 

75Om1 $ 
1.5mi· ...... $". 
75Om1 $ 
75Om1 $ 
187ml $ 
75Om1 $ 

.7~1 .... $" 

7.15 ~.e.PL:I.~!~~.~a.tio.~~! $io:os $R~liable Churchill 

5.49 R~liable Chur~hi'li ... $" 

7.SS Republic National $ 
9.'79 R~liabl~ Churchill' $' 

9.79 Reliable Chun:hill $ 
'5:09 i~jiab'i~ i:"t~'~~h'i'lI "'$' 
9.35 Reliable Chun:hill $ 
io~i5 R~p~tii·~·Natio~al . $ 

9.19 'Re'public Natio~~'1 . $ 

U.S9 Reliable'Chun:hili $ 
. 2.89 Republic National $ 
1.19 Republic National $ 

.. '7jj9' :K~i~"""""""""""" 

7.SS 'Republic National s:9ii ;'Repu'bii~ N'~ti~~~i'" 
...~.99 .: ~~.I.i.~~!e..Ch~.~~!! .. 
10.75 . Republic National 

". 6.55 :R~'liable Ch~n:hili' 
12.59 Reliable Churchill 

5.09 Reliable Churchill 
9.79 :Reliable Churchill 
.7~45 :~·publi~ 'Nation~1 

B.69 . Republic National 
. '10:49 R~public N~tio~aJ 

. 7.65 :RepublicNational 

13.65 :RepublicNational 

i~45 :.R~·pub1ic Nati~nal 
5.09 :Reliable Chun:hill 

........ 9:19': Rep~'bli~ N'~ti~~~i'" 


LEGEND 

Montgomery County wh(jles~le price is 
higher than the private distributor (RED) 

('.,,'!·-==;rtg'J~rh=::ry C(::..::!~y ....',;koi~;;s~:!e pr:c-:=:: is 

i()wt"~:- t{:,:-:{; ~h>2 P{;¥::t~ ~f:~u;bi;t{)r ~(~':;J l~t"~ni 
~"'.,-----,-----,--,~--~--,--"--"'---

Difference in price is equal to or greater 
than $2.00 (BOLD) 

Source: BeverageJournal and DLe 

pro"j~E:!~~Y[)~C: .. 
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····"JlPeI)Cli,,··3:'Jop.·.·i5~<.·.B~r.···Pr-i.C.~ompari~.n ••••@y·iterri···..· 
Top 50 Beer (DC) 

.~ 

Top 50 Beer (State) 

_~o ~ro.n.& .Extra 18 p.t:: NR 
11 Bud 30 PK Can 

12 NIodelo ~5,pecial2/12 Can 
"ii Mil~·~·uk~~'~·eest·i~ 'itii'Can 
14 Heineken lSPlC. Nr 
is·M·il~~·u·t~ 4IEiI.NNR 
16 Mod~~~..~~~!~.I,~,I..?I~~ ~~.. 
17 Miler Ute 18 PK Can 
~~,Miller lite 2/12 LN~R 

"'19 Mil~;lJkee's Best ke 30 PK Can 

20 Miller Ute 2/12 can 
2i'~d~i~ E~~·~i~i·1I1PKC~n 

,.,22 ·~,~~,·~·I.~~t,,~~~k,9~ 
23 Yuen8lina: Lager 2/12 NR 
24'8~'d u'ght 18 P'~k elm ' 
2S Herneken 2/12 can 
26 ~~lo·'Especial 4/6 NR 

27 Mod~lo Espedal Suitcase Cans 
.28 ~deio ESPecial'i4;12Lo~e'NR' 

120z 

120, 
120: 
120' 

29 Stella Anois 2/12 Nr 1201 
'30'C~~~'Ucht 2/12 canS . i2~ 
.3.1.. iII!dU,ht4l6.N.~... 120z 
32 aud L1Sht 2/12 Can 

. 35 Bud li.ght 2/.12 NR 
36 Sud 18 PK Can 

. ~~ ~~~~ &:t,~.2/~2 Can 
38 Miller Ute 18PKLNNa 

.39 ~1I'AmI'416NR . 
40 Ifuenglinel.ager 4/6 NR 

41 &'innes~;Stout 4/6 Nfl 

.50 Co.rona.U!!ht 2/l2.NR 

120' 

.~~~.... 
120' 
120z 

lIUIIl 

.. 16~S 
20.00 
24.00 
l1.(i) 

1600 
12.75 
16.00 

14.00 

11.., 
15.50 

1160 
23.65 
25.50 

19.05 .. 
22.75 

23.55 
17.00 
19.70 

17.00 

20.20 $ 
ii30$' ';.!J:,~ 
16.6> $ ., .. '"',.,.,.. '"r 

xxxi( WALUEl 

24.00 
1160 
16.00 
13,75, 

~~.O!l 
14.75 

.1.~,.~ 
16.90 

11.60 

{l:oc, 
:L;~;¢' 

(l.oil)) 

0% 

,~:m' 
0% 

WAlUEJ 

.0%. 
0% 

0% 

.!I% 

5_ ~orona ~tra 4/~~ 
6 BucllJ&ht 30 PI( can 
7 Heineken 4/6 HI Un. 
8 Coors Ught 30 PK Can 1201 18.00 

9..""i"'ke.n.~I..,."" NR UDz 

10, Co~n~ .~~~~. 1~ PK NR 1202. 
11 Bucl30 PI( can . Un, 
Ii Modelo Especial2jll Can U'" $ 
13 ~lIwaulcee's Best Ice 2/12 Cln Ilol $ 10.50 $ 
1:4'.t:t.e:I~~~t7n. ~K.~~ S S.. 
1~'.~!I.le~.lite ~~ I.N~R ...... 

..... $ 
$.. 

1.~' ~~I,?E~~~~.I.?I~ ~.~ S $ 
17, Miller IJte 18PKCan $ S 
18' Miller Ute 2/U LNHR $ 16.00 $ 
19, Milwaukee's &est I~ 30 PK Can 1201 S 12.75 

10: ~1II,~r li~,Y~,!:3~ Ilol $ 16.00 $ 
~~ ..~~'!!!'? ,~,~~~! ~~,~K,~~n .. ,:If:o2 $ i4.00 $ 
22 Coors light 18 Pk Can 120, S 11.60 S 
Z3 Yuenallng laSer 2/12 HR Un, $ 15.50 $ 
24 Bud URht 18 Pak. Can 1202 S 11.60 $ 
2S Heineken 2/12 can 23.65 $ 

..2.6·lVIQdelo ~pccia14J6 ~.R. , .. 25.50 $ 
27'lVIQdelo Especial Suitcase Cans 19.05· $ 
is.Nbdelo Especl~124i12 ~ose NR 12.75$ 
29 Stella Anoi~ 2/U Nr 23.55 '$ 
30 Coor'.i light 2/11Cans 120z S 17.00 $ 

~~. ~.~d U$ht 4/6 Nr $ 19.70 $ 

,. ~~ ..~~~..~i,h~ y~~.Can . $ 17.00· $ 
33 Natural Ught -30 PK can $ 13.SS :\ 
34' Bud 2/12 Can $ 17.00 $ 

1202 S lB.oo $ 
120, $ 11.60 $ 

Source: Beverage journal and Ole 

provided by Ol..C..:................:.............. 
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Appeqd,i,(·••·4-:···TQP·••••50 ...••Spi.rit$····Pri.~e· •..·.c:oITtP~riSion .•••·.'y••·.it.m••·· 

Top 50 Spirits (State) 

LEGEND 

Montg"IlH'.ry County wholesale price is 
higher than the private distributor (REO) 

$ 
$ Repu~ic N~onaI 

$ 3.99 Repu~ic National 

lUter $ 16..'" llepubllc National .. ~ ~.1.~ .,~~~.ic~~I.. 

6TIto'sVodlm 1.75m1 $ 28.95 Rellable~Churchi!l $ 26.65 ,~e,li~l~:Churchili 
 Difference in price is equal to or greater
'1 Bumetts Vodka 1.7.5m1 $ 12.69 Reljlble~Churchill 7 Aristocrat Rum $ 5.79 Reliable-Churchill 


. 8 S~'dbVOdk~' . 
 than $2.00 (BOLO)1.75m1 $ ~9:~9 :~,~P~bli~:N~'ti~na'l 8 ~.~Teq~la~~~r~.~~~~ ~~,~. $ ...~6S ."'Uabi.·.chu.r<iI'li. 

9 SkyyVodka i7s,;" $ 2U911epubllc Notional 9 AbsoIu. Vodka Wier $ 2l..65 Repu~ic National 


10 Bowmans Vodka 1.75m1 $ 10 Smimoff V'!'!ka' 1Liter $ 12:65 'Fie'liable~Churc:hill 
.... ~~.,2,~. ,~~~,~,~~,i~ ~~t,i.(:m,~~.
ii Jim oeamWhit., Labe, 1.15m1 $ ll.69 Republic NatIonal 11 Chamjini$ul.~~ Sojo 375m! $ 4.95 Eastem liquor 

12 Jlmesan Irish Whiskey WI... $ 19.9s Repu~lc NatIonal12 Ab.ohrt. \lodka... 1.7Sln1 .$ 32.15 R.epu~.lc ~.~!>~aI 
1.75m1 $ 22.19 Reliable-Churchill 13 Bowman's VOdka lLiter $ 5.15 Republic National 1:3.~p~i" ~n.~pi,~~~ 

14 AristoaatVodka lUter $ 5,39 Reliable~Churchill ~~,~~.~ ~u,~ Ug~~ .. ,ll:lter $ 1159 :Reliable-Churchlll 

15' PlnnKie Vodka 15 MonwzumaTequilaWhite Wto, 1o.sSRe~iCNaii-11.15m1 $ ...14.OS Ropubil.cNational... $ 
16 Ketol One Vodka .......···I&Glibe;';·;V~"···· i7!im1 $ 9.85 Republic NaUonal lLiter $ 26.29 ReUabI.·Churddll 

1'] ·~~ck'Oa~.ie·IS ~IKk 75<>n1 $ 17,75 Rellable.Ch~~iIt 17 Ca~,n ~crpn5SpIced tum $ 16.3SReRable.·Churddll 

18 ~n.tez~ma:r:~~e.Se~.. $ 
19 Johnnie Walker Black $ 


$ 

$ 

$ $ 


•l,75m1 S. $ 
.I.75m1 $ $ 

1.75m1 $ 16.99 Reiiable~Churchj $. 


2~ H Walker Triple Sec30P lUte, $ 5.65 Republic National 

21 c.nadla. Club Whiskey 1.15m1 $ 14.69 Rep~'bilc Nation~i ... 27 Aristocrat Gin lUter S 5.7S :Reliable"(hurchlll 

:Ill Blearill Rum-G<>id 1.15m1 $ 11.65 Reliable~Churchill 28 Patadar Rum lUter S 7.75 xxxx 

:16 ~.TeCJ~i~~.~II~.~~ ~~~from ~C .?~I. $ 4165 Reliable·Chun:I,,1I 

........ -...... 
29 Aristocrat Vodka 1.75m1 $ 9.25 Reljable~ChurchiH xxxx 29 Grand Mamier Cordon Roule 1Liter S 34.19 Reliabte~Churchili $ 
30 'S~ir~of; VOdk~' 15Om1 .. $ lii45 'R'el;~ble'ChurchiU $ 30 Tanqueray Gin lLlter $ 22.75 Reliable-Churchill $ 

.I.l..Bel."'''''''.GI":Saphhl,,, 1.75m1 $ UJI9 llell.ble-Churd"" . $ ...3lMate",Mm ..~.~~r .. ,.$ 29.15 .RepubJic National $ 
n Fleischmann's Vodka .l.15m1 $ 11.55 RepublIC Notional $ n Castille Ru.".White lUter $ . 7.49:lieRobi'.Churddll $ 
33 L~ksusowa VOdka 1.75m1 $ 18.15 Reliable-Churchill $ 33 SaUza Teq Blue .IUtO, $ 14.95 Rep<lbll< NotI....1 $ 

,:"~ ~,~~St?,~'irl~ ~i.ske): 75()n1 21.19 Repu~I,i~,~a~i~,nal ,,$ ,. ~~~.zu~GoI~.T~~I!~.. 1.75m1 $ 17.89 .Republlc.National ~.. 
3SGt<lyGooseVodka z5.sS· IlellabiO:chUitnili '. $ 35 Green Hat Gin iSOmI $ 27.15 ,CQuntry Vintner .""" 
36 Jm Oani~! sSlack lUter $ 26.65 Reliable-Churchill $ .-Hend~~sGin ~ $ 29.29 ;RellabI•.churmlll -

37 Moraiesi\gave Gold Tequila 37' Hennessy Cognac: V5 $
'.HiS'sn:;irnOffVOd·ka ,..... $ 

38 ~;S-T~jpl~'Sec'(42prooO "" $$ 
39 E&J 8ra~d'vVS· $

"40 S~i~noff Vodk~ ..... . 
3~,lose,Cue~o T~quil~ Gl?!~ $. $ 

40 $aUla TequUaSUwr $ 

41 G""I G..... Vodka 


$ $ 
$ $ 41 oei~vper 5;," Tripie Sec $ 

4lM...... Mm 42 Jagermeister liqueur lUter $ 20.55 :Reliable-Chun::hill $ 

4!StOtI<llnava Vod"; 1.75m1 $ 29.99 Rellable-Churchnl $ ~.3 He_n~~$S~ Cosna~.. . ~~jter $ 35.19 $ 

44, Bowman's Vodka lUter $ 5.15 Republic National $ 44 Jaaermeister Uqueur 75Om! $ Ji65 ReliiOllle-i:tiurcl!iII $ 


"~, ~.~,~~ ,~.~~ ~!g~,t ... lUter $ , ~:~~.. Reliabl'7.-~h~rc.hlll $ 4S.Mo'.Ii>u.IIu.m... 1Ut~r $ ..15.05 RepubliC Notional ,.$ Source: Beverage Journal and OLC 
46'Tanqueray Gin 1.75m1 $ 32.85 Reliable-Churchill "$ 32.99 ~ ~.a.':l.~.~..~t~~ Gol.d .. lUter $ 14.69 Republic National $ 
47 New Amsterdam Vodka 1.15m1 1~:.~ .Reliab!e-~~~.r~j.I.1 . $ 47 Stolichnaya Vodka lUtl!r $ "'"22"75 R~i'ia·ble'·Ch~rCt"i·11 $ pro\li~E!~~yrJ~~ .... 
48 Ke'~t~~kv'Ge~'t!e~~' , . l.15m1 11.09 Republic National $ ~~~~!:,.~I~. 7SOmI $ .. .17.15 "~~XX 

1,15m1. $ ~55 Re~~i.t.~~_~~I_. $ 

49 Ab,,"ut Vodka lUta.. 21.65 Republic National $ 49 Barton Vodka lLiter $ 5.19 Republic National 14 of 14 
50 Bowman's Gin SO.KetoIOn.Vodka ...1lit<!.r.... ~~, ReUab.i,~~,~~iII $ lLiter $ 5,15 Rep~blic Nat10nat 
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·Specl.21I 
rabl'; 31. Dlfferente l>etween Ill(";d P:I~~ ~~nb;rtor 

••·•• Pr~er··Wholesal·.e·.··price.···c:~rn~l1r'sbq<(I.·rview. 
Average Whol.....e Pri<•• fa< DtC Top 30 S<eller. 

Ii: o 
Q. 
LLI 
0: 

9 
o 

",odu<.T_ .00P.. ­
In c:..fw;uJatlon 

_,-WIIoIo<.t. ""'" 
Pri_ %DIfIent ..... , Ole 

DfottibutO<' taCVl.,Pl'tIRttt 

"""* ae", 

Wifl(' 

Spirit$ 
~.--

27 

26 

$24.1)1 $2~.6(; .3% 

$73.1!e $75.44 .;m 

I$171:>.31 $178.61 ·5% 

Sp.IcIol 0r<I0f-'Ni1'!le 

s."m.. 

12 

26 

. 

$]3.60 $28.74 +14% 

saUl" $93.40 .6% 

$251.59 >777.61 ·LO% 

Soon:€: oct;, MDioc8ewmzge _mal 

Category 

Montgomery County wholesale price is higher 
than the private distributor 

Montgomery County wholesale price is lower 
than the private distributor 

Montgomery County wholesale price is the same 
as the private distributor 
.> ••••• --••••••• - ••,,~,. , 

Private distributor wholesale price not available 

Montgomery County wholesale price is higher 
than the private distributor by $2.00 or more 

Private distributor wholesale price is higher than 
Montgomery County by $2.00 or more 

Difference in price is equal to or greater than 
$2.00 

VI 

VI 

>­
ro 
c: 
<t ..... 
ro ..... 
VI 
>­..... 
c: 
::::s 
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In March 2015 CountyStat provided 
additional analysis to supplement the 
study completed by OLO in 2015 
regarding average wholesale price 
differences between private 
wholesalers and OlC. 

Spedal orders were excluded from 
this initial supplemental analysis. 

Since March, OlChas provided 
CountyStat with the wholesale prices 
for DlC and private distributors for 
special order wine and speclal order 
beer. 

This analysis includes the following 
DLC to private wholesale pricl)! 
comparisons: 
OLC vs. MO: Special Order Wine 
OLC vs. MO: Special Order Beer 

This reports also contains summaries 
of stock items. Detail on stock items 
can be found in the March 2015 price 
comparison analysis. 

LEGEND 

SpeCl;al orriers tBhJe}
._-"...-._.... 

StOCK it""" \(k""il"l 

2riHO 
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··F.,.on't9()merY·.·.~o~n~lI$.:···$qtePriV:ite .. Distl"ibptor:••. $pecial.·.·fJrcrtetWi~,··· 

Difference in wholesale price (in dollars) $2.00~_~~~~~~~~~:::::=~~~~~~~~~~~~' 

$1.00 

..... 1.$­
V> 1 2: 349• 20122124 25 26 27 

(5 
Cl ""I"':':'''12 

$(1.00) 
$(:?,OOi 

$(3JJ()) 

Of the top 50 special order 
wines, Montgomery County's 
wholesale price was greater for 

wines (22%) and lower for 26 
wines (52%). Pricing 
information was not available 
for 13 wines (26%). 

Price differentials were 
predominatelywithin this 
study's $2.00 range. One 
product of the Top 50 exceeded 
this range with the wholesale 
price being $2.78 more than 
Montgomery County's 
wholesale price. 

Montgomery County wholesale price is higher than the State Distributor (RED) 

Montgomery County wholesale price is lower than the State Distributor (Green) 26 52% 
~....".. "."."_".~,,,~_ .. "~.~._ .. ~._~._...."....._".".. ~-._~_~~_"_.__~__ .~.~...__ ,..~.".._".".__.""_.. "_ ."..."... ,,_."._._"m._._...."._......_._._ ..~•. ,...".•.• ,.""'_.....-.•..~".. 

ntgomery County wholesale price is the same as the State Distributor 0 0% 

State Distributor price not available 13 26% 

Total SO 100% 
~w~~~~~~¥~· "._._."~~_._._,__...~~~,______., 

Montgomery County wholesale price is higher than the private distributor by $2.00 or more 0 0% 

Private distributor wholesale price is higher than Montgomery County by $2.00 or more 1 2% 

Difference in price is equal to or greater than $2.00 1 2% 
Note: See appendix for Top 50 list 
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Mo.ntgorfterS'·.·C:oul'lt}t.~s.·· •.·S~te··· ••·P'iV;Jt'· .Disttib~,torf'.· ••.Speci.;tI ••·••O~~~I,"·••iter 
Difference in wholesale price (in dollars) 

$12.00 


$10.00 


' ­"' 
E 
o 
a 

$(4.00) 

$(5.0ilj 

$(8.00) 

$(10.00) 

Montgomerv County wholesale price is higher than the State Distributor (RED) 37 74% 
__________ _~"..~0~~___~~~ _________ _ 

Montgomery County wholesale price is lower than the State Distributor (Green) 6 12% 
---....~~ 

Montgomery County wholesale price is the same as the State Distributor 0 0% 

State Distributor price not available 7 14% 

Total 50 100% 

Montgomery County wholesale price is higher than the private distributor by $2.00 or more 29 58% 
-~.~---~-----~.--. 

Private distributor wholesale price is higher than Montgomery County by $2.00 or more 2 4% 

Difference in price is equal to or greater than $1.00 31 61% 

Of the top 50 special order 
beers.. Montgomery County's 
wholesale price is higher for 37 
beers (7.4%). Montgomery 
County's wholesa~e price is 
lower for 6 beers (12%) and 
pricing information was not 
available for 7 beers (14%). 

62% of special orders beers had 
a price differential of $2.00 or 
greater. The Montgomery 
County wholesale price was 
higher than the private 
distributor by $2.00 or more for 
29 beers (58%). The private 
distributor wholesale price was 
higher than Montgomery 
County by $2.00 or more for 2 
beers (4%). 

Note: See appendix for Top 50 list 
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..•·OL(••••Wbol.$8I•• erice··,compa,i$on.·Surnl'l1aty(l·Qf,~)
/',: . :,',:'::: :-:",'" .' ,':/, - ".' :<'",,"-:-: ,,' ': . ' .. " ,'-: ,',,: ,~ .-: ,,: ,;:':-:, ,;;, ,.:»:.. ,: .'.' ",-,.,'> 

Price comparison by distributor and product type (# of items) 

40 38 

3:i 

30 


2S 


E70 
~ .. 

15 

10 

G 

37 

• Montgomery County wholesale Price is higher than the private distributor 

III Montgomery County wholesale Price is lower than the private distributor 

IiIII Montgomery County wholesale price is the same as the private distributor 

• Private distributor wholesale price not available 

The majority of Montgomery 
County wholesale·prices were 
lower than private distributor 
prices in the following 
categories: 
Special orderwine (St~I!): 26ltemsC5~} 


StO(k Wine (State) " 32 items (64%) 

Stock Beer (DC) =38 items (76%) 

Stock Spirits (Statel =37 items (74%) 


Montgomery County wholesale 
priceswere predominately 
higher than private distributor 
prices in the following category: 
special order beer (State): 37 itemsC74%. 
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-~2{;-s~IM. -

Price differences of $2.00 or greater by distributor and product type (# of items) 

~:> "'­

30 

25 

2() 

E 
2 

15 

10 

S 

0 

III Private distributor wholesale price is higher than Montgomery County by $2.00 or more 

III Montgomery County wholesale price is higher than the private distributor by $2.00 or more 

For speciar order items, the majority 
of large price differentials were the 
resultof the Montgomery County 
charging $2.00 or highertflan private 
distributors (primarilyfQr beer 
special order items). 
state; 3, 


Montgomery County =29 


Stock items show the oPPQSite with 
the majority of large price 
differentials being the result ofthe 
private distributor charging $2.00 or 
higher than _Montgomery County: 
State or OC=31 items 
Montgomery County =3 items 

LEGEND 

r5 !Blu~l 
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1. Summary of Top 50 price comparison 
2. Top 50 special order wines price comparison by item (State) 
3. Top 50 special order beers price comparison by item (State) 
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Iwholesale Price is higher 

the private distributor 

]Montgomery County 
Iwholesale price is the same 

the private distributor 
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$2.00 or more 

Surt1m,ry,o' 

Difference In price is equal 
to or greater than $2.00 
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Appendix 2: Top SO Special Order Wine Price Comparison ByItem 
Top SO Special Order Wine (State) 

$ 
1001 $ 9..35 .Cou~t~Vintr:'er .. 


4.Canyon Road Chard 965 $ 4.55 Reliable Churchill 


...5 .~~.~~.~.~y.~(~!~.~c (Stores) 786 $ 8.99 ·RNOC 
785 .$6. Domino De Eguren Protocolo Red 5.75 Country Vintner 

! .9~~y.,?~.~~~d..~a.b... 708..... $ . ~.~5.. ~.e.!~able C~.u.~i!l. 

8 Bogle Chard 672 $ 9.35 Constantine 


..9 .Oyster Bay S/~!~n.~J.R~s.~.~~~~sl... 66.1.. $ g.99 RNOC 


~ Ponga 5/Blanc 639 $ 8.59 CO.':Int.r:Y. Vintner. 

11 Duboeuf Beaujolais NO'v'eau 616$ 8.15 Reliable Churchill NA NA NA 


12 A to ZPinot Noir !Restaurant) 608 $ 14.29 .countryvintner· $ 15.29 ::(i~::: .. ,,.,.,1'%, 

13 Nespoli Adesso Cagnin~ 592 $ 8.29 NA NA NA NA 


14 Montelliania Ex Brut Res NV 576 $ ·'A%: 
........................................... .8..~~ C~':I.~~.r:Y.Y!.r:'.~.n~r .$ .~ ..~~. :::(~~: 

15 Walmae Makkoli 5;6 $ 4.35 NA NA 


.1~ An~~~~lIa Ca~. 565 $ 12.15 Country Vintner $ 12.67 $. 

17 Santa Julia Organica Mal bee 556 $ 7.89· cou~t;.yVi~tner $ ·7.99·· $ 


.~. ~.b~.r:' .~a~a B~~~..r:e.~..~V .. 543$ . 7..8f! ..~~.':I.~t.rvy!.n.tl)~r .....$ ... .?:.~. $ 

19 Cielo Pinot Grigio Del Veneto 540 $ 6.49 .~ountry Vintner..$ 6.67 $: 

2O·Two Oceans S/Blanc . 538 $ 8.69 50uthernW&5 NA NA NA 


21 lab Portug.':Iesa .Red 538 $ 5.05 NBB $ 5.50$ ....,.(11-...) " ....., 

22 Marine CU'v' 537 $ 6.49 Elite NA NA NA 


23 Dr. loosen "l- Est Ries Trocken 535 $ . .. . .. .. . .......... .. .~}? ..C~u~try Vi.n.~~~.r. ...$ 

24 Septima Malbec si'$· 7.95 50uthernW&5 S 

25 Canyon Road Pinot Grigio .. .'17 $ ~.5~ .~~.I~~.b.I~..~~.':IrchHI... $.26 ·~jd~~~·fkib~c ....... 517 $ 6.35 Mont.County Only NA 

2? Cri.s~lino Brut. 49S. . $ 7.49 RNOC NA 


28 A'v'alon Cab 485 $ 7.95 Bacchus $ 

29 Alois Lageder Pinot Grigio Riff 482 $ 7.89 Country Vintner $ 
30 True Myth ~h~~d .. 472 $ .~0:69. ·c::?u~t.~ ~i.~~~~~ $ 

474······$·31 E'v'odia 7.89 Country Vintner $ 
~2. ~~I~r.oso R~d 468 .... $ .~:~5 ~NI?C. NA 


33 A to ZOregon Pinot Noir (Stores) 439 $ 14.29 Country Vintner $ 

430 $ 7.69 NA NA 


35 Borsao 427 $ 6.49 Country Vintner S 6.67 

~..~.r:'.~!.~.r:'.~}~.~.r~~ ~s .. 

~ Duboe.ut. B~~o.e:~~.~e.a.':IJ.~!~i.~.~~~~a.u .. .4.24 ..... $ .8'.?9 Relia~le.C.hurch...II. NA 

37 New Age White 422 $ 8.35 Atlantic $ B.99 


38 Spy Valley Marlborough 5/S1anc 417 $ 13.59 Country Vintner $ 13.33 

39 Anlellne Catlf Plnot Notr 414 $ $ 11.33~~. ~~~~.¥.!~~~.~ ..407 ... $·40·;ec;ny~·~ R~ad f.4eriot .. 4.55 Reliable Churchill $ 4.is 
.~~ A~geli.ne ~.in~t .~,?ir. 406 $ ..~.~ ..~~ ...~.':In.tr.v ~i.~.~~.~.~ . $ ... 11.33 

42 Gouguenheim Mal 13 405$ 7.89 Country Vintner $ 7.99 


~~ La ~I.aya 5/81~~c .. 4Il4.......L 5.89 NA NA 


44:Franciscan Oak'v'iUe Est Cab 378 $ 20.39 RNOC $ 21.99 


4~.·CliffC?~. ~y ~/.~I~~c ... 37.5.$ .. 8..~.~ ..~~~t~e~~.Y' & 5 $ .6..~. 


46 Charles Smith Vel'v'et De'v'il f.4erlot 358 $ 9.25 RNOC $ 9.35 
 Source: Beverage Journal and OLe 
47 La Fiera Montpul D'Abru 358 $ 5.79 Country Vintner $ 5.99 

48 Molinos De Dulcinea White Bib 357 $ 13.75 NA NA .. ...... . ... pro\li~.~~.. ~Y.[)~<: .... 
49 Ta'v'erneUo Bianco 356 $ 2.99 Prestige Be'v'erage $ 4.66 

5O:Ta'v'ernelio Rosso 347 .$ ... 2.99 . Pre.s.t~$e ..~.e~er.a.$.~... $ 4.66 9 of 10 .................. 
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'::.~-y C(:un~y ·~vkOic)~::e P)·:C'::' :::; 
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NA 
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'1%. 
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NA NA 

(1,7Q) .~ 
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·l:ipp-~~~~: ••··t'?p·· ····$pe~ial;()rde~~1Se*/~pri~;~~~~pa~J.~(jg .•• JJy~.ltlrri~-··-/.}~:;:~;\i~·-Fi~·;)c;-; ................~;.":~j. 

Top'SOSpeciafOrder Beer (State) .' 

I.acul'lita'slPA 
~claw S~eet Baby Jesu~ 1.20l $ 27.20 ~80nd NA 

~~.lta·~.5U":'~I'I~m~.~ : ~.$ ~~ ;.~~~~ $ 
. Cris'Pin'OderOriaiMI' .. "12ot $ ..... '4iai ~':';j~mts .$ 

Pub~, I!",pe~ial. Dog.IPA . 12~~ .. $ ~9~~ .~NBB:-~a:t~o'.'1~~ Seve~~e ~ro!..$ 
2lstAmtnd;"';~t am' ... 12.. $38.000:0:;':5 .... .... $ 

,~~.~~~,~~~.~~~~I~~,~n ,~_ $. ...~~.. L~~~·~·~ _, nt 
10 ~~~~,~~~oncan 1201 $ 37.~_~lelends ~ 
11 ~em lief PuMpki~ .ZZOI $ 74.65 ~Lelends "$ .. 

. p~.~,'?'?~,.~~.I?,~l~~,~~, I,PA, ~~Lt.. .~.~.~..;Na~_~~ti~1'1a! Se.vera~e B~I. $ 
"'dc~"'l'fdce Vtlr'llIIa Potter Uot $ J1.33 ~lA!pnds $ 

StoneArrogant9astard 2202' $ 47.18 ~Che5ilpeak.e Distributors $ 
····~ta;.·M..mU$· 1201 "f" ... '39~89 ;t..;p;.;d~"" ......................... "'f' 

16' l'v1ythosBeer . 1201 $ 35.30 'Dionvsos 
11 OIkir Bia:.e,·MAma·Yellili ... "U~I" S· 35.30" ~.~~'ds . 
18 0u~1'6/4 ..... lioz" $ 81.61 .Lepnd$ 

19 Sto.ne G~ To IPA Uoz $ 32.94. Che~apeake Distributors 
'20 St.·G·~·~,g·~ 'Beef'Ethiopia : 33Om1"$ 39.35 Global'O'ce~~ ....... 

21 .~.~~f!!i~.GI.~p'~~.~~. :~.~~~. ~... .~~ .~.p'~ds . 
22 Tona 120l $ 26.26 Chesapeake Distributors 
23: Duclaw Heilrazer !PA 120z $ 27.20 "aond ..... 
i4'" Dutl'a~'Se~;;;'~~bl~'ipA l~z' $' .. i9~90':&~d 
ZS· Sctll~YPu";'~n'Ate' 'uOz" $ 48.00 -0.0.'.5 

26 Osklr Blues Old Chub Uot $ 35.lO ;lApnds 
.27 Ablta'Purpie 'Ha,n;' ,. Uor: $ J6.Z4 ;0.0.P.5 

28, ~.~~~~.~~.~~s~.~~.~e 2/.~.~.n :..~j[. $ ......~~..j~pn~s. 
~~ Bl.rtWmu~~rkslPil!PaleAle 120z $ 28.89 )epnds 
30' Shipyard Pumpldnheid 120, $ 39.78 ,000,P.5 
311 Dirty little FreakCoconutAie 12m $ 27.20 . Bond 

U, "UmonDuckpinAie '. Uoz $ " ••.Le".':1d~ 
13 lcunltas Pits 12cz $ '33.95 'Leaends 
14 . i.ao;.ftl... HOGStoO~ 'i2in" $ 43.13LO.,;;d. 

44' 

...45 
46 

.,~7:. 
48i 
49' 

so. 

Unibroue la Fin Du Mende 
" . ,. '" " 

altburpr 

....~~b ~.~~.i~e ~~.~e~t 
Lacuntm Censored Ale 

.. . . Evoiu~.~~..~.r~m.~!..~~~e.~~~. 
Weyerbacher Merry Monks 

3l.!13 :LqendS 
'38.68 :t.elOnds 

. 37,95 : Kattef Brothers 

29.83 .Ch~sapeake DistributofS 
,', ·3~:S9. ;Ch~~~ak~ .qi~trib~~~ 

34.63 :t.egends:
34.61 'Cbesa";ake ix.tri~· . 

..~!IS.. '",..~~s... 
EO.!lSt.epnds 

120, $ 3l.18.~"nds. 

DuClawBaf1!AssSlondeAle 25.85 :Bond
StOne bi~ltiOn ........ .""..... :.:~~. ~a;e~~~·DiWib.,totl 

NA. 
NA 
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OFFICE OF THE COUNTY EXECUTIVE 

Isiah Leggett Timothy L. Firestine 


County Executive 	 ChiefAdministrative Officer MEMORANDUM 

June 17,2015 

TO: 	 Hans Riemer, Chair, Ad Hoc Committee on Liquor Control 

Montgomery County Council /. L.'mWf!.. 


/'};hfrf1.f I, r JAP-J 

FROM: 	 Timothy L. Firestine, Chief Administrative Officer / 

RE: 	 Response to May 5, 2015 letter to County Executive 

I am replying to your letter to the County Executive from May 5, 2015 in which you 
asked for his position and explanation of several issues that have been raised by consumers, 
licensees, the Office of Legislative Oversight (OLO), and the Inspector General. As always, the 
County Executive and I are committed to delivering quality services to our residents and 
businesses. To that end, the Department of Liquor Control (DLC), on my behalf, and in 
coordination with County Stat, the Department of Finance, the Department ofTechnology 
Services, the ERP office, and other stakeholders, has developed an Improvement Action Plan to 
address the issues raised. Through regular monitoring of results, we will ensure that the progress 
being made on this collective effort is tied to tangible performance improvements in op.!;!rations, 
productivity, and customer service. Below, I have addressed the specific issues raised in your 
letter. 

Independent Authority: 
We have already taken several steps to facilitate performance improvements in DLC 

including providing a blanket release to fill all vacant positions, expediting the recruitment and 
hiring process in the Office of Human Resources (OHR), and expediting the review and approval 
of procurement activity. Additionally. the evolution and implementation of the Improvement 
Action Plan, referenced above, is being monitored and measured by CountyStat. We wiJl review 
the performance impacts of these actions before considering the development of any other 
model. 

Budget Proeess: 
We clearly understand the difference between the revenue generating capacity ofDLC 

and that of tax-supported County agencies, and those that do not generate revenue beyond their 
own expenditure requirements. At the same time there are other agencies in the County that do 
generate positive revenues (the Parking Division of DOT for example) and follow the general 
budget process of the County. Therefore, we will investigate the possibility of modifying the 
operating budget process for DLC. 
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Customer Service: 
Improvement to our customer service is one of six major categories in OLC's 

Improvement Action Plan. The plan includes the creation of a Customer Service Call Center. the 
development ofmetrics to measure customer satisfaction and business operations performance, 
and the implementation of periodic surveys. OLC staff will elaborate on the Improvement Action 
Plan at the June 19th session of the Ad Hoc Committee. 

Management Expertise: 
The experience and leadership ofOLC management was identified in the PFM report (p. 

55) as one of the strengths of the Department. It was also cited as a strength in the Standard & 
Poor's ratings report issued in association with the development of the Montgomery County 
Liquor Control Revenue Bonds. Additionally, the OLC Improvement Action Plan directly 
addresses this issue. At this time we are in the process ofrecruiting a new Chiefof Wholesale 
Operations (MLS II) and a warehouse manager (MLS III) who will supplement our existing 
management structure. The staffing and oversight of the management and represented employees 
of County Government Departments is clearly an executive branch function. 

Hiring and Personnel: 
As stated before, we have granted a general waiver from the hiring freeze for all DLC 

vacant and new positions. OHR has been instructed to expedite the advertising and hiring 
process as well as the review of class specifications and other related personnel actions for 
positions within DLC. We have identified several personnel improvements in the department that 
will take priority in the short term. OHR has been very cooperative with DLC on these efforts. 

Procurement and Real Estate: 
Once the economic terms for a lease have been agreed to by the parties, the typical length 

of time to finalize the lease varies but is usually two to three months. There may have been 
occasional delays in the past beyond three months for the process to be completed. but that 
would be the rare exception, rather than the rule. We currently use specialized private leasing 
consultants to assist us in the identification of available sites and they assist us in defining the 
terms of the leases. The involvement of the Department of General Services and the County 
Attorney's Office begins only after the terms are agreed to and does not add substantial delay in 
completing the leasing process. 

Expanding the Retail Operation: 
The Improvement Action Plan includes FY 16 plans to open three new stores, relocate an 

existing store,and engage in the development of a long range expansion plan. We have already 
started the process of reviewing our existing geographic coverage, levels of sales at existing 
stores, the location of suitable sites throughout the County for new stores and the availability of 
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leasing space, and we are also exploring the superstore concept. It must be noted, however, that 
the opening ofnew stores at certain locations may have an immediate negative impact on 
existing privately run beer and wine stores. This will be taken into account in making location 
decisions. In addition, when considering the expansion of retail operations, we must strike the 
right balance between increasing convenience for our customers and avoiding excessive 
additional costs. ' 

Improving the Retail Experience: 
We agree with the observations of the general public about the appearance of the older 

stores. Newer and refurbished DLC retail stores (Darnestown, Seneca Meadows, Clarksburg and 
the recently-expanded Leisure World locations) provide a better shopping experience. The 
current DLC operating budget has reserved $80,000 for improvements to existing stores. We 
have remodeled or opened 11 stores in the last 5 years. If this budget level is maintained we can 
improve 4-5 stores every year. 

Retail staff has been recently trained in customer service and product knowledge in 
coordination with private sector suppliers, sales reps, and industry consultants; these training 
efforts are scheduled to continue through the foreseeable future. DLC will continue efforts to 
improve the appearance, layout, and ambience of its retail stores. This effort will be measured 
through metrics established in the Improvement Action Plan. 

Lowering Operating Costs: 
The PFM report compared the County's operation with those of several states. One 

reason for our higher costs isthe cost of living in the County compared to states like Utah, 
Vermont, and New Hampshire. Employee salaries are generally higher in the County due to the 
higher cost of living and wage decisions outside ofDLC's control. The cost ofleasing stores in 
Montgomery County is much higher per square foot than any of the states used in the analysis 
(we may be comparable to Northern Virginia, but the study referred to the entire state of 
Virginia). We'suspect that our fleet cost is also higher than many ofthe states' costs, as we 
operate a fleet that includes inefficient vehicles as old as 24 years. In fact, many replacement 
parts for our vehicles are very difficult to find. None of the states mentioned operate in the level 
of traffic congestion that we experience every day, which affect our cost ofproviding the 
delivery services in term of employee time and fuel and other operating costs. 

Increasing Profitability: 
ReasoI:1s for lower profitability compared with other control states may include the higher 

operating cost (addressed above), lower mark ups (to make us competitive with adjacent 
jurisdictions such as DC and Northern Virginia), and decreased economies of scale (as we buy 
for the County not for the entire state), as addressed on page 59 of the PFM report. Additionally, 
if we deduct our promotional expenditures (at an average of $850,000 for the three months of 
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February to April) from our total expenditures, then our profitability compares much more 
favorably to those jurisdictions used in the analysis. 

DLC lowered the wholesale mark-up on special order wine items a few years ago. This 
action may have contributed to the increasing popularity in "special order" wines recently, and 
this has presented some warehousing challenges and increased operational costs. We are 
currently reviewing our profit margins for special order beer and wines. 

Finally, the profitability margin is captured as a percentage of total revenue, which is a 
fair and logical measurement. But the categories of products sold by the various jurisdictions 
being compared varies, and that directly impacts the margin of profits. For instance, 
Montgomery County is unique in that we wholesale all three major categories ofalcohol beer, 
wine and liquor. Beer is traditionally a "high volume/low margin" item. So it boosts our total 
sales revenue but pulls down our profit margin percentage. Other states, Virginia for instance, 
only sell distilled spirits which have a higher profit margin. Also, if we look at the mark-up 
structure of Pennsylvania, Virginia and other jurisdictions, we find that they have higher mark­
ups (and prices) than Montgomery County. We have tried to keep our margins competitive due 
to our proximity to Washington, DC - which has the lowest alcohol prices in the nation. We 
have a national comparative pricing study commissioned by NABCA that shows that the prices 
in Montgomery County are relatively low - below the national average for both control and open 
states. 

Performance Metrics: 
The Improvement Action Plan to be discussed with your Committee on June 19,2015 

addresses the identification, development, and tracking ofperformance measures in many of the 
major areas of improvement. We will elaborate on those items during the Committee session. 

Inspector General's Report: 
The Improvement Action Plan addresses findings in the Inspector General's Report, and 

the Internal Auditor's Report, as well as findings from OLO. In addition, DLC is working closely 
with the Department of Finance and the ERP office in planning for the first annual inventory in 
the Oracle Warehouse Management System to be performed at the end of June 2015. In 
coordination with the Department of Finance and the ERP office, DLC has developed a detailed 
plan for conducting the annual inventory. This coordination is reSUlting in processes to be 
followed for future cycle counts, and quarterly and annual inventories. 

We have also hired a warehouse logistic expert to analyze the warehouse layout and 
processes of the warehouse/wholesale operations. The consultant's recommendations will be 
incorporated into the Improvement Action Plan. 
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If you have further questions on this matter, please contact Assistant Chief 
Administrative Officer Fariba Kassiri at 240-777-2512. 

TLF:gg 

c: 	 Hon. George Leventhal, Montgomery County Council President 
Hon. Marc EIrich, Montgomery County Council 
Fariba Kassiri, Assistant Chief Administrative Officer 
George Griffin, Director, Department of Liquor Control 



MONTGOMERY COUNTY COUNCIL 

ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND 

Ad Hoc Committee on Liquor Control 

The Honorable Isiah Leggett 


Montgomery County Executive 


Executive Office Building, 2nd Floor 


101 Monroe Street 


Rockville, Maryland 20850 


May 5,2015 

Dear County Executive Leggett, 

As you know, the Council has created an Ad Hoc Committee on Liquor Control to review the County's 

system of wholesale distribution of wine, beer, and spirits and the retail sale of spirits. The Committee 

has held four fact-finding worksessions. We have received reports from the Office of Legislative 

Oversight (OLD) and the Inspector General, and heard from stakeholders including Department of Liquor 

Control (OLe) management, labor representatives, licensees, manufacturers, distributors, the Police 

Department, the Department of Health and Human Services, and public health experts. We are also in 

receipt of the Chief Administrative Officer's (CAO) responses to the OLO report and to Chair Hans 

Riemer's request for additional information, along with the Strategic Plan recently prepared by a 

consultant for OLe. Through this process we have developed a thorough record of the legal environment 

DLC operates in, the financial and management practices the Department utilizes, the fiscal benefits of 

maintaining an alcohol monopoly, the public health and safety dangers of alcohol and the many efforts 

County government undertakes to mitigate them, and the impact of our system of alcohol regulation on 

the County's economy. 

Many stakeholders, including DLC management and labor representatives, have pOinted to OLe's 

bureaucratic structure and inability to operate a customer service model comparable to private sector 

distributors and retail operations as core reasons for dissatisfaction among our restaurants, stores, and 
residents. Rank and file employees at DLC appear frustrated that the bureaucratic structure they 
operate under limits their ability to provide top notch service. Licensees report that they have no voice 

in the organization and no one to hold accountable for failures or mistakes. Regardless of whether the 
Committee chooses to pursue changes that would allow some form of private distribution, for example 

of special orders, we need to find a model for the Department that provides better service for its 
customers. 

At Committee, some Councilmembers were interested in creating a working group in order to develop a 

new model for the DLC -- an "authority" that would still be responsive to county government priorities 

but would have sufficient independence from the county to run more like a business. 



Subsequently, we learned that the County Executive may not support an authority and, rather than 

convene a working group, would rather work with us to identify what the concerns are that need to be 
addressed and then identify solutions for them. 

If in the end solutions only appear possible through the creation of an authority, some of the committee 

would revisit the authority model. Nevertheless, to advance the discussion, we are providing you with a 

series of issues that we have gathered from our public dialogue, and ask that you respond with your 

recommendations for how to move forward. 

The Committee intends to resume its work in June, and would appreciate your response by that time. 

Creating an Independent Authority: The PFM Strategic Plan commissioned by OlC 

recommended reconstituting the Oepartment as a public benefit corporation or an independent 

authority to allow greater flexibility in their operations. We understand from the CAO's March 
20 response that you do not wish to pursue this option. Please explain your reasoning. 

Budget process: Under current policy, the Executive's Recommended Budget for OlC each year 

is developed through the same budget process as other County departments. However, unlike 

other County Government departments, OlC generates revenue, rather than being supported 

by taxes or fees, so that spending in one year can result in increased revenues in future years. 

Over the long term, a stronger and adequately funded business plan will produce more revenue 

for the county, not less. Is there an alternative budget process where the OlC could have more 

flexibility to invest in its business plan based on long-term needs, making it more like an 

enterprise fund? For example, could OlC be given a target for the transfer to the General Fund 

each year, or incentives to reach certain revenue and profit goals, and then be allowed to invest 

other revenues to maximize long term profitability? Could an enterprise fund be established 

within OlC for specific purposes? 

Customer service: By operating an alcohol distribution operation, the OlC is a crucial business 

partner to about 1,000 small businesses in the county (our restaurants and stores). These 

businesses provide the revenues to the OlC that fund not only the entire OlC operation but 
additional county services as well. Under current practices, the OlC has very little information 

about whether these businesses are satisfied with services provided, and has no metrics about 
those services that could justify additional changes or investments in operations. In fact, levels 

of dissatisfaction are very high, as the council learned from the OlO licensee survey. What 
customer service programs and functions does the OlC currently have in place? 00 you believe 

they are sufficient? If not, what are you planning to do to better understand and serve your 
customers? 

Management Expertise: Who among the top management staff of OlC had a background 

before working at OlC in liquor distribution? How can the OlC better recruit managers with 

experience in distribution as well as retail sales - our county's $260 million business operation -­

in the future? 

Hiring and Personnel: In testimony before the Ad Hoc Committee MCGEO President Gino Renne 

mentioned that the extended timeline for hiring and the difficulty in developing specialty job 



classifications were major barriers to running the OLC more like private businesses in this 

market. We also understand that private-sector distributors and retailers often offer 
performance-based wage structures for their employees, which is difficult under the existing 

personnel structure. 00 you agree that the County's hiring rules and processes pose special 

difficulties for this department? If so, outside of an authority, is there a way to give OLC more 

autonomy or flexibility over hiring and personnel? What measures would you propose to 

address these issues? 

Procurement and Real Estate: We have been told that it can take OLC, the Oepartment of 

General Services, and the County Attorney's Office up to a year--after the economic terms have 

been agreed to---to finalize a lease for a new retail store. Please detail the current process for 

leasing retail space. Is there a way, outside of an authority, to provide OLC more autonomy and 

faster turnaround for leasing and procurement? 

Expanding the Retail Operation: The PFM report states "there is substantial room for the OLC to 

open additional stores without an adverse effect on market dynamics," and your FY16 

Recommended Budget includes three new stores to be open by January 2016. How many new 

stores do you intend to open? What is your long-term retail outlet strategy? 00 you intend to 

open any large "super stores"? 

Improving the Retail Experience: We have heard extensively from residents and OLC employees 

that the customer experience at many OLC retail stores could be improved. Complaints include 

the outdated appearance of many of the outlets, understaffing (particularly in peak periods), 

and the lack of appropriate job classifications to provide the high level of customer service 

residents find at private stores outside of the County. What do you propose to improve the 

customer experience at OLe's retail stores? 

Lowering Operating Costs: The PFM report found that OLC has higher operating costs compared 

to other monopoly jurisdictions, including Virginia. Can you explain why you think this is the 

case? 00 you agree with PFM's analysis and sample selection? Please make available to the 

Committee any alternative analysis or other information that may help explain this finding, as 

well as what steps we can take to improve the situation. 

Increasing Profitability: The PFM report also found that OLC makes less profit as a percentage of 

total sales than other monopoly jurisdictions. At our committee meeting, OLC argued that this 

finding can be explained by the taxes paid to the state of Maryland, while other monopoly 

jurisdictions are States themselves, so don't face this pressure. However, footnote 21 in the PFM 

report corrects for this difference and still finds that if the "$3.5 million in excise taxes were 

treated as additional revenue, Profit as a Percent of Total Sales is 13.5%. As it remains below 

average, the conclusions remoin the same" (emphasis is ours). We believe it is critically 

important for the county to understand how profitable the OLC is and what we can do about it. 

Could you explain why OLC is not as profitable as other monopoly jurisdictions, and what we can 

do about it? If you do not agree with PFM's analysis, please provide the Committee your analysis 

and any other relevant information. 



Performance Metrics: The Inspector General noted in his testimony on March 27 that the DLC 
has only two discernible performance metrics for warehouse operations that loosely correlate 

with their actual performance: Inventory as a percent of Cost of Goods Sold (COGS) and 

Inventory as a percent of sales. The IG found this unsatisfactory and recommended that DLC 

collect and analyze data for various common warehouse performance measures that allow DLC 

management to understand the Department's performance in real time and respond to red 

flags. The CAO indicated that you agree with this recommendation. Can you please provide a 

detailed update on how the DLC is improving its tracking and analysis of performance metrics? 

Have you been incorporating insights learned from the private sector and other control 

jurisdictions? Have you hired "a consultant with expertise in alcoholic beverage distribution 

systems to train and assist DLC managers in promptly implementing" the IG's 

recommendations? More broadly, how do you measure the performance of the department? 

How did you choose these metrics? Are you satisfied with the performance of this Department? 

Inspector General's Report: Please provide a detailed update on DLe's progress implementing 

the IG's recommendations. 

Thank you in advance for your attention to these matters. 

Sincerely, 

Hans Riemer 

Chair, Ad Hoc Committee on Liquor Control 

George Leventhal 

Council President and Chair, Health and Human Services Committee 

Member, Ad Hoc Committee on Liquor Control 

Marc Eirich 

Chair, Public Safety Committee 

Member, Ad Hoc Committee on Liquor Control 


