Foreword

Those of you who know me will understand and appreciateirthany discussion of the National Midas Dealers
Association and its accomplishments over the past 10 ye&rslifficult and almost impossible for me to beetfir but |
will try.

The author has credited me and the other founders ofdsaciation with great courage in our willingness torbthe
forefront during its formative years. To the extent thay courage was required of me, it was not difficult foo tw
reasons. At crucial times | had the full support of saynat my fellow franchisees, and | also had the confidemigich
came from knowing that what we were attempting wasattyoand practically right, and that no injury to owarfchisor
was ever contemplated.

We who have been involved in the birth of the Asdamiaand its painful but always rewarding infancy, faal
immense parental pride in its formation, its growtid @&s coming of age.

The milestones of its youth and its early organizeeschronicled here for the new members to explore andidhe
timers to relive proudly and joyously. We have proveoufh intelligence, hard work and courage that the franchisee
and the franchisor have more to gain from cooperalian from confrontation, and from assistance rather tha
resistance.

This brief history, although not a day by day recordliroed the major accomplishments that have been achieved by
and through the combined efforts of every member of thisodiation - from its founders, Executive Director,
Presidents, both past and present, and all those wiecsshaxed on committees.

Much of our strength came from the author of this ystdhose of us who lived and worked with him know that hi
wise counsel and his devotion to us played a very importdatim our success. | believe we could not have done it
without him.

Last, but not least, credit must be given to the sisglgp owner who put his faith and trust in his leadersoiou
are what made it possible.

Let this history stand as a tribute to you, the memlvens have in the past and will continue in the futarearry the
National Midas Dealers Association on to greater hsjghhile never forgetting itsurpose For the common good of all.

HAROLD FaRKAS
AUGUST, 1980

THE FIRST TEN YEARSA HISTORY OF NATIONAL MIDASDEALERSASSOCIATION

I ntroduction

At first blush it may appear that there is nothing \gdemorous or appealing about a history of a businessmadés tr
association. Nor would there seem to be much of geimdeaést in such a history even though it involved thatiredly
recent concept of mass franchising and the even moeatremergence of franchisee associations. Yet,ogetiwho
lived with this history, with its ups and downs, iteagtgy consultations and discussions, and eventual sudchas
been an exciting and rewarding experience. That aloglet ie reason enough for making this record.

Hopefully, however, there may be greater justificatimant personal gratification for setting it all out. i§tory's role
is to teach us how to deal with the present and thegfutivien the lessons learned from this story maj/lweedf value to
those who may follow. Perhaps, also, other franchiandsfranchisees may profit from our struggle and I¢éaive
with each other. Both the franchisor and the franckigeeur case will attest to the value of a peacefulrcghement.

There are in the United States such a large numbearaftirsors and so very many franchisees that it is iagh#zat
the number of successful franchisee associations caoueed on the fingers of both hands. Not that a substantial
number of franchisee groups have not tried to organizethBirtthrust has almost uniformly been towards miliyeaued
confrontation - an understandable reaction to whey perceive to be uncooperative and dictatorial franchisNor
should we fail to understand that the natural reactiofrasfchisors to organizing attempts by their franchisees
defensive and hostile. The polarization and even rarit®in which results from this clash of attitudes mabkatsence
and cooperation virtually impossible. Yet those arevérg ingredients which are necessary to a successitibreship.

It will be an eternal memorial to Harold Forkas, Hugindrum and the other founders of NMDA that they had th
courage to stand forward and expose themselves to possfiisals and to be bold in espousing positions whick wer
certainly unpopular with Midas officials and even someadiftanchisees. They had the unselfishness toliedheir
own interests and to devote their time and energies tgabe of the greater number. They also had the wisddeatb
others to be patient in the face of serious provocatindsabvays to seek to be constructive and to try to worlkher



improvement of the entire Midas program while, at #@me time, seeking to improve the positions of Midas
franchisees. Many, many people have worked for tharszation and left their mark, but it is only right tha single
out the individuals who made it all possible, which wk do at the appropriate places in this narrative.

BACKGROUND

No history of a franchisee organization which waststhin 1970 would be complete without some mention of the
conditions which existed then and in large part continuextst. Franchising, we have noted, is a relativelymec
phenomenon. It has' grown almost beyond belief becatiled needs for both the parties to the relatiopslior the
franchisor, there was the opportunity to expand witkelitr no risk, using other people's (franchisee’ s) mamely
efforts. For the franchisee, there was the opportunitye " in business for yourself' while taking advantagéhef
experience and expertise of the franchisor, all at minimsknbecause this was a going business with, in msssca
good track record. When the particular franchise progrerarhe large enough to be able to afford national muitmil
dollar advertising campaigns, the rewards for bothgmutiere substantial.

Franchising, however, was a peculiar relationship withsequences to the parties which they often themseides
not fully understand. Everyone who thought about it knew tiratfranchisee necessarily gave up a good deal of his
freedom of action when he signed a franchise agreementas well known was the tendency of many franckiso
consider themselvas loco parentis to franchisees - and the willingness of so many freseels to become and remain
“children” of the franchisor. If the franchisor wae flather and the franchisees the children, thetaheof franchisors
became more and more autocratic and dictatorial - athdreason; for parents always know more than their remild
But, as the children grew older, many of them wanteetbel and assert themselves. More and more excessks by t
franchisor brought more and more rebellion and balkemn to erupt in the courts, in the halls of Congresd,in the
various state legislatures. Central to the raging dispate the clear economic imbalance which existed lestvike
franchisor and any single franchisee. And it was #tisnomic imbalance which engendered widespread fear among
franchisees and prevented any but the most courageonddking steps to protect themselves. So, while a beave
tried to fight, the vast majority remained on the sitkd, satisfied to be dictated to so long as they weserad of a
living.

If the foregoing seems like a replay of early employepmiwonfrontations, there is good reason. All of tleeneints
which have kept the employer-union pot boiling are presethe franchisor-franchisee relationship. And, justrade
unions were born to redress economic imbalances, ofregchisee associations. Just as many employeevéelihat
they had the right to operate their own businessdwuitinterference from employees or groups of employeesahd h
to be dragged kicking and screaming into at least an armes witlt employee unions, so, many franchisors bitterly
fought what they considered to be infringements on thglit io dictate the terms under which the business would be
operated, including the rights of franchisees. Just ay eraployees and unions were so outraged at employer excesse
that they lost all sense of purpose and fought for priacgther than economic sense, so, many militanttiaees and
their representatives could, and still can, find no andaethe excesses of some franchisors other than ardnst
confrontation.

The books are full of cases in which employers fought land bitter battles to avoid bargaining with unions.
Franchisors have fought similar battles to avoid barggimiith groups of franchisees. Discharges of employeestthre
and other forms of intimidation against employees hiowand similar counterparts in actions against franchisee
associations or even against individual franchisees ddred to question a franchisor's actions. The resutts fo
franchisees were generally both to knuckle under and awategiever the franchisor proposed, to sell out, or &k se
relief through the courts or in legislation.

THE BEGINNINGS

It was in this atmosphere that NMDA was born. Midas mathen a financially powerful company controlled by the
Sherman family. The founder, Nate Sherman, was a sutadtastockholder and still very active in the operatfrthe
business. His son, Gordon, had been in the businessrfamber of years and had had a substantial influendesin t
establishment and expansion of the Midas franchisegmgrhe franchise agreement under which Midas operated wa
not untypical of the early form used by other franchis&ither party could cancel on thirty days' notice.ré&lveas no
provision permitting a sale or a transfer to anothemimer of the family and no rights of succession ord#ah of the
franchisee. It was a simple document which gave thechisee no real protection and theoretically perchitte
franchisor to do virtually anything it desired. The savgrace, however, was the attempt by the Shermans aind th
managers to deal fairly with their franchisees. This watypical benevolent despotism, generally accepted by the
franchisees because of its benevolence and becauss & successful operation.



Suddenly, in mid-1970, a bitter quarrel broke out between 8la¢eman and his son, which was later to flower into a
full scale proxy war. The reverberations echoed througth@uMidas program. Franchisees became uneasy. Suddenly
they began to realize that they were vulnerable aadtitey and their substantial investment in time andaynpavere
almost pawns in the chess game taking place in Chicago. iBydide inadequacies of their simplistic franchise agree-
ment became apparent. In short, they feared for theiref and realized that benevolence was hardly a substor
contractual protection.

This concern and these fears were rampant throughoubthery, but there was no instrument through which they
could be expressed. Midas management, however, unwittingitedt the instrument and gave the dealers a forum
within which they could discuss their problems and seé&litisns. In an attempt to calm the fears of the deakans
advisory committee of eight dealers representing all parttse country was selected by Midas in late 1970 and brought
to Chicago at Midas' expense. They included Harold Forkas Mew York, Hugh Landrum from Georgia, Jerry Orns
from Florida, Jack Jaffe and Arnold Yusim both fronmbis, as well as some franchisees who have sifficéhé&=Midas
program.

They were royally entertained and given many verbalrassas. But, when they realized that no positive prigeec
action by Midas would be forthcoming, the franchisee reprtasives considered how they could best protect tHeesse
and their fellow Midas franchisees. It was their cdastd judgment that only by creating a Midas franchissecagion
would there be any chance of obtaining a change incitmpany attitude.

Prior to the Chicago meeting, Harold Forkas had discubsedituation with this reporter, who was an active Ewy
in New York City, with substantial experience in labegotiations and in representing trade associatiomspowhich
was a local Midas dealers' association of which Fonkesthe president. We had agreed that if the opportariise,
Forkas would seek to have this reporter meet with thematiee. The committee's decision to work toward<ctieation
of a national association gave Forkas the opportunityggest an invitation to us, which was conveyed by telephone
and promptly accepted.

We met together in Chicago and it was decided to proceédthdtorganization of a Midas dealers trade association
This reporter was asked to act as Executive Direct@osition he has continued to fill. National Muffler Dess
Association, Inc. (the name was later changed) was tbranel a vigorous organizing campaign was begun. Harold
Forkas and Jack Jaffee, who was later to leave thegmoget out to convince dealers in other parts ottatry that
an association was necessary. At their own expehsg, ttavelled throughout the land preaching the need for an
association and attempting to convince generally timadchisees that their best, and perhaps only, hope frachom
lay in a strong franchisee association. Local assonsin Chicago, Los Angeles and New York provided a sthasg
for those efforts. At the same time two represeveatirom the South, Hugh Landrum and Jerry Oms, went batk a
organized a Southern Association.

By the Spring of 1971 the efforts ot both Messrs. ForkasJafide and the Southern representatives had borne frui
There was a southern association numbering 135 shopgdteanembers and a national association numbering 190
shops among its members. In June of 1971 the leaders s¥ th® groups met and worked out a program for
amalgamation and the formation of one nation-widecason.

The leadership of the organization communicated with Midanagement. It asked for recognition. It also asked for
the opportunity to discuss a new franchise agreemenbtmed problems which concerned dealers. Predictalody, t
communications were not answered. Word went out from $/idanagement that the Association would never be
recognized. It was obvious, however, that the Assaciatiould not for long be ignored for it sought to bring the
economic scales nearer to balance in constructive.way

THE EARLY YEARS

In the meantime, the proxy fight had materialized. N&ter®an had won and he promptly set about selling his stock
to IC Industries. The fledgling association kept growimgOictober 1971 the Association held its first conveniion
Phoenix, Arizona. It again asked for recognition frond&s, a new franchise agreement, and other changgscted its
first Board of Directors and Hugh Landrum as its firstmanent president. (See Appendix for all officers aretidirs).
Hugh busied himself consolidating the progress which had bresle in the organization of the Association, as a®ll
in talking to executives of IC Industries about the pnolsl®f recognition.

In the middle of his term, in May 1972, Midas called foretection of a Dealer Advisory Committee of eight peppl
two from each of the four sections of the United Stafe®gn though there was not enough time within which the
Association could do any campaigning, predictably, theédesaof the Association were elected to the Dealelishdy
(DAC) Committee. The members of this Committee weabert Amstadt, Ohio, Stanley Brown, California, Hdrol
Forkas, New York, Fred Goldman, Illinois, Ted Harris, ifoahia, Hugh Landrum, Georgia, Jerry Orns, Florida and
Arnold Yusim, lllinois.

Just before the first meeting of this new commitieeas learned that IC Industries and Midas had been wof&ing



months on a proposed new franchise agreement and dyaintended at this meeting to present the agreemeheto t
members of the Dealers Advisory Committee in the hbpeit would be embraced by the members of the comenitt
and thereafter adopted by the dealership at large. A cofhyegbroposed agreement was obtained in advance and an
analysis by Association counsel showed that, while & imamany respects superior to the existing agreertiesre
were many provisions which were not satisfactory angdumber of omissions. The committee (and the reshe
Association Board of Directors) met with Associatimmunsel the day before their first meeting with Midad #rey
went to the meeting in Chicago armed with position pagedscritiques.

However, after a day of discussion, it became obvious hleamembers of the committee were no match for Midas
officials and their counsel and the committee soughate lthe help of the Association attorney. It waspussible to
accomplish this directly since even a mention of theogmtion was anathema to Midas. Once again Harold &orka
came to the rescue, as he was to do frequently ifuthee. He stated that he was unable to continue to iatgahe
terms of a complex agreement without the assistanhés @ttorney. This led to an invitation to bring httorney into
the negotiations. When Midas officials discovered thas ‘attorney” was the Association attorney, theydemwtly
decided not to disrupt negotiations by withdrawing the atigh. However, they continued to rely on the fictioatth
they were not dealing with the Association by includinglirbulletins a notation that Harold Forkas' attorridyron P.
Gordon, participated.

During these negotiations provisions considered offengigre changed and many of the additions sought by the
committee were granted. The document, as it finally endedggcame one of the more outstanding and fairer franchis
agreements in the United States in the protections vithadforded franchisees.

One item, however, remained a sticking point until the erg. Midas insisted that it would determine, in its own
discretion, the length of the term of the franchimedach franchisee. The Association committee irsigtat all fran-
chisees should be treated alike. Finally, after the dagsion of Stanley Hillman, President of IC Industriesyas
agreed that everybody would receive a new twenty gear. t

By October 1972, at the time of the second Associationerdion in Key Biscayne, Florida, the negotiationstfoe
new franchise agreement had been concluded and a fulinatigin of each and every provision of the agreemast w
presented to the members, who approved the agreemeihtisByne 389 shops were members of the Associatioritand
was continuing to grow. It was at this convention tHatold Forkas was elected as its second president.addater
reelected to a second term and served again as presideyedvs later.

At this convention, also, the franchisees agreed theretshould be a change in the procedures related to the
guaranteed muffler. At that time Midas was reimbursing tiadede for 50% of the cost of the replacement muffler and
the dealers were making a service charge to custoiffasswas not satisfactory for a variety of reasamd the leaders
of the Association were urged to seek the eliminatiamefservice charge, along with a greater reimbursemargin
from Midas. This was eventually accomplished, but meéit March 1974.

Shortly after the Key Biscayne convention it becarbeious that the brief honeymoon between the dealer$/ztas
during the negotiation of the new franchise agreementbac to an end. Even though the DAC had ostensibly been
elected to deal with Midas with respect to all phasab@ffranchise program, Midas officials then iniegfsought in
every way possible to avoid further meaningful discussiatts twve committee. Refusal to call meetings and faitare
have top officials attend these meetings when they eadted were indications of what the future would holerhRaps
the most blatant example of the attempt by Midas to ntla&ecommittee a meaningless gesture was the rule which
Midas attempted to put into effect that members of thentittee could be elected for one year terms only ande on
having served their brief one year terms, could not éected for a period of 5 years. Understandably, the deatre
dismayed and the Board of Directors of the Associatibia, meeting in early 1973, concluded that this could not be
permitted to continue. As the first step in a plan devisethe Association's Board of Directors, an open léttédidas
was published (and copies sent to IC Industries officaling attention to the shortsightedness and bad daithidas
officials in their dealings with the franchisees. Théelehad the desired results. More frequent and more meaningful
meetings were arranged, although the Association ExedDieetor was not permitted to attend. Eventuallyth@igh
it took almost another year and a half) Midas agreeitifeadealers would make their own rules as to the smieof
their representatives on the DAC. Since that tithe, Association has designated the members who woultl witke
Midas officials.

In the meantime, the Third Annual Convention of thedksation had been held in October 1973 in Colorado Springs,
Colorado. At that time almost 400 shops were memberkeofAAtsociation. That convention considered, among other
important matters, details as to the elimination ofgharantee service charge, the proposal for which hadhzerging
fire for a year.

In January of 1974 Midas and the Association's representéitiadly agreed upon the elimination of the guarantee
service charge and they worked out a reimbursement plaiih winuld lead, in stages, to a reimbursement to dedlers o
95% of muffler cost, beginning July 1, 1976.

In May of 1974 IC Industries had installed a new chief exegwivMidas and, at an historic meeting in New York
City, top officials of IC Industries, along with the neWief executive of Midas, met with Association represtves



and finally gave formal recognition to the Associatidhey also made a commitment that nothing which affedted t
profitability of the dealers would be put into effect waitit a prior discussion with the Association. It was urdil then
that the Association Executive Director was permitteplaticipate at joint meetings.

Unfortunately, as the franchisees were shortly toadisc recognition did not mean total acceptance! Franpghint,
the relationship between Midas and the Association hagdaighs and its lows. But, throughout, the Associatem c
tinued to seek to maintain a dialogue with Midas officials.

There was some progress, but there was more reludbgrtbe franchisor than there was cooperation. As @tres
was difficult even to meet constructively with Midadi@éls, much less achieve anything substantial. It m@tslong
before the new Midas chief executive found reasonalieenting himself from the joint meetings. As a resutippsals
made by the Association generally had to be referrekl taehim for decision.

THE RELATIONSHIP FLOURISHES

It was not until late in 1976 that a new spirit of cooierabetween Midas and the Association began. It was no
accident that this new spirit dates from the appearandbhenscene of Richard de Camara, first as Executive- Vice
President and later as President of Midas Internationglo€ation. Dick made it clear that he saw the value oking
with the Association in solving problems and dealing wsttuations before they became problems. In turn, the
Association leaders were able to put aside the suspianshmgitancy which had been ever present and turn instead t
trust and cooperation.

Prior to 1976 there had been two major areas of disagredraemten Midas and the Association: (1) methods of
dealing with a very substantial expansion program, &dnfplementation of a lifetime guarantee of foreigm ca
mulfflers.

Midas had embarked on a program of opening 100 new shojps.d figs decision and the method of implementing it
evoked a barrage of criticism. How much "encroachment" enmettiitory of existing shops would be acceptable? Once it
was decided that a location could support a shop without umadagadamaging the business of another shop, who
would be eligible for the new shop? Understandably, Midasialf believed that they should have the right to nake
of the decisions. Just as understandably, the affectetthisees believed that they had a vested interestein t
territories and many of them sought veto powers over amasi the right to any site which they did not veteds not
until late in 1976 that there was some resolution of tleblem. It took many hours of discussion before both sides
admitted that each party's position had some merit eftiléba method of procedure could be worked out which would
take account of both. Although the details of the agesgmmay not be of any great interest, the principlestwied to
the agreement are important because they demonsteaddethents which often comprise a solution to a whokt of
problems. The basis for the accommodation was ade@uistence communication of expansion plans to affected
dealers, the opportunity for these dealers to object taphar locations and to be heard before the plans firrabzed,
and the formulation of a general principle that the estagxpandable dealer had the first opportunity to tegitsn. No
rigid formula was possible and no such formula was souig$tead, open communication - in which the Association
was permitted to participate - became the key to actmation.

The foreign car muffler guarantee provides another exaofplee wrong and right way to bring about agreement
between franchisor and franchisee. Association ofidiecognized the need for such a guarantee as a martaing
With considerable prescience they saw the comingasera foreign car ownership and the importance of bditegta
stop advertising "as long as you own ydumerican car”. Company officials were willing to talk, but thécking point
was how much of the cost the Company should bear andriumlv the dealers. In addition, the Company wanted to tie
in a reduction in the reimbursement to dealers on therigan car guarantee. When months of negotiation priouée
less, Company officials decided to go over the heads oAfseciation's leaders and present a program direztly
dealers, which had been rejected by the Associatioty iat976 a series of meetings was held across the caardry
attempt to convince the dealers that it was in thregrést to accept the proposed package. The Associatide maa
attempt to influence its members and deliberately resdagiient. The Company's attempt was a total failtineas now
clear that since there, was a strong, responsiblecksd®m which represented a majority of the dealers additineir
confidence, no progress could be made by the Comparealardelations except through the Association.

In any event, the matter of the foreign car guaralatieguished until mid-1978, when an agreement between Midas
and the Association was concluded. The Association ratgfiteam consisted largely of the past presidergs;utrent
president and the Executive Director. This format provectessful because the Company and the Association's
membership respected the members of the committees Isihee been used just as effectively for most negwist
with Midas.

During the last two years a number of extremely imporitsues were raised and significant progress was made in
franchisor-franchisee accommaodation.



An Association advertising committee, under the chairtmanfirst of Charles Margolin and then Bill Curran, has
been meeting regularly with advertising agency and publatioes agency representatives and Midas advertising
personnel. Goals are set and reviewed, the thrust ofefudwertising is discussed and agreed on, the actual
advertisements are presented and reviewed before tkeguarinto production. Annual accountings of advertising
expenditures are rendered.

The need for a major supplemental product line was brotaglthe forefront and discussed. There was general
agreement that brakes would fulfill that need. A commitiéghe Association, headed by past president Howard
Lichterman, worked with Midas officials in preparing dio@al brake program and promoting it among the dealers.
Now, the vast majority 6f dealers are in the brakenass and it is on the way to becoming a significanit gfavlidas
sales.

Problems existed with respect to the method of compthie real estate on which the shops were built. Asystem
has been worked out between the Association and Midas \pkitnits a dealer to own his own real estate, ptatieets
location for the franchise program, yet provides arfiurn to the dealer, even if he later sells higpsbut retains the
real estate.

All of these are important milestones on the roadooperation for mutual gain. But the most outstanding gkauof
what can be accomplished in this type of cooperativeaténs the recently concluded negotiations for a package of
franchise agreement amendments. In this package amal@enof changes which Midas sought as important to them i
strengthening the franchise program and one major chahggh whe Associatiorsought- a fair and workable
arrangenent for a twenty year renewal at the conclusioalbpresent agreements. Prevention of arbitrary retesa
renew and arbitrary termination has been a major @fdahnchisees and a major bone of contention betvirsachisor
and franchisees. Midas franchisees now have this fiaiec

Let there be no misunderstanding - all of the accahplents listed in this history have been beneficiaht t
franchisor and franchisees alike. All of the receajanaccomplishments have been achieved in an atmespheord-
iality and cooperation, without litigation, without angxXlng of muscles. Both the franchisor and the franchibags
become stronger as a result.

Along with the franchisor and the franchisees, theo8ition too has flourished. Over eighty perceralidranchised
Midas shops in the United States are members. Theiaesisf the Association's committees and Board of Borsc
have invariably received the suppoftthe membersbecause th@ssociation leaders have always been careful to
make sure that they represent the needs and aspiratitresroémbership.

Some recent happenings will demonstrate how well thedkstson has succeeded. In the Fall of 1978, Nate Sherman
(since deceased), founder of Midas and an early Associapponent, was invited to be guest of honor at the
Association's annual convention in Bermuda. He not onlgmed but publicly proclaimed that the Association was a
positive force in the Midas program.

In February, 1980, at the suggestion of Dick de Camara, thecktion was invited to send a representative to the
annual meeting of the International Franchise Assiociaof which almost all franchisors are memberslisguss how
to have better relations with franchisees. CharlemgMim, the then Association immediate past presiddobg with a
representative of a non-independent franchisee assogiatere the first franchisee representatives evepdaksto an
IFA meeting.

In the Spring of 1980, Canadian Midas dealers determinedjémiae their own association and sought the help of the
U.S. Association. With that help and with the cooperatibMidas officials, a Canadian association, with overetyin
percent of franchised shops as members, was born anddwas dperating.

CONCLUSION

We have seen in our story of the first ten yearsgtioaving pains of a franchisee association, the almositaide
conflict and mistakes as the parties maneuvered forigosind learned to accommodate to each other, thenpati
which was required from time to time for everyone void a fatal confrontation, and, in the end, the rewavdh
flowed from the ability of franchisor and franchiseesvercome all of the obstacles.

Perhaps the key ingredients in this success story werquality of the Association leadership and the loyalty an

support of the ever increasing membership. Eddhe Association presidents in turn (Hugh Landrum, HaFaikas,
Fred Goldman, Howard Lichterman, Charles Margolin and Richdrdni®) contributed tremendously to the
Association's progress and have continued to be activeupporsive. Not enough can be said about the enlightened
franchisor management, without whom there could have esignificant progress.
The first ten years are now history. Both Midas asdfranchisees have learned that progress and prosgeritpt
require parties glaring across the bargaining table at@hen. They have learned that awareness of, anddewatbn
for, each other's needs are more important than lgigand legislation. If they remember well these lesstime next
ten years, and beyond, should be at least as succestfalfast ten.



APPENDIX |
MEMBERSHIP STATISTICS

Year Number of Shops

1971 325
1972 389
1973 396
1974 432
1975 520
1976 583
1977 666
1978 742
1979 778

1980 842



APPENDI X |l OFFICERS AND DIRECTORS (- = Executive Committee)

1971 - 1972

President

First Vice- President
Second Vice-President
Treasurer

Secretary
Directors

1972 - 1973

President

First Vice- President
Second Vice-President
Treasurer

Secretary

Directors

1973 - 1974
President
First Vice- President

Second Vice- President

Treasurer
Secretary
Directors

Hugh Landrum*
Harold Forkas*
William Curran*
Fred Goldman*
Theodore Harris*
James Coatsworth
Arthur Epstein
Charles Goode
Jack Jaffe*
Louis Kirschner
Howard Lichterman
Leo Norin
Christopher Murphy
Jerry Orns*
Arnold Yusim

Harold Forkas*
Fred Goldman *
William Curran *

James Coatsworth *

Theodore Harris *

Stanley Brown

Bernard Diamond
Arthur Epstein
Louis Kirschner
Hugh Landrum*
Howard Lichterman
Richard Luedke
Christopher Murphy
Harold Noordhoek
Jerry Orns*

Arnold Yusim *

Harold Forkas*
Fred Goldman *
William Curran *

James Coatsworth*

Stanley Brown *

Robert Amstadt

Bernard Diamond
Arthur Epstein
Gary Gilbert*
Hugh Landrum*
Howard Lichterman
Herbert Marchick*
Harold Noordhoek
Jerry Orns

Robert Schroeder
Joseph Sipocz
Robert Walenta
Arnold Yusim

1974-1975

President

First Vice- President
Second Vice- President
Treasurer

Secretary

Directors

1975 - 1976

President

First Vice- President
Second Vice-President
Treasurer

Secretary

Directors

Fred Goldman *
Stanley Brown*
Jerry Orns*
Howard Lichterman *
Arthur Epstein*
Robert Amstadt
Arthur Azarchi
Alan Caplan
Bernard Diamond
Harold Forkas*
Gary Gilbert
Hugh Landrum
Sam Latino
Herbert Marchick
Harold Noordhoek
Robert Schroeder
Melvin Shapiro
Joseph Sipocz
Robert Walenta
Harold Ziskin

Howard Lichterman*
Jerry Orns *
Alan Caplan *
Herbert Marchick*
Stanford Brown *
Arthur Azarchi
Stanley Berkson
Marvin Buntrock
Bernard Diamond
Gary Gilbert*
Fred Goldman *
John Greene
Sam Latino*
Donald Lustig
Robert McNeil*
Charles Margolin*
Robert Schroeder
Melvin Shapiro
Joseph Sipocz
Maxwell Spencer
Richard Stranik
Robert Walenta
Harold Ziskin



1976 - 1977

President

First Vice- President
Second Vice-President
Treasurer

Secretary

Directors

1977 - 1978

President

First Vice- President
Second Vice- President
Treasurer

Secretary

Directors

Harold Forkas*
Richard Stranik*
Charles Margolin*
Alan Caplan*
Melvin Shapiro*
Arthur Azarchi
Stanley Berkson
Stanford Brown
Marvin Buntrock*
Bernard Diamond
John Greene
Clifton Hussey*
Hugh Landrum*
Sam Latino
Howard Lichterman *
Donald Lustig
Robert McNeil*
Arnold Payne
Joseph Sipocz
Maxwell Spencer
Harold Ziskin

Charles Margolin*
William Curran *
Fred Goldman *
Clifton Hussey*
Blaine Harmon *
Stanley Berkson
Stanford Brown
Marvin Buntrock*
Harold Forkas*
James Goar
Larry Goodman
John Greene
Clay Hilbert*
Hugh Landrum
Donald Lustig
Arnold Payne
Maxwell Spencer
Richard Stranik *
William Strickland
Dan Tannenbaum *
Richard Tennant
Henry Turton
Stuart Winnick
Sheldon Yusim

1978 - 1979

President

First Vice-President
Second Vice-President
Treasurer

Secretary

Directors

1979 - 1980

President

First Vice- President
Second Vice-President
Treasurer

Secretary

Directors

Charles Margolin*
William Curran *
Fred Goldman *
Clifton Hussey*
Blaine Harmon *
Jerome Altheimer
David Brassard *
Harry Evans
Harold Forkas
Jeffrey Gellman
Frank Gemma
James Goar
Larry Goodman
Mark Grisa
Clay Hilbert*
Francis Kelly*
Hugh Landrum
Howard Lichterman
Arnold Payne
William Strickland *
Dan Tannenbaum*
Richard Tennant
Henry Turton
Stuart Winnick
Sheldon Yusim

Richard Stranik *
Jerry Orns *
Jerome Altheimer*
Dan Tannenbaum *
Blaine Harmon *
David Brassard *
William Curran *
Carl De Biase
Harry Evans
Harold Forkas*
Jeffrey Gellman
Frank Gemma
James Goar
Fred Goldman *
Morton Goldstein
Larry Goodman
Mark Grisa
Clay Hilbert
Francis Kelly
Hugh Landrum*
Sam Latino
Howard Lichterman *
Charles Margolin*
Glen Peebles
William Strickland
Richard Tennant
Stuart Winnick
Sheldon Yusim *



Altheimer, J.
Amstadt, R.
Ballirano, G.
Berkson, S.
Borod, R.
Buntrock, M.
Coatsworth, J.
Curran, W.
Cushman, W.
Cushman, R.
De Biase, C.
Epstein, A.
Ford, E.
Forkas, H.
Forrest, J.
Frazier, C.
Fuller, R.

APPENDIX I11
MEMBERSATTENDING FIRST CONVENTION

Phoenix, Arizona - October 1971

Goldfarb, S.
Goldman, F.
Goode, C.
Goodman, S.
Green, P.
Gross, M.
Haney, J.
Harmon, B.
Harris, T.

Homewood, K.

Horner, A.
Isaacs, M.
Jacobs, C.
Jaffe, J.
Kageyama, E.
Kaufmann, A.
Kittredge, J.

Kittredge, R.
Kirschner, L.
Landrum, H.
Lichterman, H.
Loring, H.
Luedke, F.A.
Luedke, F.R.
Lustig, D.
Marchick, H.
Mclintyre, G.
Noordhoek, H.
Norin, L.
O'NEeill, E.
Orgler, H.
Oms, J.
Pabian, H.
Petersen, G.

Pietuck, S.
Porter, D.
Price, R.
Rgbenn, B.
Regensburg, A.
Robman, P.
Shapiro, M.
Spector, G.
Spector, M.
Stein, H.
Tannenbaum, D.
Thornburg, R.
Walenta, D.
Walker, M.
Wotring, W.
Yusim,A.
Ziskin, H.



