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.. CONCLUSIONS 
AND OHDER 

W·~1.1iam Oster·~eil, E·sq. '··Attorney· for Appellant 
No appearance. for. .. Respondent · 
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· ... '/ '. · · · The Hearer•• ha~ t:~l~d: ;~)te i'o.llo.~falt tePo~t. :her~~M: : ·. 
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. ·: · . . .. , .... ,~,.·:Hsa:re:r·r:s. :RepO'rt .. : ·<· · 

·,··. ' '. . . , . . .. ',,', ·' 

, . .. . . . "A.ppe.llant aj)peals: fr.om the action"of. re .. sponden··h'.(here.in~ 
.,after· Boa:r.d).,,. whe·re.by the member.s. tn~reof .. u.nanimom~iy. voted· ·1;o," O.eny· . 
·the .. app.1±.ca. t.ion ·r·o:r .. r.e:p.ewal:.:·.c;>f::·:appellan:t':' s . P1.e·nary ·rsta.:Ll '.:con·sump- ·. ·· · 
.;.tion.·.11cens·e fo:r .:1969-70 for· premises· 3-68 Hawthorne· Avemie;·, N·ewark.­
The>resolutio~· denying ·~enewal, dated June 26, 1969, contains no 
stateme~t .of :re~scms for the Board 1.s action,'. requir.ed by .. Rule. 8 :of 

.·State .. Regula ti on.· No. 2 • · · · · · · · 
\' ' '' ' " ,,· ,' ' 

',\' 

· ·:. · .. · " .. · · ·~· ; . Vpori the filing of the ap.peal, az:i .order ,.dated "J'lll).~ ..... .-·?7 ,:·:. -·~_.,.. 
196_ 9 · wa~ · enter~d ... bY'. the. p~rec.tor,. ex_ tending .:the :term.'."ot .appell.a11t ·~-.. . .... 
1968-69 licens e-.- .. until further ·order- herein.·: ... ·. · .. · ·. . . ·. " ... .: . · ·: "' · .. ": " .. · · 

, ',t < , -, • , 1 ' ' ' '' I'' ' '•' 

. :. . Ap1iellant "s petition of appeal," iti substance, . ali~ges ~_'. 
~hat· the action of the Board was erroneous because it was"·arbitrary,-·. · 
.capric~ous, unreasonable·· and unjust, constituted an abus.e .of ·a1s~·. ~.· · .... 
c·r·e,'.t~qn·,, ~nd ·was contraJ;Y to law. · · 

· > .. No answer was ·riled .on behalf .of the. Board •. , · · : .... ......... . 
' . , , ' • ~; ·, ' ' I 

),;'_ .. ::.:·\ .·~-:.:·,-. '::.''.;::··<The. appea~. was· heard_.~· llQ..Y.Q., ~pursuant .. to. Ruie~ {of ·.s~a:t'e·".·:·" . 
"Regulati·on .Np:t<1.;· •. · 'The "stenographic· ·.transcript of the ··hearing:: below. ·'. .... : 
was:.·s'1.1bmitted,.·1n· accordan·ce. with Rule 8 .. of State .. Regulation· No. ;is,.·: ........ · ... :· 
and was supplemented -a.t .the -Division hear.ing. by testimony ... of. other· ... < .. ·:,..':· 
witness~s ...... · · · · · · · .. 

;,:-·, .. ·:·"re~,,· ·,-: .'.~. ·'A:Pparent1y . r~ve persons .voiced the1r., obj.e·~·t1ons·at· the. 
"·hearlng' before. the. BoarA, ·c;:>ne of' whom .was. the· counc1lman. of' th~· .. , .. ·.·. 
war·d wherein· the licensed premises is located and the other four · .. 

:.r .. epresented variou·s civic .associations. In addition' 'petitions· .. .-
. co11,ta1n1ng· many .names and .. _a.ddresses, .in .o.bjection. t·o. the l_icense: · 
. r,.enew~l t .were :":-Qo.nsidered by the Boardo · " · 

. . .. . Rev.· ·.riorace·.Sharper, ·the '..councilman aforementioned, " .>" . 
. ;:.testified ~hat'.~.a.lthough·he·does no~ li·ve near. appellant's premises,· .. · 
>.he: spoke ,as .a· councilman receiving co.mplaints from his constituents~· ..... 
. 'The .. complaints· we·re t'o the ·effect that, patrons of app·ellant' s t.averxf 
., congregated outside· ·:the· .tavern and .in~ulted passersby .. by ~sing .:pro•'. 

:, tane.,'languag~<and ut.tering. obscen·e remarkso · · .. · · · · · 
i ( f ... ... ' • 

'I' \\ , • , , , 

" . . . . Joseph Jones testified that he· is a member .. of .th~ 
, Weequahic Community. Council and .r.eside.s on Schuyler Avenue to. the'..· 
·rear of the tavern. All during the summer, disturbances , .... noise.'·. 
'and .t'oul lahguage emanat;e i--rom the establishment and loiterers. 
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constantly stand in front of the premises some as early as 7:30 
a. m. Children passing the premises to attend school "have been 
spat upon by patrons of thj_s tavern." On Hay 30, ·1969, a neigh­
bor's daughter was shot.and killed while passing the tavern. 

Hubert Williams, a police sergeant in the departmentws 
Co:-~·ununi ty .Helations Bureau, testified that he resides a block away 
from appellant's tavern. Spea.\ing as president of the Goodwin 
Avenue Block Association, he stated that he has seen many people 
congregating outside the tavern who not only annoy passersby but 
make obscene remarks, as a result of which peopl~ are afraid to . 
pass appellant's pr~misese He was contacted by neighbors when the 
child -:,.ras killed· and he knows of his own knowledge that the man 
who perpetrated t_he crime had been a patron of appellant·' s tavern. 
Sergeant Will~ams also said he spoke to David Arant, the manager 
of the licensed premises, on various occasions in an effort to 
ameliorate existing conditions. In his opinion, most of those who 
congregate outside the tavern were wine consumers, but Mr. Aront 
had assured him that the sale of wine-for off-premises consumption 
had been discontinued. Thereafter, conditions improved to some 
extent. · 

John Hicks testified that he lives~approximately four 
blocks away from appellant,. s tavern and is a community organi·zer 
for the United Community Corporation. The organization he repre­
sented is opposed to appellant's ''allowing its patrons to intimi­
date, use foul language and congest on the sidewalk where you pass, 
and even so much as. school kids when they're going through have to 
walk in the street on some occasions"" 

John Rice, president of the Weeq-µ.ahic Community Council, 
testified that he lives on Lehigh Avenue and was speaking as a 
representative of three of the block associations encompassed by 
said council. It was the feeling of the members of the block 
associations that 11 this tavern should te removed .. " 

Willie Hardy, appearing on behalf of Area Board No. 3 
of the United Community Corporation, testified that he lives "at 
162 Mapes Avenue, which is a distance away fror;i the area 11 and that 
it was the opinion of the area board that this tavern should be 
closedo 

. Dorothy Harris, who lives on Schuyler Avenue in the 
imraediate vicinity of appellant's premises, testified that when 
she has occasion to pass the tavern, "I don't care if they're sitting 
in the bar or on the stool drinking~ once they see a woman walk by, 
they come out the tavern to look at you and harass.you and go back 
in when you pass." She crosses the street when she has business 
on Hawthorne Avenue and thus is "inconvenienced because of this 
tavern .. I live there." The witness has observed "people loitering 
outside the bar, drinking and carrying on, and this is outside of 
the barc 11 

Joseph Scrimmager, who resides approximately a block 
and a half a-way from appellant's licensed premises, and Benjamin 
Brame, who stated he is a district leader in the area, both testi­
fied that their principal objection to the tavern was the patrons' 
loitering in front of it. 

James W. Darnes testified that he resides about a mile 
away from ap:?ellant' s licensed premises but has occas:ion to be in 
that area; that from lds observation, the tavern creates an undesir­
able concU tion o.nd that there is "loud nols e, abusive language, 
lo1tertng j_n front of the establ1shment." Barnes further stated 
that tHo taverns are located a short distance:-~ from appellant 1 s pretn-



ises near Haw:thorne Avenue School but that he received no compla:ints 
directly from any of the blo?k associations with reference theroto. 

David Arant testified that he is p~esident and principal 
stockholder of the.app~llant corporation and has .been operating the· 
licensed business, ·at the location in question for "about six. years 0 

11 

He has never had any difficulty or been in any trouble in so far as 
the respondent Board is concerned. When complalnts came from the 
Board· of Health, "I cleaned up to their satisfaction, did everything 
that was supposed to be done." Moreover, when members of the . 
Newark Police Department checked.the licensed premises, everything 
appeared to ·be in ordere At the hearing before the Board on appel­
lant's applicatioh for renewal of its license, he heard the com­
plain ts· about .loiterers outside the licensed premises. and he had 
called this condition to the attention of Sergeant Williams, 1·iho 
endeavored to have them leavea . · 

Arant was aware of the fact that a girl had been shot 
outside the tavern and by q. person who patronized his nlace of . 
business; but the. tavern was in no way implicated in the tragic 
occurrence. 

Frank Kaiser.testified that he lj_ves ori. Goodwin Avenue 
approximately twenty feet from the licensed premises and from tirne 
to time patronized the establishment. He heard of the complaints 
against appellant concerning· loitering and the place being dirty on 
the outside, but knew.from his .own knowledge that the condition had 
been remedied. .In his opinion,· the tavern, is not detrimental or 
·harmful .to the neighborhqqd. · · 

· ·1ove1i· ·stanley · s·tated- that she lives on Goodwin Avenue 
about three block~ from the licensed premises and bccasionally 
frequents the establishment. At no time had she been abused or 
insulted in the tavern, nor were her six children ever abused or 
insulted when they passed the place. 

Charlotte Tdard testified that she lives on Renner 
Avenue and for almost four-years has operated a business not too 
far from appellant's licensed premises. Sh·e has never known her 
son or any child to be insulted by patron~ when passing the 
tavern. · 

An examination of the petitions filed with the Board 
discloses that many addresses were in the area ~f the licensed 
prefnises and that they also contained names of persons with addresses 
in other parts .of the city. The caption of ·the pet~tion refers · 
to the young girl being shot and killed by a patron of a.pp~llant 1 s 
tavern, which, no doubt, induced many of the persons to sign. How­
ever, there.is no evidence whatsoever to implicate appellant with 
the tragedy. 

I was·impressed with the testimony of Sergeant 
Williams wherein he stated his ·opinion that "where a large amount of . 
wine is sold You get ·more congregation on the outside· or the 
tavern, more loitering, and it causes the police more problems.'' 
He also.felt that the discontinuance of. ·wine sales has had some 
effect. It als6 appears from the record herein that. pursuant 
to a suggestion made by one of the objecto~s, a gate was in-. 
stalled in the alleyway between the licensed premises and the 
next building o 11.l though the gate had apparently teen broken down, 
I am satisfied that those in charge of appellant's business.had· 
been making an effort to prevent people congregating in the 
alley and consuming alcoholic beverages thereq 



PAGE 4 BULLETIN 1891 

The case under consideration discloses the evidenee 
to be sornm·rhat slu1lar to that in Freeland ·v. Hosqlle, Bulletin 
352, Item 5; Va?to v. Atl,antic Highlands, Bulletin 622, Item 4-; 
1Ioncsson v,, Lakewood, Bulletin 657, Item i; SaLmanowitz v, H:ig[lts­
~own, Bullet;Ln 8 Cfl~ I tern 2; Seidel v. _Upper l:'reehold, Bu1letj_:n i21+6, 
Item l; Galasso v. Bloomfield, Bulletin 1307, Item 1., Also cf. 
Lo_edie v. Tr~nton. et al. , Bulletin 863, I tern 4, in all of which 
the denial was reversed. 

_ Addi tionaily, in the case of B & 1 Tavern, Inc .._;y_. 
Bayon.::J.e, Bu~letin 11+59, Item 1, conditions similar to. those com­
plained about by the.objectors apparently existed outside the 
licensed premises. The then Director, considering the en~ire 
situation, was of .the opinion that the alleged events should 
not cause a denial of renewal of the license in auesti'on. An 
appeal from the Director's determinatiori was tak~n to the 
Superior Court and the Director was affirmed by the Court. 
Bayonne v. B & 1 Tavern Inc!.-and Division gf Alcoholic Bever~ 
CQntrol (App. Dj_v. 1963~, not officially reported, reprinted in 
Bulletin 1509, Item l._ · · 

. · It might be well to repeat here what was said by 
Judge Kilkenny in that case; 

11We do riot· condone the manner in which this 
tavern was conducted ••• If the tavern was as bad 
as the City now says it is, it should have instituted 
disciplinary proceedings'long ago. Had it done so, 
or had it even warned tavern owners generally, or the 
B & 1 Tavern specifically, that the policy of benevo­
lent blindness was a thing of the past, we are certain 
that.the Director ·would have sustained the refusal to 
r~new. That· is not to say that prior warning is 
necessary in every case. There may be conduct so in­
disputably bad that a single instance would warrant 
revocation or the refusal to renew, but this is not 
such a case." · 

On appeal taken by the municipality to the Supreme Court 
of New Jersey, the decision of the Appellate Division aforementioned 
was affirmed. Bayonne v. _B & L Tavern, Inc •. anct ,Pivisionof Alco.:­
;holic Beverag-e Control, 42 N.J. 131 (1964). 

Appellant has the responsibility to conduct its licensed 
premises pursuant to the law and regulations, esp$cially with re-fer...: 
ence to the rights of perso'ns residing in the area. Assuredly, some 
of the noise and other trouble was created by appellant's patrons, 
thus interfering with the quiet enjoyment of the residents in the 
vicinityo However, there was some testimony that several other 
liquor establishments are located in the area. Appellant is now 
put on notice that a resumption of any annoyance to the neighbors 
by its patrons may result in suspension or revocation of its license 
or denial of renewal thereof. 

It is elementary that the holder of a· license or privi­
lege acquires through his investment an interest which is entitled 
to ·some measure of protection in connection with a transfer. 
Lakewood v, Brandt, 38 N.J. Super. 462 (App. Div. 1955). This also 
applies to a licensee seeking renewal of the license. Furthermore, 
in the Br·anqt case, it was ruled that under the law, a case is 
heard d~ D_Q..VO by the Director (Cino v. Drisco].l, 130 N .J .L. 535, 
(Sup. Ct. l§I+J)) and.he may properly rely on additional<Jwidence 
-brought out :in the Divisio1i. See Florence Metho.d..i..§t Church v. Tn. · 
,9ommi tte.e., .. Florence Tp., 38 N, J. Super. 85 (App. Dive 19 55). · 
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In the instant case, the evidence discloses that the 

complaints advanced with reference to appellant's license are based 
on happenings outside the licensed premises. It might be reiterated 
that a licensee, or anyone in charge of licensed premises, must keep 
the premises and the patronage under strict control because of the 
licensee's responsibility for conditions both inside and outside 
the licensed premiseso Galasso v, Bloomfield, suprao 

Appellant has no adjudicated record of susp~nsion·of its 
license~ It is recommended that appellant be giyen the opportunity 
to demonstrate its worthiness to hold a liquor license" If future 
conditions warra~t, ,the Board should riot hesitate to ·institute 
disciplinary proceedings or to deny appellant's application for 
renewal of its li.cense for the succeeding licensing term·.· Thus, 
it is further recommended that the action of ·the Board be reve.rsed 
and that the Board.be directed to grant the license to appellant 
for the 1969-70 licensing period, in accordance wi_th the application 
filed therefor& , 

Conclusions and Order 

No exceptions to the Hea~eris report were filed pursuant 
to Hule 14 of State Regula~ion No• 15 o e" 

Having carefully considered the entire record herein, 
including the transcripts of testimony and the Hearer's report, 
I concur in the conclusions and recommendations of the Hearer and 
adopt them as my conclusions. hereine · 

Accordingly, it is, on this 5th day of November, 1969, 

ORDERED that the action of respondent be and the same is 
hereby reversed, and that respondent is hereby directed to renew 
appellant's plenary retail consumption license for the 1969-70 

·licensing period in accordance with the application filed therefor9 

Joseph l·L Keegan 
Director 

2 41 DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS. - SALE DURING PROHIBITED HOURS -
PRIOH DISSIMILAR RECOHD - LICENSE-,: SUSPENDED FOR 20 DAYS s 

In the Matter of Disciplinary 
Proceedings against 

Bernard Flaherty & Evelyn Flaherty 
t/a Flaherty 9 s 

) 
) 

) 

) 130 West Side Avenue 
J;ersey City~ New Jersey 

) 
Hold~r~ of Plenary Retail Consumption 
License C-7 issued by the· Municipal ·) 

- Board of Alcoholic Beverage Control . 
of the City of Jersey City ) 

CONCLUSIONS 
AND ORDER 

Levy~·· Lemken & Margulies~ Esqs q by John J., Lemken~ · Esqo ·~ 
Attorneys for licensees 

Walter H~ Cleaver, Esqo ~ Appearing for the Division 

BY THE JU RECTOR g 

The Hearer has filed the fallowing. report herein: 

J:Iearer 9 ·s Report · 

Licensees plead not guilty to the following charges: 
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"1.. On ·Saturday, June 21;. 1969,. between 2: 00 
A.M. -and 2:25 A.M., you conducted yotir licensed . 
business in violation of Section (4) of Ordinance 
K-1299 adopted by the Board of Comm:Lssioners of 
the City of Jersey City on June 20, 1950 as amend­
ed by Ordinance adopted by the }~nicipal Council 
of the City of Jersey City on June 4, 1968. · 

I 

11 2. On Saturday, Jun~ 21, 1969, between 2:00 
.A.11. and 2:25, A.M., you suffered and permitted 
persons except yourself and your actual 'erriployees 
and ageBts in and upon your licensed premises; in 
violation of Section (~) of Ordinance K-1299 
adopted by the Board of· Commissioners of the City 
of J e:rs ey City on June. 20, 19 50 as amended by. 
Ordinance adopted. by the )~'iunicip~l Council of the 
City of _Jersey City on June ti-, 1968 • .u. ·· 

The testimony of Agent V discloses that at 1:40 a.m. on 
June 21, he and Age:.lt G entered the licensees' tavern and took seats 
at the bar. He identified Be~nard Flaherty, one of the licehsees, 
as the bartender at the time and observed "about 12 people in the 
place.n He consumed one glass of beer served by Flaherty but 
bef·o~e he·. could ~inish a second glass, Flaherty nextinguished' the , 
outside lights, Just left an overhead light on and back bar light 
on. _At 2:05 he said, 'Time to go. 1 rr Before the agents left· the 
premises, Agent V saw "Mro Flaherty speaking to one of the male 
patr.ons" who followed him and Agent G to their car and "I noticed 
him taking our license plate number dovm." After driving around 
the hl?ck and as they came to the licensees' tavern, Agent V saw 
the said patron e~ter the premiseso At 2:25 a.mo Agent V looked 
through a small window on the front door and "saw Mr., Flaherty 
pouring drinkso" He tried the front door, which was open and 
"walked tn·and identified myself to Hr. Flaherty, and I tcSld him, 
'It is 2: 2? aomo rn In response th~reto, Flaherty said, "Yes, I 
know •. rt is late." In answer to Agent V's question concerning 
the drinks he had seen Flaherty pour, the latter told him that 
"one- was a s.crew driver and one $Cotch and water o" The two drinks 
in question, in front of the patrons, were seized by the agent and 
submitted to the Division chemist whose analysis of the ·same dis­
closed each to be an alcoholic beveragee 

Dur:Lng cross examination~ Agent .V testified that Agent 
G's car was parked on the opposite side of West Side Avenue approx­
imately two blocks south of the licensees' taverno When questioned 
concerning the man who had followed them and taken down the car 
license number, the agent stated that when he and Agent G returned 
to the lic~nsed premises, Flaherty picked up a piece of paper from 
underneath the bar and said, tvHere is your license plate number." 

It was stipulated that the testimony of Agent G on direct 
examination, with the exception that he had not looked through the 
small window in the door, would be substantially similar to that. 
given by i1..gent V" On cross examination, Agent G fully corroborated 
Agent V's testimony as to what occurred in the licensees' tavern on 
the date in question® 

Bernard Flaherty testified that he did not sell or serve 
aicoholic beverages to patrons after 2:00 ae m. on the morning of 
June 21 but did say to Agent V that one of the glasses confiscated 
probably contained a screw driverand the other probably scotch 
because that w~s the kind of drinks two people had been clrinkj_ng$ 
"They were the ·only ones with anything in them, and they were in 
front of me" n He recalled Officer MulJ.j_n and another individual 
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in the premises wheri the agents returned to the tavern, but dented 
showing a paper to Agent V~ 

Police Officer Robert Mullin testifled· that he was :ln the 
licensees' premises at 2:20 or 2:25 a. m. when the agents returned 
as he "was going to ride Barney home." On cross examtnatton, he 
said ·there could have been five .persons in the P.remjs· es wheri. the 

.agents returned. · ·i· · ., 

Inasmuch as ·this proceeding presents a factual question, 
I have.set forth iti d~tail some of the material ·testimony adduced 
herein in o~der to arrive at a proper determination.· We are dealing 
with a purely disciplinary action and such action is civil in nature 
and not criminalo In re Schneider, 12 N.J.Super. 449 (App. Div. 
1951) •. Thus, .the proof must be supported by a fair preponderance 
of the credible evidencee Butler Oak Tavern v. Div. of Alcoholic 
Beverage Control, 20 N.J. 373 (1956). 

. . . 

Since this is strictly a fac;tual situation, the credibi­
lity of witnesses must be weighed. Evidence to be believed must 
not ·only proceed from the mouths of credible witnesses but must be 
cr'edible_ in its elf and must be such as <?ommon experience and obser­
vation of .mankind can approve as probable in., the circumstances. 
Suagnuo1o·v. Bonnet, 16 N.J. 546 (1954); Gallo v~ Gallo, 66·N.J. 
Super.· l (App. Div. 1961). · 

. · · ·. . ·. · I have had an opportunity to observe the· demeanor of the 
witn~ss~s as they testified and have made a careful an~lysis and 
.evaluation of their testimony. I am sat~fied that the agents' . 
testimony was.accurate and truthful as to what occurred, both in­
sid~ and outside the licensed premises, on. the early morning in 
question. I am not impressed with the testimony of Bernard Fla­
herty in.any manner whatsoever. The recollection of Officer 
Mullin as to.what occurred at the time.in question was merely 
conjectural and far from positj_ve in any way. Flaherty's testi­
mony, in ~ssence, constituted a denial on the part of the licensees 
and such may not be permitted to overcome clear and logical 
evidence to the contrary. 

Therefore, ·.r am of the opinion that a full consideration 
of the record herein can lead to· but one conclusion: that the 
evidence of the agents preponderates in favor of a finding of 
guilt. r. find .as a f9-ct that the licensees ·are guilty of the 
charges pref erred her~in. 

Licensees;ha;ve a previous record of suspension of license 
by the Director fo~ fifty-five days effective· September 19, 1968, 
for i)ermi tting gambling activity on their licensed premises. Re 
Flahertz, Bulletin 1821, Item 3. 

It is recommended that the license be suspended for 
fifteen days (He Samuel T. Lambert Post 113020,_y,}'._.W·., Bulletin 
1869, Item 7) and that there be added five days by reason of the 
record of suspension for dissimilar violation within the past five 
years (Re Mugil, ·Bulletin 1867, Item 5), 01, a total of twenty days c. 

Conclusions and Order 

Written exceptions to the Hearer's report and argument 
thereto were filed by the licensee's attorneys p1irsuant to Hule 6 
.bf State Regulation No. 168 

I find that the. matters contaj.ned in the ex6eptions 
have either been considered in detail by the Hearer in his r·eport 
or ~re without merite 
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. . Consequentl:'{, having consi.dered th~ entire record horej_n, 
including the ~ranscript of the testimony,· the Hearer's report 
and the exceptions thereto, I concur in the findings and conclu­
sions of the Hearer and adopt them as my conclusions herein. 

Aqcordingly, it is, brr this 5th.~ay of.November, 1969, 

· OHDEHED that Plenary Retail Consumption License C-7, 
issued by the Munic.ipal Board of Alcoholic Beverage Control of -Che 
City of .. Jersey City of Bernard Flaherty and Evelyn Flaherty, .t/a 
li

1

laherty'~, ·for premises .130 West Side Avenue, Jersey City, be a.nd. 
the same J.S .here~y ;:mspended for twenty (20) days, commencing at 
2:00 a.m.· vlednesdaY, November 12, 1969, ~nd terminating at 2:00 
a. m. Tuesday, D~cember 2, 1969. 

3~ 

·Joseph M. Keegan 
Director. · 

DISCIPLINARY PHOCEEDINGS - LE!JDNESS AND IMMORAL 
, AC1'IVITY (SOLITITATJ:ON. FOH PHOSTITUTION AND IN­
_DECE,NT PERFORI';f.ANCE) ~ AGGRAVATED CIRCUMSTANCES -
PlUOH .DISSIMILAR RECOHD - LICENSE SUSPEl\1DED FOR 

. 180 DAYS, WITHOUT REMISSION FOR PLEA Ei~TERED AFTER 
. ·PATRIA.L HEARING. . 

In the Matter of Disciplinary 
Proceedings aga~nst · 

) 

) 

) 
Charlie's Capri, Inc. 
-t/a Capri 
423 No, ~rd Street 
East N ewa_rk, _N. J. , ) 

Holder of Plenary Retail Conswnption · ) 
License C-13., issued by· the Borough 
Council of the Borough of East Nevrark •. ) 

--------~--~-~-~-------~~------~~---~--

CONCLUSIONS . 
and 

OEDER 

Lewis Stein, Es~., Attornev for Licensee 
E~ward F •. Arnbro·se' Esq!', Appearing for the_ Division 

BY THE DIRECTOR: 

After partial hearing (263 pages of tianscript), licensee 
pleaded noE1 yq~t to a charge as follows: 

non Thur.sday plght .. January 9 in,to early morning 
})ours of Fri . .day, January lQ, d¥ring tqe. early morning 
ho't1,rs of Pri·day, January 24, and on Tuesday night, 
January 28, 1969 ~ you allowe_d, permi ~ted and suffered,. 

· in q.nd 1,lpon your_ lice,nsed premises, lewdnes~, immoral · 
activity·and ~oul, filthy, ·indecent and qb,scene , 
lan,gu~ge and conduct, v=!-z •. , on the aforesai.d occasions 
of Tpursday night January 9 in.to early morning hours . 
of F-tiday clariuary 10 and Friday_ nig}?.t Janu.ary 24, 1969, 
a fem~le pe~son.to perform qn your lieensed premises 
fo:r th~ entertainment of your customers and patrons 
in a. J.:.E?wd, indecent qnq immoral 1nanner and to other­
wise engage i;n foul .filthy, indecent p.nq obsc~pe 
langu.a.ge and conduct, and on th~_ aforesaid occasion 
of Tue~day night, January 28, 1969, the aforementioned 
re~a~e person to_ solicit mal~ customer~ and patrons 
for prosti~ution and to rnake overtures to and arrange­
ments wl th male· customers and. patror1S for acts of 
illicit sexual intercourse and/or acts of perverted 
se~rnl reiatio.ns \'.ll th them; in violation of Hule 5 of· 
Sta_te Hegu_lation No ... 20 .:." 
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lleports of investigation and testimony taken disclose that 
on the dates nlleged a femak (ostensibly a patron) was permitted to 
perform as <ln entertatner of the go-go type j_n a. suggest1ve and 
grossly indecent manner, including the baring of her· breasts and 
private parts, and· the engagement on the dancing platform and the 
bar top in movements and gestures ··simulating sexual intercourse 
and acts of sexual perversion. In addition, as alleged, she there­
after s6licited male patrons for prostitutionQ All of this with 
the, permission and apparent approval of Charles P 9 Augustj_ne, 
president·_and principal stockholder of the licensee corporation, 
·who was presen't on the licensed premises on a11 of the dates alle.gcd 
·while these ·activ:LtiE?s were occurringo 

Licensee has a previcius record of suspension of license 
by the Director for· ten days effective December 1, 1964 for saie 
to minors (Re .Charlie's CaRri, In~., Bulletin ~595, Item 5) and 
by the municipal j_ssuing authority for fifteen days effective 
Ifovember 1, 1968, ·affirmed on appE~al to the Director and penalty 
reimposed effective March 18, 1969 (Charlte's Capri, Inc. v, East 
Neuark, Bulletin 1853, Item 3), appealed to the Appellate Divisj_on 
and stayed until the determination of the appeal, presently still 
pending and undeterminede 

Under all of the circumstances, and particularly in view 
of the aggravated· nature of the violations alleged, the license 
will be suspended for one hundred eighty days (cf. He Canterbu1::z 
Caterer's, Inc., Bulletin 1863, Item 3; (He Totem Pole EnterP.rises, 
Ir:ic., Bulletin 1838, Item 2), without remission for the confessive 
plea untimely entered after partial hearing (He Tom Hussell, Ince, 
Bulletin 1784, Item 7). 

Accordingly, it is, on-this 13th day of November 1969, 

ORDERED that Plenary Hetail Consumptj_on License C-13, 
is sued by the Borough Council of the l3orough of East Newark to 
Charlie's Capri, Inc., t/a Capri, for premises 423 Noo 3rd Street, 
East Newark be and the same is hereby suspended for one hundred 
eighty. (180j days, corrn-:-iencing * at 2 a .. mo Thursday, November 20, 
1969, and terminating at 2 a. mo Tuesday, Hay 19, 19709 

Joseph Mo Keegan, 
·Directoro 

* By order dated November 19, 1969, the suspension was deferred 
to conunence at 2 a. me Friday, November 28, 1969, and to termi­
nate at.2 a~ m .. Wednesday, May -27, 1970e 
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4. ACTIVITY REPOOT FOR OCTOBER -1969. 

ARRESTSs ! . - - -
Total nL~ber of :persons arrested --: - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - -- - - - - ~ - - - -

LicEnsecs and .employees - - - - - - - - - - - 10 · 
Bootlc~eers· .,.. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- 6- · 

SEI ZURESs ' : - · 
Distilled-alcoholic bevereees - eallons - - - - - --~ - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - -
Vine - ~allons -- - - - - - - - ·- - .: - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ... _ - - - - - - - - - - - -
·erewed malt alcoholic beverages~ gallons - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ -

RETl1IL LICENSEESi . 
Premises inspected - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - ~ - - - - ~ - - - - -- - - - --- - - - -
Premises where alcoholic·beverages were eauged - - - - - - - - - - - - - .:. - - - - - - - - - - - -
Bottles gauged ---- - - ---- -- --- - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - -- - - - - - ·-·- - - - - - - - - ----
Premises where violati.ons were fomd - - - - .:. - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- -

Vi.olati ons found - - - - - -- - - - - - - - -- -_ - - - - -- - - - - - - -- ·- - - --- - - - - - - - - - -
No Form E-141-A on premises - - - - '."' 86 No disposel:permit - --- - - --- - - ~ 
Unqualified employees - - - - - - - - - 57 Prohibited sig_ris & practice - - - - - · 1 
form E-U~l-A •·inromplete - - - - - - - - 45 Other violations - - - - - ._ - - - - - .7, 
Appl ie&tiCln copy not avileible - - - - - 29 

STATE LICENSEESs 
Premises inspected - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - ---- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - .... ·-
License applicaHons lnvesti.gated - .:. - - - - - - - - - - - - ·- - - - - ~ - _,_ - ·- - - - - - - - -­

COMPLAINT 51 
Complaints assiened ~or :-lnvesti_gation - - - - - - -- - - - -- - - - - -- - - -- --- - - ':"' - - - - - - - -
1-nvestigi?ltims completed - - .; - - - - --- - - _.;. - - - - - - ----- - _- - - - - ... - -·-·- - ---·- ·-

.,,-- Investigations pending·- - - - - - - ___ ,,_ - - - --- -·------ - - - ;,. --- - - - - - -·- - - - - - ---
- LABORATORY i 

Analyses made - ~ - - - - - - - - - ---- - - -.- - - - - - - - - - - - - ;,. - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Refills from 1 icensed premises - bottles - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - .- .. ·- -
Bottles From unl i·censed premises - -- - - - - - - - - - - - -· - - - - - - - - - - - .. - - - - ·- - - -

IDENTIFICATION: - -
Criminal fingerprint ·i.dentifications. made - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - .. - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Persons fin~erprlntoo"f.or non-criminal purposes - - -.- - - - - --- - - -·- --- - - - - - - - - - i.. -

Identifi'cetion cantac.ts made with other enforcement agenc-ies - - -. - - - - :_ - - - - - - - - - - - -
DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDUJGSs - - _ 

Cases transmifted to murii-cipalit-ies - - - - - - - - - - - - - - :- - - - - - -·- - - - - - - - - .. - -
Violatic•ns involved -- - - - - - - - .. - -- - - - - - - - - - -- .- -- - - - - -·-· - - - - - - - - - - -

Sale to minors - ~ - - - - - - - - - - · -4 _ 
Saleduringprohi:bi'tedhours-----_--3 _ _ - -

Cases Inst i tuted at _ Dlvi.s ion - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - .. - - - - - .;. - - - - - - r-
Vi ol et ions involved - - - - -,- - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - .. - - - - - - - - - - .. - - ---- - --

Bever~ge Tax Law non•compl i·snce -- - - - - 7 Sale-to non..flembers by -club · - - - - - - 1 
Sale during prohib.i-ted hours· - - - - - - 7 - ·Storage off -licensed premise·s - - - ... - l .-
Sale to minors - - ·- - - - - - - - - - - 5 Hinderi.ng I nvestiQatlon - -- - - - - ... - i 
Permitting fottery 2cty., on premises - - ' Possessif'E indecent aiatter - - ·- ,~ ,_ - l 

· Perm. inmoral' ectiv.ity on preni-ses - - - --2 Possessine contracept-i.v~s on prem.· - - l 
Permittini;: hostesses on premises - - - - ·2 Freud i·n :applicat.ion - - - -- - - - - - -1 
Possessing l i9uor not t.r'!lY .labeled -- - ~ _2 Fai,l. to close .prem. -~uring prohibited 
Perm. bookmaking on premises - - - - - - · l hours - - - l 

- Perm. lott-ery1 bookrnd<.in" & 111isco _ FlliniZ false tax reports - -- -: - - ~ - 1 
eanbl ine on pranls~s - - - - - - - - l 

Cases bro~ht by murrici:palities on own initlati-ve end reported 'to Division - - - - • - - - - - .. ·- -
Viole.it-ions i-nvolved - - - ... - - - - - -- - - - -- - - - --- ,_ - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- -

Sale to minors - - -- - - - _- - - - - - - 5 - Possessir1e narcotics on premises - - - 1 
Hinderi02 investigation - - - - --- - - - 2 ·Act .of violence - - - - - - - - - - - - l 
Permittine misco ianlbli-n2 on prem .• - - - 2 Sale durinQ prohibi'ted hours - - - - - l 
Permitting brawl on ·prenises - - - -- -- - 2 Employment 't1/o ID card (local ree.)---~ - ! 
fail. to close prern. wrirti prohibi-ted Permitting- immoral acty. on pr.oo. - - - -2 

hours - - - - - - - - - ·2 Perrn. premi:ses .to be used for lU-egal 
Conducting business as a nui·sance - - - - 2 activity - - - - - · l 

HEARIN;;S HELD AT DIVISICN1 
·to·tal nunber.of hearings.held,;.;_ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -·- - -.;. --- - - - ----~- - - - - - :. - : __ _ 

Appeals - - - - - - - - - - - --- - - - - - 15 Seizures - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 
Disciplinary proceedines - - ... - - - - - .- 22 Tax revocations - - - - - - - - - - - l 
Elteib-Uity - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - n 

ST A TE Ll CENSES AMO PERMIT S1 _ 
Total ·number issued - - - - ,_ - - - - - ~ = - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - .... - -- - - ·- - - - - -

Licenses - - - - - - - - _- - - • ~ - ~ = - - 2 Vine-permits_ - - - - - - -·- - - - - - 433· 
Soliciforso permits - - - - - - - - - - - - 3~ Miscellaneous .permits - - - ... • - - - 246 

- Employaient permits - - - - - -·- - - - - - _,32 Transit ins'l~n-ia - - --- --- - - - - ,c>5 
Di~osal permits., - - - - - - - - - - .. • a, Translt·cerhficates --- .., __ - - - - 150 
Social effeir permits --- - - - - - - - - - 5'3· 

OFFICE Of AMUSEMENT GAMEs ·CONTRCl.i 
Enforcement f ii es establ+shed - - - - - - .,. ·10 

~ . 

JOSEPH H. (EEGAN 

16 

2.~7 
,66 

16.0!I 

' 749 
606 

9, 79~ 
196 
295 

20 
2 

tJ65 
'"85 
222 

a, 
48 
22 

8 
405 

.247 

·7 
7 

15· 
20 

50_ 

2,118 

l)ateda · November l!i, 1949 -
- Di rector of Alcoholic Bevercge Control 
Commi~isioner of ·Amusement Gewes Control 
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INCOME TAX 

In the Matter of an Application to 
Hemqve Disqualification because of 
a Conviction, ·Pursuant to H.S. 33: 
1-31.2 ) 

) 

CONCLUSIONS 
AND- ORDER 

Case No. 2344 
~--------~------------~------~---~--

Saul C. Schu.tzman, Esq., Attorney for Petitioner 

BY THE DIRECTOR: 

Petiti6ner's criminal record discloses that oh March 24, 
1958, he ·was convicted in a federal court of knowingly and will­
fully attempting to defeat and evade income taxes (two charges) 
and, as a result thereof, the court suspended the imposition of 
any jail sentence on counts 1 and 2, ftned the petitioner $.~250 on 
each count, and remitted the payment of the fine on count 2 and 
ordered petitioner to stand connnitted until the fine is paid, gave 
petitioner one week to pay the fine and placed him on probation 
for one day on each count to run concurrently. 

Count 1 is based on an allegation that petitioner filed 
a fals-e return on behalf of himself and his wife, stating the 
amount of tax due for the year 1953 was $74.09, whereas the true. 
amount due yras ~~707.92. In count 2., petitioner's· return sets .. 
forth the tax due for 1954 was ~pl64. 96, whereas the true amount of 
his ·ta~ was $895.94. 

Since· the crimes of wh:l.ch petitioner was convicted in­
volve the element of m~ral turpitude (He Case Noo 2116, Bulletin 
1737, Item 6), he was thereby rendered ineligible to be engag~d in 
the alcoholi·c beverage industry in this Stateo RoS. 33:1-25,26. 

At the hearing held herein, petitioner (53 years old) 
testified that he· is married and living with his wife and minor 
child; that for the past twelve years, he has resided at his 
present address in a neighboring state; that between 1959 and 1966. 
he had been employed as a head waiter in a nationally known hotel 
in New York and for a period of six months he worked in the same 
capacity in a nationally known hotel in Washington, D.C.i that · 
since 1967, he has been employed as assistant manager and manager 
of a country_ club, a New Jersey licensee; that until recently, 

-when notified by a member of ny staff of his ineligibility for 
such employment, he. had no knowledge of the sameo 

Petitioner further testified that .on July 10, 1969, he 
obtained an employment permit £rom this Division based on an 
appiication in which he denied that he was ever convicted of crime; 
that such denial was not ~ade with the intention of concealing 

·his conviction or perpetrating any fraud on the Division or for 
fear it would militate against his chances of continuing in his 
present employment; that he honestly believed he had not been 
cbnvicted of any crime because he was given a suspended sentence; 
that at the time, he did not know he ·was eligible to file a petition . 
for removal of his disqualification and that he would never have denied 
his conviction if he believed he had been convicted of any crimes 

Petitioner further testified· that he is asl\:ing for the 
removal of hj_s disqualification to be free to continue his present 
employment and that, ever since his. conviction in 1958, he has not 
been convicted of any crime or arrested"' 
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·Petitioner produced three character witnesses (the presj_­
dent of a wholesale food business, the owner -0f a dress shop and a 
wholesale meat dealer) who testified that they have known petitioner 
for mo~e than five years last past and that, in their opinion, he is · 
now an·honest,·law-abiding person with a good reputation • 

. : T~e Police Depa:rtment of the municipality wherein the 
petitioner. resides repo:rts that there are no coplplaints or inves­

- tigations presently pending against petitionerJ' 

The.only re~ervations I have in granting the relief sought 
herein are b~sed on the facts that petitioner, although disquali­
_fied, worked in licensed premises in this State and his false 
statement in the aforesaid applicatio~Q 

. Ordinarily I would defer the relief sought in this case 
for at least thirty :days. Re Case No. 1713, Bulletin 1480, Item 9. 
In the instant case, however,. I am of 'the opinion that the requ·ested 

.~relief _should ba granted without defer~ent for the following 
.~ reasons: (1) the petitioner 1 s crimin~l record shows only one con-

· Victton of crime which took place over eleven years ago, (2) the 
testimony .of his character witnesses; (3) his record of employment·; 
(4) his sworn testimopy that· he honestly believed that he had not 
.been convicted of crime; (5) that it was not his intention to 
conceal his conv~ction; and (6) that he was unaware of his ineligi..;. 
bili ty to be .. engaged in the liquor industry in this State. Hore-

. over,- knowledge of the law is not a prerequisite to removal of 
disqualification in these proceedings. He Case No. 1738,.Bulletin 

· 1510, Item 7~ · 

_ .. _ - I shall resoive the doubts iri my mind in favor ·or petitioner· 
·and remove his disqualification, assuming that petitioner acted in 
good .. faitb when he filed the aforesaid application and when he worked·_ 

- -. in_licensed·_premises; that he was unaware of his ineligibility to · 
.. be ::engaged. in the alcoholic beverage industry in this State and that.­
he «·is. ·now; _and will continue .to. be, 8: law-abiding person • 

. ·- .. '_:. ,-_ -:· _ ._:~.I shall. extend to petitioner. a chance to prove his worthi­
·:; /ness,: to. be associated with the alcoholic beverage industry in this 
· .·-- sta-te~ _'.. ·:1--- conclude that· such association will not be contrary to 

.. the 'public interest e . . . 

... :·: 

··.: .:~·::_··<·.:>·-J\.cb~rdingly ;- l t_ is;. on thi.s ·13th day of November, -1969, 

: ':, _. ·.; . .- .· _;_·,.· ·-.. ORDERED that petitioner Is s ta tu tory disqualifi ca ti on be-. '.· . 
:·.~ caus'e i::)f ~the ·Convictions described herein be and the same is hereby 

· ,-_ removed;: in accordance .with ·the provisions ·Of R.S._ 33:1-31.2~' 
- . ' . ~ . ~ ' ' - . ~ . ' ' . 

•. < · .... ···:··· ·:r 
-· . ' ... 

. Jos~ph M. Keegan. · 
· Director _ · 
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. 619 RECAPITll.ATION OF ACTIVITY FOR QUARTERLY PERIOD FRON Jl.LY 1, 1969 THROUGH SEPTEMBER 30, 1969 

~ll.Y A~UST SEPTQ1BER ~OTAL. 

ARREST Si 
Tot3l n4~ber of persons arrested 15 21 19 55 Licensees and employees 4 7 8 19 

Boo-l'lceeers 11 14 11 36 
SEIZURES: 

st i 11 s - 50 gallons or. uider - l 2 
.Alcohol - gallons • oo 2.06 . .25 ; .. 11 
Mash - ea 11 ms 50 51t 104 
Distilled alcoholic beverag~s -·eallons 1J.5.5e 2.76 2.~o 50 .. li Wine - ~allons 99.69 l.~, 1.44 102 .. 6 
Brewed malt alcoholic beverages - eallons 34.55 26.99 Ji .• 96 1a .. 50 

RETllIL LICENSEES: 
Premi ~-.es inspected 381 504 4?6 1~;21 
Premises where alcoholic beverages were gauged 332 420 374 1,126 
Bottles ga~ed 5,746 6,826 5 .. 4~8 !'8,010 
Premises where violations were found 139 156 108 ~o' Violations found 239 238 182 59 

No Forrn E-141-A on premises 87 98 66 . 251 
Unqualified employees 82 65 34 191 
Fdm E-141-A incomplete'. 16 20 21 57 
Application copy not available 21 19 ·' 16 ?6 
Disposol permit necesssry 3 4 7 
Oiher merconti le business 4 ~ 8 
Prohibited signs and practice 2 1 5 

.. 

Other violations 28 27 .. 39 9~ 
STATE LICENSEES: 

Prem i scs i n.spected· 8 12 2 22 
Lice~~e applications investigated 13 11 B . 32 

COMPLA!r-ITSa 
Complaints assigned for investigation 489 358 402 1,249 
Investigations completed · 448 lt2' 395 1r266 
Investigations pending 328 259. 191 191) 

LABORATORVt 
Ana 1 y ses ma'de . · 69 87 75 231 -
Refills from licensed premises - bottles 56 28 19 103 
Bottles from unlicensed premises 8 35 30 7; 

IDENTIFICATION: 
Criminal fingerprint identifications made 9 13 10 ;2 
Persons firi~erprinted for non-criminal purposes 654 430 433 1,517 
Iden-t. contacts made. with other enforcement agencies 482 288 309 1,079 
Mofor vehicle. identifications via NJ State Police. teletype 4 4 

. DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS a 
Cases transmitted to municipalities 3 2 2 ·7 

Violations Involved 3 ~ 3 ~ Sale durine prohibited hours 2 2 2 
Failure to close prenlses dvrine prohibited hours 1 1 2 
Sale to minors 1 1 

Cases instituted at Division 19 20 31 70 
Violatfons involved 28 26 36 90 

Purdlase from improper source 2 3 7 12 
Sele during prohibited hours 3 4 .4 u 
Possessin~ liquor not truly lebeled 7 4 11 
Sale to minors 2 3 4 9 
Permitting immoral activity on premises 4 1 1 6 
Hindering investieation I l 3 5 
Permitting lottery activity on premises 2 3 5 
Sale below Filed price 3 l 4 
Permitting female impersonators on premises 4 ... 4 
Filing false tax reports 2 l l 4 
Fravd In.application 1 ·2 l .. 
Failure to close premises durin2 prohibited hours 2 1 . ' Retailer-to-retailer sales 2 2 
Permitting lottery & bookmclti"i on premises 2 2 
Permitting· bookmaking on·pranises l 1 2 
Unauthorized trensportation 1 1 2 
Fai !lure to keep true books of account l l 
Purchase frooi wholesaler "'11le on Non-Del'ivery list l ~ l 
Fraud and front 1 l 

cases brought by llltXlicipalltles on own Initiative and reported to 
18 10 53 61 Division 

Violations Involved 24 13 4, 80 
Sale to minors 7 2 19 28. 
Sale durina prohibited hours 4 2 6 12 
Conducting business as a nuisance 2 2 2 6 
Penn! ttln~ brawl on premises 2 4 6 
failure to close premises during prGhlbited hours 2 2 '+ 
Perroitting eGilllbling on prel)ises l 3 4 
Act of violence , ' 3 
Permittin2 prem. to be used in furtherance of dlleeal activity 1 1 ~ 
Etllployln2 female bartender (19Cel re~9) . l 1 2 
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JOTP,b. 

DI SCIPLINAHY PROCEEQINGS · ·(CONTINUED) . 
Coses brought by municipalities.on m-m initi.ative.and reported to Division (Contin•;ed) 

Employee without. I.D .. card (local ree .. ) -
Hindering investigation 
Permitting immoral activity on ·premises 
Failure to afford view into prem. during prohibited hours 
.Employing unlicensed bartender (local reg.) 
Licensee workine while intoxicated 
failure to display copy of license ~ertificate 
Unqualified employees 

HEARINGS H8..0 AT DIVIS!ONi 
Total nt.mber of heari~es held 

AppeE31S 
Disciplinary proceedjngs 
Eligibility 
Seizures 
Application for. ll.cense 
On Petition 

STATE LICENSES AND P,ERMITS IS!U:Di 
Total nunber issued 

Licenses 
Solicitors' permits 
Ernploymmt permits 
Disposal permits 
Social affair permi:its 
Miscellaneous permits 
Wine permits 
Transit insignia 
Transit certificates 

.. ··oFFICE OF AMUSEMENT .. GAMES ·coNTROL1 
Licenses. issued · 
State Fair licenses· issued 

. Premises. Inspected 
Premises where vi-ol:ations were foLnd 
NUTiber of violations found 
Enforce"l'lent files established 

Dated: November 10, 1969 

37 
6 

22 
7 

1 
l 

2,-914 
614 
.44 
738 
102 
.326 
4~9 . 8 
·51; 
. 80 

8 
26 

509 
28 
42 
25 

1 

l~lj74 
9 

.;a 
lil5 . 6, 

-452 
226 
22 

205 
44 

. l 
77 

487 
28 
~2 
34 

1 
l 
2 
2 

65 
12 

. ~7 
12 
4 

1,699 
7 

41 
~5 
60 

. 542 
289 
27 

225 
123 

. '51 
56 
4 
8 
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JOSEPH H. KEEGAN · 

2 
2 
2 
2 
l 
l 
l 
l 

135 
22 
75 
32 
4 
l 
1 

6,087 
630 
123 

1,5;a 
·225 

1 J ;520 
1,004 

57 
943 
247 

9 
. 154 
1,052 

60 
82 
75 

·Director of Aicahol ic Be.verage Control 
Commissioner of Amusement Games Control 
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7" DISCIPLINAHY PIWCimDINGS - OHDER HEIMPOSING· SUSPENSION 

In the Hatter of Dlsciplinary 
Proceedings against 

Carl Johnson 
73 South Street 
';\T ·1 '11J J 1'.ewar.:.c, l.' • • , 

) 
) 

) 

) 

Bolde~ of Pl~nary Retail Consumption 
License C-73, issued by the l'Iunicipal ) 
Board of Alcoholic-Beverage Cont~ol 
of the City of Newark. ) 
---------------~~-~-~--~-~-------~-~~-

SUPPLEFiENTAL ORDER 

Walter S~ Pryga, Esq., Attorney for Licensee 
Walter H. Cleaver, Esq., Appearing for the.Division 

BY THE DIHECTOR: 

On September l+, · 1969' l entered· zj order herein suspend­
ing the license for twenty days effective Se!Jtember 11, 1969, · · 
upon recitation of the.licensee's (then·appear·ing·prQ. .§..§.) plea of 
Il.Q.rl vul t to charges. of purchase of alcoholic ·bever3.ges from other 
reta:1_ lers and filing of false Be,verc:ige ,i1ax B1gea:u reports.e Re 
JoJLnson, Bulletin.1880item--.lO. · "·.··· ··. · .. · · 

· On Septenher .10, 1969 ,· oh '.cOiaim iha:t· .th~· pl:ea- vrns ente.red 
in error, I entered . an· ar;1ended order: pe:rI:titttn.g: vrithd:rawa:L ·of the 
plea to afford the licei1s.ee· a hearing ,o·n the charges p.nd· ·vacating 
the order of suspension pending further determination. Re Johns.on, 
Bulletin 1882, Ite~ 7o · 

Li.censee has now pleaded guj_'ity to the ·charges, thus in 
effect restoring the matter to its original status. Hence the 
twenty-day suspension, vacated by the order of HeptGmber 10, 1969, 
will be reimposed. 

Accordingly, it .is, on·thls 29th day of October 1969, 

OHDEI-rnJJ that Plenary Hetail Consumption License C-73, 
issued by the lfunicipal Board of Alcoholic Beverage Control of the 
City of Newark to Carl Johnson, for premises 73 South Street, 
Newark, be and the same is hereby suspended for twenty (20) days, 
conm1encing at 2 a.m. Wednesday, November 5, 1969, and terminating 
at 2 a. m. Tuesday, November 25, 19690 . 

Joseph Mo Keegan, 
Director 
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8. DISCIPLINAHY PhOCL:;IWINGS - Si\LE TO MINOH - LICENSE SUSPENDED 
J.i'O H 15 DAXS , LES 0 5 DAYS FO n PLEA. 

In the Matter of Disciplinary 
·Proceedings against 

Frank Bowlby' s Wines & Liquors ,Inc ... ,. 
453 Broad Street 
Bloomfield, N.J:, 

) 

) 

) 

) 
Holder of Plenary H.eta'il Distribution 
License D-1,_issued by the Town Council) 
of the TO"wn of Bloomfield., 
~--------~-------------------------~----) 

CONCLUSIOHS 
and 

OEDER 

Licensee, by Frank V~ Bowlby, President Pro se 
Walter Hi) ·Cleaver, Esq., Appearing for the Division 

BY THE DIRECTOR: 

Licensee pleads Il.Q11 vult to a charge alleging that on 
Septembe~ 27 1 1969 it sold four quart bottles of beer to a minor, 

. age 19, in.violation of Rule 1 of State l1egulati9n No.., 20. 

Absent prior record, the license will be suspended for 
fifteen days, with remission of five days for the plea entered 
leaving a net suspension of ten day~. Re BromileY, Bulletin 1~79, 
Item 8. 

Accordingly, it is, on this 31st day of October 1969, 

ORDEHED that Plenary Hetail Distribution License D-1, 
issued by the Tmm Council of the 11own of Bloomfield to Frank 
Bowl by 1 ·s Wines & Liquors, Inc. , for premises lt53 Broad Street, 
Bloomfield, be and the same is hereby suspended for ten (10) 
days , commencing at 9 a. me lfonday, November 10, 1969, and term:lna t­
ing at 9 a. m. Thursday, November 20, 1969_. 

JOSEPH M. KEEGAN 
DIRECTOR 

9. STATE LICENSES - NEW APPLICATION FILED. 

Kern Distributing Co. Inc. 
303-309 Manchester Avenue 
North Haledon, New Jersey 

Application filed December 24, 1969 for person-to-person 
transfer of Limited Wholesale License WL-45 from Otto Kern, 
t/a Kern Distributing Co. 

~ \ ·t(~~ 
e~~gw\· 

New Jersey State Library 


