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1. APPELLATE DEC IS IONS - DEPARTMENT OF MISSIONS OF· THE EPISCOPAL 
. DIOCESE OF NEWARK v. DENVILLE TOWNSHIP AND DENVILLE POST NO. 
2519, INC.,.,. VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS. 

DEPARTMENT OF MISSIONS OF ) 
THE EPISCOPAL DIOCESE OF 
NEWARK, ) 

Appellant, 

-vs-
TOWNSHIP COMMITTEE OF THE 
TOWNSHIP OF DENVILLE and 
.DENVILLE POST NO. 2519, INC0~ 
VETER.ANS OF FOREIGN WARS OF THE 
UNITED STATES, 

Respondentso 

) 

) 

.. ) 
) 

} 

, ON APPEAL 
CONCLUSIONS AND ORDER 

Draesel & Dorfman, Esqs., by Samuel Rochlin, Esqo 1 Attorney 
for Appellants. 

Mills & Mills, Esqso 3 by Elden Mills, Esq., Attorneys for 
Respondent Township Committee. 

Paul Ba~iola, Esq.,, Attorney for Respondent-licensee .• 

BY THE DIRECTOR: 

The Hearer has filed the following report herein: 

"This is an appeal from the unanimous action or the 
members of the respondent Township Conunittee in approving an 
application for a club license to be issued to respondent 
Denville Post Noo 2519, Inc., Veterans of Foreign Wars of the 
United States 3 for premises to be constructed in accordance 
with plans and specifications at 81-83 Main Street, Denville. 

. Appellant sets forth in its petition of appeal filed 
in the instant matter various grounds which it contends war­
rant reversal of respondent Township Committee's action, to wit: 

. •a. The land on which the· Veterans of Foreign Wars 
planned to construct a building immediately adjoins the 
property owned by·tne appellant on two sideso 

1bo The respondent, the Veterans of Foreign Wars, has 
:no bui~ding erected on the premises for which application 
for a club license has been made·. , 

1c. Surveys made in the years 1954 and 1955 proved· 
that there was a desire and a need for an Episcopal 
Mission in the TownshipG 

'd. In order to fulfill such need, appellant purchased 
its property from the owner, Anna Go· Hall, on June 12, 
1956, and closed tit.le on the .same on August 4; 1956, ·said 

·deed having been recorded in the Morris County Clerk's 
Office on August 9, 1956, as Instrument Noe 31201. 

'e. Appellant is in the process of having plans an.d 
specifications drawn at the present ttme to immediately 

·build a church, a parish hall and vicarage on said 
property. 
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''·f. Due to the topographical condition of the appel-, 
lant •s land, it will be necessary to complet-e the church, 
and to build the parish hall and vicarage in the front or 
the property directly nex.t to the land of ·the responde-nt, 
Veterans of Foreign Warso 

\ 

'g. In the meantime the land owned by the S.'ppellant 
has been used for religious services· and will 1e.ontinue to 
be ·us,ed for ·such purposes~ · 

1h. .Appe1lant has organized and will cont'inue .to . 
organize you.th fellowship in the Townsh·ip of Denv.11.le and 
will us·e .the bui.lding presently .on the premis:e:s and those 
buildings which are to be erected for such _purposes, ·and , 
~it is ... therefore,, :relt that the ,serving of liquor on the 
.property adjoining the .appellant •:s will .be d;e·t.rimental t·o 
the· youth act·ivities of the church. 

· 11. That it has been and will continue to be -the appel­
lant·~s pol.i.cy to· use the buildings o.n ·the church property 
e.ach and every day to .conduct its various church act.ivities. 

·1.J •. That in the event such a club licens,e .is grant,ed it 
wfll have .a detrimental effect upon the youth .or the .appel.­
lant ·Church and the parishioners o.f the T.ownship .• 

: 1·k •. By r,ea.son of the location of the pr.operty of respon­
dent, Vet.erans of Foreign War,s, no parking area is available., 
so that a hazard ·to the members o.f the chur·.ch and the resi­
dents in t~e apea will be created by the i's:suance of such 
license. 

./ 

, 11. That the appellant has been advised and verily be~ 
lieves that Anna Ge Hall 3 who conveyed the .Pr·operty to 
the respo.ndent, Vete.rans of Foreign Wars., expres,sly under­

.. at·ood that the ·building to be erected would ~be used 
· exclusively for Veterans of Foreign War.s act:ivities of a 
social and business nature and would not include ·the 
dispensing of liquorG 

. . •m. A suit is presently pending in which said Anna G. 

~--- ~:::,~~~;.~~!~i~ 
it""Of the property involved in said licens.e ;~pplication·. • · 

· "'It appears fr.om the record in the ma·tte~ now under con..: 
siderati.on that the respondent veterans 9 organi·zat:ion :(herein-
.aft·er referred t'O as respondent organization) acquired the · 

· va.eant land 'Whereon the proposed li-cens.ed premis€.s are to ·be 
co·nstructed from Anna Gertrude Hall by deed dated March ·ll, 
1952·, which said de.ed was duly recorded in the. :Cl·erk's Office 

. o·f Morris County -on April 2, 1952. It further ~ppeara that 
· appellant acquired the vacant land on which it p:t1opose·s to 
· c.onstruct a chur:eh and other auxiliary building-a from said 
Anna Ger.trude Hall by deed dated Aqgust 1,. 1956, which 'Said . 

.. de.ed· was .du~y .·r·ecorded in the Clerk's ·Of:fice o·r Mo.rris .county. . . . .· · 
·.c>ri··"August'··.;g·; ·--i956"~ ... 'On "'JUly · i 7;· :1956 ··the·· r'e:sponde,nt· organization .... :.. 
made app·11cat·ion to the respondent Township Cqmmittee .for a,, club 
11,cense and tn its. notice of intent.ion published -on July 19, ·,26 · ·· 
and August 2, 1956, respective1y, in the Denville Herald se'its 
forth·, among other necessary data, that ·1 Plans and specifica-
tions. for premises to be constructed may be examined in the 1 

office .of ·the municipal· clerk. 1 Under date of July 23, -1956 a I 

written objection to the issuance of the club license to the ;.· 
respo,ndent organization was entered on behalf of the appellant, 
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a hearing was scheduledj and on September 5.ii 1956 the applica­
tion for the club license was approved with the provision that 
the license be issued when the premises had been completed ln 
accordance with the plans and specifications filed with the 

·application• · 

"The uncontradi.cted testimony given by the witness pro­
duced on behaif of respondent organization discloses that, 
subsequent to the acquisition of_ the land by the said respon­
dent, tree·s were- cut down, a sign was erected indicating th:at. 
a build~ng was to be constructed, a flagpole placed on the site, 
hundreds of loads of dirt· were dumped on the land in prepara-
tion for the- use intended, test borings were made and footings 
installed, anci then a foundation was built to support the building 
to be constructed which would constitute the licensed premises. 

"There is no denial that the appellant's representatives· 
were aware that the respondent organization-held title to the 
land as/ the deed_ conveying the property to the appellant 
expressly excepted the parcel of land owned by the respondent 
organization. Furthermore, at the time the application-for the 
license in question was made to res·pondent Township Committee, 
the appellant had not obtained title to the land which adjoins 
on. two sides the land of the respondent organization. 

"Appellant has indicated that at some future date it 
intends to construct a church on the land which it acquired, .in 
aocordance with plans and specifications presented· at the instant 
hearing (it was agreed by the appellant that these were prepared 
subsequent· to the hearing before the respondent Township Com­
mittee). It is apparent that no fraud was practiced on appellant 
herein as it was aware ·that the respondent organization owned 
the adjacent land and an· inspection thereof woyld·have disclosed 
that it was in the process of erecting a clubhouse. Although 
there was-no duty"on the part of _the appellant, nevertheless, it 

.had an opportunity to make necessary inquiries or the respondent 
· organization,, which had been in possessi'on of the tract of land 

for several years, regarding its proposed use of the premises. 
11The attorney for the appellant contends that under Rule 

5 of State Regulation No. 7 it is imperative that the respondent 
organization must be 'in posse~sion of suitable premises' before 
obtaining a club license. Judge Eastwood, speaking for the 
Superior Court of New Jersey, on page 318 in the case.of 
Passarella Ve Board·or Commissioners (1 Ne J. Super. 313), said 
1While the applicable law makes· no specific reference to the, 
issuance or transfer of liquor.Jicenses to vacant lands subject. 
to the erection and construction of a proper building within 
which to.conduct a liquor business, the Commissioner, under 
authority deleg'ated to him by the Legislature and expressly 
found in R. S. 33:1-23 and R. S. 33:1-39, has consistently ruled 
that the municipal issuing authority may grant an application 
for liquor license PL1I'Suant to R. s. 33:1-32 upon 'the express 
condition (imposed in the authorizing resolution, pursuant to 
Revised Statutes, 33:1-32) that the premises as described in 
the plans and specifications prepared _and submitted by the appli-

, ,_cant and found acceptable by the issuing authority shall first 
be completede {Re Harris, Bulletin 183, Item 11; Re Salter, ~ 
Bulletin 184, Item 8; Re Mur2~1:' Bu11etin 389, Ite~ 
Under the authority of. this ru e, the municipal body may not 
actually.issue the license until the premises are completed in 
accordance with the filed plans and specifications. 1 · 

When at the hearin~ here:tn the Passnrella case, aforemen­
tioned, was called to the~ attent_1on ofthe ar)i)eflant 's attorney, 
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he th~n contended that there is a distinction between a club 
license and a_plenary consumption or distribution license~ 
True, the Court was considering a case relative to a transfer 
of a plenary retail consumption llcense, but in its language 
it is apparent that it also included other types of retail 
liquor licenses$ I find that the contention in question is· 
without mer:tt ~ 

. "Another contention advanced by appellant is that.the 
grant of .the club license to respondent organization is in 
viol~tion of R~ Se 33 :l·-76, l'L. · t.L S" Ao, which provides. among 

··other things that 'no l:lcense shall' be issued for the saie of 
alcohollc beyerages wlthin two hundred feet of any church***·' 

' -

"The wor·d 1chu.rch 1 may- designate either a religious con­
gregat-;ion or an ediflce of worship, according to .the context., 
See The Trustee.!3 a? et~q v .. Fisher et al \t>, 18 N ~ J. L~ 254, 257 
(Sup~ Ct" 1841); ·Newark Athletic Club v,,. Ed .. of Ad,justment, 
Newark,, 7 N .. J,, Misc C> 55.? 59 {Sup ... Ct" 1929}. As used in the 
Alcoholic Beverage Control Act, it means a 'recognized edifice 
devoted 'permanently to the worship of' God. 1 Bulletin 5, Item 
3., That an edifice is what is meant appears from the fact 
.that the ya1~dstick in the statute is a distance of 200 feet, 
to be measured between ethe near~·est entrance of said church R 

and rthe nearest entrance of the premises sought to be 
licensed~~ Cf8 Mannigg Vo Trenton, Bulletin 247, Item l. 
There is no edifice or church presently ln being and,1;here-· 
fore, the section lmder discussion has no application in the 
matter hereine The fact that appellant held religious services 
on one occasion on the grounds is insufficient to invoke. the 
protection of the 'distance between church and licensed prem­
ises' statute in its favor. 

"The object of a club license is not to supply the 
needs of the neighborhoodc The holder of such a license 
cannot ·lawfully sell alcoholic beverages to the general public 
but must confine such sales to bona fide members ar:dtheir bona 
fide guests o The allegation that the proposed- licensed premises 
would.create a moral hazard for. the yow1g folks in the community 
or those who may attend appellant's church, if and when con­
structed,, is mere conjecture.. If the premis·es are conducted in 
a law-abiding manner persons under twenty-one years of age would 

·have nothing to fear and :1.f not so conducted, the municipal 
officials should and would take the necessary steps 'to correct 
the conditiono 

. 
11 I have examined t0e reason advanced by appellant for 

reversal of· the action of the respondent Township Committee 
that there are ina9.equate parking facilities but the evidence 
submitted in support thereof does n~t bear out that contentio~.-

r~fter careful consideration of the entire record in the 
instant ca$e I find that the members of the respondent Township 
Commlttee were not improperly motivated when, a·rter considera­
tion of the matter, the club license was granted to the respon- . 
dent organizatiori. There is also no indication that its action 
was arbitrary-or· W1reasonable,,· I, therefore, recommend that 
the action of the respondent Township Conunittee be affirmed." 

Exceptions vrnre taken to the Hearer 1s 'Report within the 
time lim'ited by Rule lL~ of State Regulation No. 15 o - · 

I have carefully examined and considered the entire 
record pres,ented in the matter> in question, together witl1 the 
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Hearer's Report submitted herein and the written exceptions 
filed by the appellant. I agree with the statement of fact~ 
and conclusions of law set forth in the Hearer's Report and 
adopt them as my conclusions herein41 Hence, I shall affirm 
respondent Township Conunittee •s actione .:.. · 

Accordingly, it is, on this 28th day of January, 1957, 

ORDERED that the action of respondent Township Committee 
be· and the same is hereby affirmed and the appeal he.rein be 
and the same is hereby dismissed.-

WILLIAM HOWE DAVIS 
Director. 

2. APPELLATE DECISIONS - SEIDEL v. HIGHTSTOWN. 

IRVING SEIDEL, trading as 
REX BAR,· 

Appellant, 

-vs-

COMMON COUNCIL OF THE BOROUGH 
OF HIGHTSTOWN, 

Respondent. 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

ON APPEAL 
CONCLUSIONS AND ORDER 

Sidney Simandl, Esq., Attorney for Appellant. 
Turp and Coates, Esqso, by Henry G. P. Coates, Esq., Attorneys 

·, for Respondent. 

BY THE DIRECTOR: 

The Hearer has filed the following report herein: 

"This_ is an appeal from respondent's action whereby 
it suspended appellant's license for thirty days effective at 
Midnight Oct9ber 13, 1956, after finding appellant guilty of a 
charge alleging that he violated Rule 5 of State Regulati~n 
No. 20: . 

'*** in that on or about September 15, 1956, you 
allowed, permitted or suffered in or upon your 
licensed premises at 128 Mercer Street, Hightstown, 
New Jersey, a brawl, act of violence and disturbance 
involving two patrons, James Henry Thomas and Willie 
Walter James.• 1 

"Appellant •s premises are locateq at 128 Me:rcer Stre·e·t,: 
Hightstown. 

"Upon the filing of. the appe~l an order was: e·ntered on 
October 11, 1956 ,. staying respondent •s order of suspe'nsion until 
the entry of a further order herein. R. s. 33:1-31., . . 

'~t the hearing herein respondent's case waa presented 
· upon the transcript of the proceedings below in ac·c'o~rdance with 
the provisions of Rule 8 of State Regulation No. 15.. Some add:t-· 
tional evidence, concerned chiefly with the layout 0f the 
licensed premises, was presented by appellant who wa~ not present 
when the alleged v~olation occurred., 



PAGE b BULLE'rIN 1158 

111ri1ere is no doubt that a disturbance occurred on 
appellant's premises on the date mentioned in the charge. 
The only issue is whether the evidence·i& sufficient to warrant 
a find1.ng that appellant's agents or employees allowed, permit­
ted or suffered the violation to occur. 

"At the heartng~below elght wltnesses were called. by 
respondent. James Henry Thomas testified that he resides in 
Florida but came to New Jersey to work on a farm near Hights­
town; that on Septemb~r 15, 1956, he, Willie Walter James (who 
works on the same farm) and another man entered appellant's 
premises but did not go to the bar to get a drink because most 
of the stools at the bar were occ~upied; that, instead, they 

.walked directly to a shuffleboard; that he and Willie entered 
into an argument as to the correct addition of a ser·ies of 
figur)es on a piece of ·pape1'"'; ·that,, as a result, they made a 
$10.00 bet as to the correct answer; that Willie lost the bet, 
paid the money to him and then »jumped and grabbed me. ' The 
witness further said that they tuasled around the shuffleboard 
and that, when he couldn't. get J.oose 9 he·took .out his knife and 
stuck Willie twlc·e; - that some fellow then grabbed his arm and 
told him to give him the knife; that he gave the knife to this 
man and walked out the door..., On cross-examination James said 
that he and Willie were not talking loudly; that 'the· tussle 
happened all of a sudden and that it lasted two or three 
minutes c . Q1"»lando 1i1ounta.J.n testified that, as he entered the, 
licensed p1""emj_ses, James had 0his lrnife up; 1 that he obtained 
the lmife from James and gave it to a patron at the bar, Who in 
turn handed it to someone behi.nd the bar$ Theodore Norcross 
testified that he is employed. as a laborer but was acting as· 
bartender that; day in the absence of appellant who was observing 
a Jewish holy day~ Norcross further tes·tifled that he observed 
the three men in the corner and thought at first that they were 
fooling; that_, when he rrnw the:: 1mife,, he went around the bar 
and helped. Wj_J.lie off the floor and then returned behind the 
bar and telephoned for th(3 ambulance.. Jessie Chew testified 
that .she was also tend:tng bar~ that th:ts was the first time 
she ever worked there and that; ::1 after the man was cut, she 
1didn 9t go down and look at him or nothi.ng. a The testimony o:r 
the four other witnesses (W:rj .. ght and Ely who arri vea. with the 
ambulance and took W:l.111~ to the hospital; Police Officer _ 
Disbrough who arrived after· the ambulanc.e and who, after some ":'; 
delay, obtained the knlf'e from Norcross; and Willj.am Bak~r .5l a 
farmer who employed James and Wtllie) is not helpful on the 
issue involved because they arrived a.fter the disturbance ter­
minated or were not present when it occurred. 

"At the hearing belowJ).Charles Thompson., who was called 
as a witness by defendant (appellant herein), testified that he 
is employed as a foreman and was seated at the bar near the 
door,when the three men mentioned above entered; that the three 
men did not go to the bar or have anything to drink;" that they 
started an argument near the shuffleboard but that there was no 
loud language or profanity; that one man grabbed anothe~ man as 
though he was choking h:lm~· and the third man in the group 
attempted to stop him; that; he saw a knife, and that one of the 
men fell to the floo1,," He estimated that three or four minutes 
elapsed between the time the men entered and the time the cut-. 
ting occurredo 

"After considering the evidence and the briefs submit­
ted, I doubt that Norcross ever left his positj.on behind the 
bar but believe that he promptly telephoned· fbr the ambulance. 
The weight of the evidence· indicates, however, that the 
disturbance was a sudden 'flare -up 1 · w i tho~t prior wax•ning and 
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· that ·the bartenders had no opportunity to stop the disturbance 
or prevent the cuttingo The present case differs from 
P,e J?}ikalt1~, Bulletin 754, Item· 1 (where numerous drinks were 
served to the: patrons involved); _?ribila v. Linden,. -Bulletin 
·~045, Item 4 (where troublesome patron was permitted to return), 
and Moskowitz v. Newark, Bulletin lo61, Item 1 and Samuel Fessler 
v,\) O,£~ge, Bulletin 1114, Item 6 (in both of which there were· 
gener1a brawls involving many patrons) Cl I find that this case 
involves a sudden assault by ·one.patron on another,·and there 
-is nothing. in the testimony to indicate· ~hat the licensee or 
his agents had any reason to anticipate the trouble which 
occurred.. Under similar circumstances, a finding of guilt has 
-,been reversed on appeal@ Zicherman Y ... e Newark, Bulletin 613, 
Item 5; E~el v._Belleville,., Bulletin 694, Item 5; Ferdinand 
v. Newar!f, Bulleti.n li.'.i84, Item 3; Kandell v. Newark"3 Bulietln 
1091,, Item 3; Black v9 Caroden~·Bulletin 1135, Item ; Schaeffer 
~att v.~ Newark, Bulletin !140, Item 1. I conclude that the 
action of respondent in finding appellant guilty of the charge 
should be, reversed, and r·ecommend that an order be entered 
accordingly. ·tr . 

,~No exceptions to the Hearer 9 s Report were filed within 
the time limited by Rule 14 of State Regulation No. 15. 

Having carefµlly considered the evi.dence herein, I 
. agree with the conclusions and the recommendation of the Hearer 

and adopt his conclusions as my conclusions in this case$ 

Accordingly, it is, on this 29th day of January, 1957 .. 

r ORDEREDrthat the action of _respondent herein be and the· 
same is hereby reversedo 

WILLIAM HQWE DAVIS 
Directoro 

3·. APPELLATE DECISIONS - PO AMBO DEMOCRATIC CLUB, INC. v~ 
PERTH AMBOYo 

PO AMBO DEM09RATIC CLUB, INC., ) 

· Appellantj ) 

~vs-

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF THE 
CITY OF PERTH AMBOY, 

) 

) 

Respondent. ) 

ON APPEAL 
CONCLUSIONS AND ORDER 

Israel H. Saltman, Esq., Attorney for Appellant. 
Francis-Mo Seaman, Esq., Attorney for Respondente 

BY THE DIRECTOR: 

The Hearer has filed the following report. herein: 

"This is an appeal from the action of respondent whereby, 
on July 18, 1956, it denied appellant's application for a club· 
license _for premises located at 208 New Brunswick Avenue, Perth 
Amboy. 

"In its petition of appeal appellant alleges, in 
effect, that respondent's refusal to issue the license was an 
abuse of its discretiono 
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"Respondent, in its answer,_ denies appellant,'s alle­
gation and asserts that its action was based upon a considera­
tion- of the number and nature of the objections to the issuance 
of the license, the bona fides of appellant, and ·appellant's 
failure- to comply with State .Regulationso · 

"It appears that ·on March 7, 1956 a similar applica­
tion was denied and that no appeal was taken there.from • 

.11The a pp ea 1 herein was .heard de novo, pursuant to Rule 
6 of State Regulation Noo 15. 

"The record discloses that·on July-19, 1923 appellant 
was incorporated as an association not for pecuniary profit; 
that on August 4~ 1955 William Smith and Eva Williams leased 
the premises for which a license is sought; that said premises 
consist of the first floor of a two-story building which has 
a public lunchroom in front, an adjoining room fitted as a 
barroom in the center, and a small adjoining 'meeting room' 
in the rear, each room being separated by three-quarter-high 
partitions; that numerous object-ions were filed .against the 
granting of appellant 1s prior application; that '.on June 20, 
1956 appellant~ by Eva Willlams as president, filed the appli­
cation tmder consideration herein; that in said application 
appellant failed to answer Question 20 which specifically 
inqu:l.res if appellant has been in exclusive pos·session and use 
of the club quarters for at least three (3) years prior to .the 
application; that on July 5, 1956 a public hearing was held 
respecting said application; and that on July 18, 1956 respon­
dent, after having heard argunent pro and con, unanimously 
denied appellant's application sby reason of the fact there is 
no need for an addltional 11.cense ln this area.' 

"Appellant called Eva Williams and Alfred Jackson as 
its principal wj_tnesses. 

"Eva Williams test:lfied in substance that she is the 
president of appellant club and held other offices in 1953 
and 1954; that on August 4-, 1955 she and William Smith, 
treasui'Jer of the club, leased the premises in question because 
the lessor 1 wouldn't rent under the club, it would be all right 
for the club to have it but someone would have to be responsible 
for the place for the rent'; and that as the result of the lease 

. she set up a luncheonettr.:-. V·.,-hL:d·1 she operates on the premises. 

"Alfred Jackson testified that he is the founder and a 
member of appellant club since 1923; that for the past year 
meetings of the club have been held at the_ aforesaid leased 
premises; that prior thereto meetings were held in a room of a 
building owned by him; that another organization also used said 
room; and that 'they are not no -club quarters.' 

"Respondent called as witnesses Mary Williams and Nina 
. Carey, listed in the application filed on Jtme 20, 1956 ·as 
financial secretary and trustee~ Both denied that they ever 
held such offices. Other) w':ltnesses called by respondent were 
the City Clerk, a police sergeant, a detective, an objector, 
and the Mayor of the City.. , 

'~he sereeent testified that he made an inspection of 
the area in which the premises in question are located; that 
the premlses. are in a. he2.vily triaf:C:lcked business zone and 450 
feet from a pub11c c;r·amrnar school. 
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"The detective testified that he made an in ve s tiga ti on . 
of the officers of the club listed in the applications and that 

·he. found that William Smith, treasurer, never lived at the. 
address. givena 

"The objector testified that appellant club· 11n 1945 
went completely out of business~• 

:''The Mayor testified as follows: 

1The reasons for the commissionera taking.the 
action which they did in denying· -- I made some notes 
here --.the bona fide status of the club was seriously 
doubted. It came to the attention of the cow.missioners 
that several of the officers of the clµb did not attend 
meetings and had not been bona fide of.ficers •· We had 
letters, one that I remember, a letter of .objections 

'stating that it was not a bona fide club. We had other 
objectors in the persons of business people in the area. 
It 1s ·a mll:ed residential and busine.ss neighborhood and 
the business people.and residents of the area objected 
to the granting of the license in this~particular area. 

'The commissione·rs also noted that in conjunction 
with the club there was a public luncheonette and they 
felt the club quarters were not in exclusive possession 
of the club. . 

'Another r~ason is the proximity of the grammar 
school in the. neighborhood of the proposed club and that · 
children pass the premises and might even patronize.the · 
luncheonette. 

'* ·* * * The application was denied because .we felt 
it would be in. t_he best interests of the public welfare. 1 

"Respondent •s ·reason for denying appellant 1s app.lica-· 
tion as indicated by the minutes of July 18, 1956, i~e., that 
'there is no need for an additional license in this area• 
carries little weight so far as a club license is concerned.· 
,The obJect of a club license is not to supply the needs of 
the neighborho.od. The holder of such a license cannot law­
fully sell alcoholic- beverages to the general public but must 
confine .such sales to bona fide members- and their bona fide · 
guests'• Irish American AssOCTation· of Kearny,z N. J. v .. 
Kearni, Bulletin 293, Item 11; Re Branch 13z Amer1can Federation ' 
of Hosiery Workers, Bulletin 523, Item 5; Re Indian Lake Community 
Clubz. Inc.,.Bulletin 845, Item 8; Ocean County Tavern Association 
v. Beach Haven et al., Bulletin 954, Item 2. However, the·~easons 

'-advanced by respondent in its' answer. on appeal and those te~tif~ed 
to by.the Mayor as being additional _factors considered by tqe 
issuing authority before denying appellant's· application ar~ 
mer1t6r1ous. K 

"State Regulation No" 7 provides, inter alia,, as foJ;.1ows: 

'-Rule 2. Club licenses shall be issued only to 
bona fide clubs • 

l 

. •Rule 3. Except as provided 1n Ruls 5, no license , 
shall be issued to any club unless it shall have been; 
in active operation in the State of New Jersey for at 
least three (3) years continuously iffil!lediately prior 
to the submission of its.application for a license~ 
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'Ru1e :Li, •. Except as .prov1ded ·h_~:,P_e:in or il~n :.Rule 5, 

no license shall be issued to D,ny c).\1bi unles.s ·1t .sha.11 
·1 ha.ve been in exclusive possession .afia ;use of a clubhouse 

-or club quarte.rs for at least thre.e:· (S). years. ,cont.inu-. 
ous1y :immed:iately prior to the subm.:+.s:~.'f,ion of .tt:s :app11·ca­
cat.ion f.or. a .license. A .bona fide c;l\lb which :'has be·en 
:±n .ac.t.ive o;p.era t·ion in this state Sor' ,the pe.r~iod ··of time 
:nequ1r:ed as ·aToresaid, but which has·been·d.e;priv.ed ·of 
c:ont'inuous ·posse.ss·ion. ·and use of it·s ... c.lubhouse· ·or club 

· quarters ·by ·r.eason o·f foreclosure, ~lisposse0·s:s ".Or other 
removal f.or :a .·cause ·other than ·the Vi-olat:10.n .;o_f the laws 

·of ''the State ·or of munl.eipal ordinance, shaTl '-'.n.ot be pre­
ve·nt:ed thereby .from obtaining a ·club licens:.e upon 
pre.senting to the .satisfacti.on of the issuiEg ·authority 
pro,of of ,'said facts 'and proof 'that possessi0n ~of ·suitable 
premis.e·.s has .been .obtained. 

'Rule :·6.. No .club lic·ens-e shall be iss:ue:d .. to any 
corporation, as-socia tion or organization un:~~e's:s all · 
officers .and members of the governing body \qualtfy ·:as 
individual -applicants in all re·spect·s exce_p,t .as '-to resi-
denc:e ·or age • 1 

"The prlmary·responsib1j.ity of determinlng,whether 
appe.l:lant ·1s qua·11rted to hold a. license and ·.whe'the·r .. premtse·s 
·are suitable .f'or a license rests with the local :issuing 
·.authority {R • .s. 3J:l~24). . .. . . 

. ._ ... ,,The· mer·e fact that a .\Tacanc,y exists :Ln :'.the ·quota fixe.d 
· :·by ordinance (.as alluded to by appellant) does ·:nci~t mean that 
··an -applicati-on ·for a .1ic·ense of this particular ·\.c,lass must ·be 

.granted ,'{Sarimelian v. Ocean, Bullet.tn 985., It.em ··.:2J and it is 
·,well :s.ettled that no one is entitled to .an a'lcG>hoTic beverage 
license. as a matter of .right. Paul v. Glouc.e.s:::t:e_r,, 50 N ... J .L • 
. 585 (E. & A_. ·18_88) { ~teehan v ~ Exci:se Comm·1ss._1:one.r;s.,, :73_ M._J .• ~· 
382 (Sup. Ct .• l906J, affirmea 75 N.J._L. 557 .{K,., ·&A. 1908)., 
Bumball v. ·Burnett, 115 ·N .J .L. 254 .(Sup.. Ct o n.~~3.5,:}. · 

.· "Co.nsldering all the fa·cts and .c.irc .. ums~tance.s , appearing 
here·in I .rina ·that be.ca-use of ·the failur·e ·to ·.answer ·_Question .. 20 

. and the ·fa'lse ... s1fatements ,as to the treasurer··~s .·.addre:s·~s -.and as 
".to the pers·ons· ,·.allegedly occupying ·the offices -.~o:f . .financ:ial· 
:secre.tary and trus·tee, appe11ant· 1s applicat·ion .. :'.lacked :--esS:enttal 
prerequisites ·for the granting there or:; that .. there :is .·grave 

.doubt tnat .appellant association is a .bona :fide .:c·1ub-.; t:hat 
appe.·11ant ·is ·not in exclusive po.ss·e.ssion and .us~~e oT a :clubh.o.use 
·or club quarte·rs ·1n conformity with the pro:v1·s:i:ons of .s·tate 
Regulat7ion No. ,T; that the prem·1se.s are -unsuitahl·e for ·-a club 
.li·cens.e;;; and that ·respondent exercised sound .d":tscret·ion. :I 
,,_conc:lude :that .appe-llant. has not· sust_a·1ned .the ~i.burden .of .~proof 
;in estabTi-shing th~t respondent's ·action was ·erroneous {'Rule .6 
, of .s.tate_ Heg:ulation No • 15}. ·r,, ·the·re,fore, re.cmnmend that the 
ac·t1on .of ,res:p:ondent in denying .appe11ant •s q_p;plication .·.be 
affirmed .• " . · , 

·;: . No exceptions were take·n ·to the Hear.er 1.:.s .''.fleport ·within 
·the ,t1nrn ·11niit:ed by Rule 14' of State Hegul~t.ion ·:No 0 ·15. . . 

Having: carefully cons,i9ered ,the evide.nc.e here·::in, I agree 
with the conclusions and the recommendation of the Hearer and 
.aa:opt his conc:lusions as my .conclus .. ions he.rein.. ,, 

Ac.cordi.ngly, it is, on this .3-0th day of ·Janua~y, 1957, 

·oRDERED that the acti·on of respondent here:in -be and the 
.same ia hereby .aff)irmed 6 

:WILLIAM .HOWE DAVIS 
Dire . .ctor. 
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4. DISCIPLINA.RY PHOC.EEDINGS - ILLicr11 LIQUOR - LICENSE SUSPENDED 
FOR 15 DAYS, LESS S FOR PLEA. 

In the Matter of.Disciplinary 
Proceedings against 

BAMBOO GARDEN CORPORATION 
3408 Bergenline Avenue 
Union City-' N.~ J., 

Holder of Plenary Retail Consump­
tion License c-26, issued· by the 
Board of Commissioners of the 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

City of Uriion City. ) 
' -~~-------~--~------------~---~--~-

CONCLUSIONS. 
, AND ORDER 

J. ·James Young, Jr., ·Esq., Attorney for Defendant-licensee. 
William F. Wood, Esq., appearing for Division of Alcoholic· 

Beverage Control. 
\~ -

BY ';['HE DIRECTOR: 

Defendant pleaded non vult to a charge alleging that 
it· possessed on its licensed premfses alco~olic beverages·· in 
bottles bearing labels which did not truly describe.their 

· contents, in yiolation of Rule 27 of State Regulation No. 20. ·, 

· The file he.rein discloses that ·on November 7, 1956, an 
I ABC -agent, wnil_e testing and gauging the license·e •s open bottles. 
of alcoholic beverages, seized a number of such bottles because 
their contents appeared to be low in proof and submitted such. 
bottles to the.Division's chemist for analysis. The chemist's 

· report s~ows that, whe·n compared with samples of the genuine 
product of the labeled brand, the contents of two bottles 
labeled "Seagram's Seven Crown Blended Whisky 86.8 Proof" are 
short in proof 8.8 and 12.8 and the solids and acids are low. 

Defendant has· no prior adjudicated record. I shall 
suspend defendant's license for a period of fifteen days (the 
minimum period where two bottles are involved). Five days · 
will be remitted for the plea entered herein, leaving a net 
suspension· of ten days (Re V.aldan Corp •. , Bullet~n 884-, Item 9). 

Accordingly, it is·, on this 23rd day or· January, 1957, 

ORD~RED tha.t Plenary Retail Consumption License C-26, 
issued by "the BoC;lrd of Commis.sioners of the City of Union City· 
to Bamboo Garden Corporation, for premises 3408 Bergenline · 
Avenue, Union City, be and the same is hereby suspended for · 
ten·(10) days·, commencing at 3:00 a.m. January 29, 1957, and 
te~minating at 3:00 a.m. February 8, ~957. · 

WILLIAM HOWE DAVIS 
Director. 
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5. DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS - PIN BALL MACHINE - LICENSE 
SUSPENDED FOH 10 DAYS, LESS 5 FOH PLEA. 

In the Matter, of Disciplinary 
Proceedings against 

THE MANHATTAN, INC. 
T/a KNICKERBOCKEH CAFE 
305 - 6th Street 
Lakewood, N ~ J., 

) 

) 

) 

) 

Holder of Plenary Retail Consump- ) 
tion License C-23, issued by the 
Township Committee of the Township ) 
of Lakewood. · 
~----------~---------~--------------) 

CONCLUSIONS 
.AND ORDER 

·Julius Cohn, Esq., Attorney for Defendant-licensee •. 
Edward F. Ambrose, Esq., appearing for Division of Alcoholic 

Beverage Contr'ol. 

BY THE DIRECTOR: 

Defendant has pleaded non vult to a charg.e· alleging 
that it allowed, permitted and suffered in and upon its 
licensed premises a bagatelle or pin ball machine, in violation 
of Rule ·7 of State Regulation Noe 20. 

The file herein discloses that on December 4, 1956, an 
ABC agent, while making a routine inspection of de·fendant 1s 
licensed premises, observed in the lobby-hallway therein a 
pin ball machine which he operated in the presence of the 
se.cretary of the defendant corporate-licensee herein, and found 
it to be ~n working order. 

Defendant has no prior adjudicated record. I shall.sus­
pend .its license for the minimum period of ten days and remit 
five days for the plea entered herein, leaving a net suspension 
of five days. Re Bur.stein~ Bulletin 1082, Item B. 

Accordingly, it is, on this 29th day of January, 1957, 

ORDERED that Plenary Retail Consumption License c~23, 
issued by the Township Committee of the Township of _Lakewood to 
The Manhattan, Inc., t/a Knickerbocker Cafe, 305 - 6th Street, 
Lakewood,. be and the same is hereby suspended for a period o:r 
fi.ve (5) days, corrunencing at 2 :OO.a.m. ·February 4, 1957, and 
terminating at 2:00 a.m. February 9, 195.7. 

WILLIAM HOWE DAVIS 
Director. 
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6 ~ DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS - CHA.F{QE ALLEGING SALES 'rO MINORS·' 
DISMISSED. 

In the Matter of D1ocipllna.1~y 
Proceedings against 

~JOHN BROVERO 
T/a FORES'l1 CAFE _ 
26 East Forest Avent1e 
Englewood, Na J., 

) 

) 

) 

) 
Holder of Plenary Reta:t.1 Consuinp- ) 
t:ton Lioense .C-4, issued by the 
Common Council of the Ctty of ) 
Englewood. 

. CONCLUSIONS , 
AND OHDER. 

George S. Grabow, Esq.,, Attorney for Defendant-llcemrne 4) 

William F~ Wood, Esq., appearing for Division of Alcoholic 
Beverage Control. 

BY THE DIH.ECTOR: 

The Hearer ha8 filed the following report here:tn: 

''Defendant plc~aded not guilty to a cha1•ge alleg:tng that -
on August 8, 1956, ht3 sold, served and deliver~ed_. and allowed, 
perm:ttted ana·suf'fe:.red. the Bale, service and delivery of alco­
ha1lio beverages, directly or_ indirectly, to two miriors; a.nd 
allowed, permi.t~ted and suffered. said minors to consume such 
bi:~veragE~s in and upon hi.s licensed premises, in violat~ion of 
ID1le 1. of State Regulation No. 20. 

"The _ma.-tte:r came to t~he attention of the Englewood 
pol:tce authoritit:~s as a consequence or a fight between two 
minors whtle drunk, which resulted in one ml.nor being ·taken to 
an Englewood hospital. Both minors claim to be unacquainted 

_with the section of Englewood where defendant's premises are 
located and claim that they never previously w~re at defend­
ant •s licensed prem:tses • The rn:l.nors had considerable diffi~ .. 
culty :tn direeting ABC agents when they tried- to locatt: the 
premises. Thf:? m:J.nors testified that the agents drove around· 
Englewood from place to place observing eight or nine ·1~averns 
until thE~Y ·:rec~ogni.zed defendant's premises.. An AEC ·agent 
testified that such was not the fact but that he and the minors 
drove directly to the defendant'B premises111 

. "In spec:lfic detail, the minors are George --- (age 
19) and Jonn --- (age 20). They test:l.f:t.ed that on August 8, 
at about 10:00 p.m., they entered the defendant's tavern and 
i~emalned the:re until about midnight or l :OO a .m., during which 
period they were each served five or six beers arid fifteen or 
aiXteen drinks of Vodka. Both minors testified that they were 
drunk when they left in a ca.r dr"i ven by one tTohn Miles. 'rhere 
can be no doubt from what follows that both minors obtain~d 
alcoriolic beverages that night in sufficient quantity to render 
them intoxicated. '11hey cannot identify the person or persons 
who served them with the alcoholic· -beverages, so that the·_ 
prlmary issue :ts whether they obtatned such beverages in 
defendant's licensed premises. 

"ThA testlmony of the minors concerning the circum·­
stances under wh1.ch they went .to thl~ tavern on the n:lght of 
August B and the circumstances unde1 1 which they identified 
defendant;·•s licensed premises on the next day appears to be 
too.vague, uncertain and 1neons1.stent to establiBh that they 
were in defend.ant 1s tavePn on the night in question and obta:~ . ..lted 
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d.rinks of :,.alcoholic beverages there. Ho~e,V.er :i what is lacking 
t;o establish that the minors· were actually pre·sent ·in .such 
tavern is su.pplie:d by the clear and pos.:\.,~f.ye evid~;nce of John· 
Miles. He testi.fied that he resides 1n; .. ·:i3e'rgenfielcl and. entered 
defendant 1 fJ licensed premises on Augus~.:.·8., 1 ~etwee·r:i. 11 :.15 and . 
ll ·:30 p .m. ; that he observed George and .. John at the bar; that 
he knew them well enough to say 'hello', t<? them but never .'hung 
around with them;' that he observed a number .of drinks.of alco~· 
holic bev~rages: on the bar but cannot say. that any such drinks 

· were served to· George or John and he did .not s·ee them consume 
any such drinks;· ·that, although he did not join the·" minors,; he 
observed tha.t ~hey were drunk when he f:trs.t observed them and 
·that when th~y were- leaving they looked 'farther gone;' that· 
he remained in the tavern until clos.ing time and was joined -­
by the two minors as he walked out;-that all three entered.his 
car; that he intended to drive them to a doctor;: that, while 
en route, the altercation and fight developed4> 

· '~lhile the ~vidence of Miles places the minors in 
de·rendan~ 's premises, it must further appear by a preponderance -
of the evidence that they were served with and consumed alco­
holic beverages there.. On that score tl1ere is presented the 
minors 1 questio·nable recollection. Miles did not see them 
served or drink ~.lcoho.lic beverages, greeted them pe·rfunctorily, 
and did not observe their activit.ies during the hour or so that 
he was there o ThE:? licensee and his bartenders each tes·tified 
that they did not serve any drinks to the minors. The. licensee 
testified that he has conducted his business for· twenty-three 
years and has no prior record .. 

"Because of the lack of sufficient evidence that alco­
holic beverages were-so.Id to or consumed by the minors on 
defendant's premises, T conclude that the Division has not sus­
tained the burden of proof in establishing defendant's guilt. 
I. recommend, therefore, that the charge should be' dismissed. 
Re Hiett,, Bulletin 1142, Item 6$" 

Pursuant to Rule 6 of State Regulation No. 16, the 
prosecuting. attorney filed w.ri tten· exceptions to. the Hearer's · 
Report, the attorney for defendant filed answering argument.9 
and I ~otified both attorneys that_ I desired oral. argument in 
the ca-se. The oral argument was heard on January 11, 1957. 

After careful examination of all the evidence, the 
briefs filed herein and the oral argument, I have decided to 

·adopt the conclusions of the Hearer as my conclusions in the 
case. The licensee and his bartenders. denied that they served 
the minors in question. The testimony of John Mile·s, who was 
called as a witness by· the Division, is not too helpful 
because, _while he test,ified that the minors were, in the prem­
ises and 'left with him, he admitted that he did not see either 
of them consume any alcoholic beverages. Each minor testified 
that he waS' s.erved f 1 ve or six beers and fifteen or six teen 
drinks of Vodka and yet neither minor could identify the person 
or persons who served them.. Considering the unblemished record 
of the licensee during the past twenty-three years and the posi­
tive testimony of defendant 1s witnesses against the testimony · 
pr~sented by the witnesses· for the Division, I conclude· that 
the Division has failed tb establish the guilt or· defendant by 
e. fair preponderance of the evidence.. Re Borstelmann, Bulletin 
112'7, Item 3; Re. Moore_, )3ulle tin 1136, Item 6; He~ Hyett, Bulletin 

. 1142, Item 6. Hence I shall dismiss the charge. · 

AccordJ.nf::ily, ·it is-, on trLls ~-~4th day of _t.Tanuary, 1957,, 

OHDERED· that the charr~(:; here:ln be and the same js 
hereby dismissed~ 

. w IIJIJIAM H01i1J .E 'J)./\ vrs' 
DJ_recto1· .. 



ACTIVITY REPORT FOR FEBRUARY 1957 

ARRESTS a 
Total number of persons arrested - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - • - - - - - - - - - -

Licensees and elnf)loyees - - - - - - - - - 10 
Bootle~gers 0 

- - - - - - - - - - - • - - 19 
SEIZURES a 

Motor vehicles - cars - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - • - - - - - - -
Stills - 50 galtons or under - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Hash - gallons - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
D~stilled alcoholic bever~es - gallons - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ·- - - - - -
Wine - iallons - - - - - d - - - - -·- - - - - - - - - ~ ~ - - - ~ _ • _________ ~ • _ •• 

Brewed malt alcoholic beverages - gallons - - - ... - - - - - - - - - - .. - - - - - - - - - - .- ·- -
RETAIL LICENSEESa . 

Premises inspected - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -· - - - - - -
Premises where alcoholic beverages were ~auged - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - • - - - - Q 

Bottles 2avged - - - - -·~ - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - • - - - - - - - - ~ - - -
Premises bhere violations were found - - - - - - - - - - - - - - • ~ - - ~ - - - - - - ~ - - - - -
V !olat lons found ... - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ·- - - - - - - - - -

Type.6f violations founds · Gamblin~ devices - - - - - - - - • - - l 
Unqualified employees - - ~ - • - - - 24 Reg. i38 sign not posted - - - - - - • 1 
Application copy not available - - : - 14 Dis~osal permit necessary - - - - - - ! 
Prohibited signs - - - - - - - • - - - 2 Other violations - - - - - - - - - - - 5 

STATE l.ICENSEESa· 
Premises inspected - - - - • $ - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - • - - - - - - -

License applications investi~ated - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - • - • - - -
COMPLAI NTS1 . 

Complaints assi~ned for imtestigation - - ~ - - - - - - • - - - - • - - 0 
- - - - - - - - - - - -

lnvesti~ations completed - - - - e. - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - --- - -
Investigations pending - - - - - - - ~ - - 0 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - • - - - - e 

LABORATORVs . 
Analyses msde ~ e - - - - - - - • 0 - - - - • - - • - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ .- - - - - - - -

Refills from licensed premises - bottles - • - - - - - - - • - - - - - - - - - • - - -.- - - - • -
Bottles from unlicensed pre~ises - - - - - - - - - - - - - - e • - - •• - - - - - - - - - - • ~ ~ 

IDENTIFICATION BUREAUa 
Criminal fineerprint identification£ made - - - - - - ..... - .. - - - - - ~ - -·- - .. - - - - - - -
Persons fingerprinted for non-criminal purposes - - .. - - - - - - ... - - - - - .. - - - - .. - - - -
Identification contacts made with other enforcement agencies - - - " - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - -

DISCIPLINARY· PROCEEDINGS; 
Cases transmitted to municipalities - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - a - - - ·• 

Violations involved - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - • - - - ~ -
Sale to minors ~ - - - - - e - - - - - 6 
Sale during prohibited hours - - - - - 4 

Cases-instituted at Division - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - ~ 
Violations Involved - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - G - - - - ~ - - - - - - ••• - - - ~ -

Sale to minors - - - - - - - - - - - - 12 Permitting.gant>ling (wagere~) - - - - 1 
Sale during prohibited.hours - • - - - 4 Failure to close premises during 
Sale,below minimvm resale price - - - ~ prohibited hours - - - - - - - - ! 
Possessin~ illicit liquor - - - - - - ~ Licensee ~orkine while intoxicated - - l 
Sale to 5ntoxi~ated persons - - - - - 2 Permitting consumption on 
Peruitting immoral activity on premises 2 distribution licensed premises - l 
Conducting business as a nuisance - - 2 Purchase from improper source - - - - l 
Possessing indecent matter - - - - - - l Employine person without ldentifi-
Permittlng hostesses on premises - - - l cation card (local re~.) - - - - l 
Permittingslot machines on premises - 1 UnQUelified employees - - - - - - - - A 

Ceses brought by lllJnicipalities on own initiative and reported to Division - - - - - - - - - - - -
Violetions involved - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Sale to minors - - - - - - - - - - ~.- 8 Per,mitting brawls on premises - • - - 2 
Sele dur in~ prohibited hours - - - - - 4· Failure to di.splay license cert if lcate l 
Failure to close premises dvrin~ PermiHing bookmakin~ on premises - - 1 

prohibited hours - - - - - - - - - 3 Conductin~ business as a n.1isance - - 1 
Failure to afford view into premises Permittin~ eamblin~ (waeering) on 

durlne prohibited hours - - - - - 3 premises - - - - - - - - - - - - l 
Hinderifli investigation - - - - - - - 2 Unqualified employees - - - - - - - - l 

tEARINGS HELD AT DIVISION: 
Total nunber of hearings held -·- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Appeals - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2 Seizures - - - • - - - - - - - - - - - 1 
Disciplinary proceedings - - - - - - - - - 22 Applications for license - - ~ - - - 3 

_ Eli~ibllity - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 8 
STATE LICENSES AND PERMITS ISSUED1 

Total f'M.lmber issued - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Licenses - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ; Wirepermits - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2 
Employment permits - - - - - - - - • - - 1~6 Miscellaneous permits - - - - - - - - 90 
Solicitors• n - - - - - - - - - - - 68 Transit insignie - - - - - - - - - -124 
Disposal 11 - - - - - ~ - - - - - 82 Transit certificates. - - - - - - - - ~2 
Social affair n - - - - - - - - - - - 300 

Datedc March 6B 1957 
WILLIAM l-0\~E DAVIS 

DIRECTOR 
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E3.. DISCIPLINAHY PROCEEDINGS - SALE AT LESS rrHAN· PllICtE. LIS':l1ED IN 
MINIMUM CONSUMER RESALE .PRICE LIS'r - LICENSE SUS.PENDED FOH 10 
DAYS, LESS 5 FOH PLEA .. 

In the Matter of Disciplinary 
Proceedings against 

ALEXANDER JENTIS 
t/a SUBURBAN DELICATESSEN 
404 Irvington Avenue 
South Orange, N. Jo, 

)" 

) 

) 

) 

c·oNCLUSIONS 
AND. ORDER 

Holder oI' Plenary Retail Distri- ) 
bution License D-3, issued by the 
Board of Trustees of the Village of l 
South Orange .. 
-----~--~----------~--~----~--------Arthur Slavitt, Esq .. , Attorney for Defendant-lic-ensee· _ 
Edward F. Ambrose:; Esq .. , appearing for Division. o·f'· Alcoholic 

Beve-rage Contnol.. 

BY THE DIRECTOR: 

Defendant has p1eaded non vult to a· charg_~--· alleging that 
he sold an alcoholic beverage .at a price below the· established. 
minimum therefor, in violat:i.on of Rule· 5. of State:. Regulation 
No. 300 

The file herein discloses that on December· 19, 1956, two 
ABC agents entered defendant's premises and purchased f.rom the 
licensee 1s wife a case of Seagram's· Seven Crown q_µarts for 
$6G.30.. ·At that time the minimum consumer price, ... less pe-rmissi.ble · 
5% discount, was $63 •. 27.. The agents left the premises with the· 
case but returned immediately and identtfled thems:e.lve·s to the 
licensee and h~~ wifeo 

Defendant has no prior record. I shall .suspend defendant's 
license for the minimum period of ten days. Five:.- days wiTl be 

. remitted for the plea entered herein,. leaving a net· suspension of 
five days (Re Bregmal'l~ Bulletin 1128 3 Item 12) •. 

Accordingly, it is, on this 13th day .of February:, --1957, 

ORDERED that Plenary Retail Distribution Licens-e D-3, issued 
by the Board of Trustees of the Vil~age of South Orange to Alexander 
Jentis, t/a Suburban Delicatessen, for premises 404 Irvington 
Avenue, South Orange·, be and the same is hereby- suspended for five 
(5) days, commencing at 9:00 a.m. February 25,,. 1957', and terminating 
at 9:00 a.m. March 2, 1957. 

WILLIAM HOWE DAVIs­
Director. 

9.. STATE LICENSES - NEW APPLICATION FILED •. 

National Transportation Company 
Hackensack Avenue 
South Kearny, N~ Je 

Application filed March 21, 1957 for place-to-place transfer 
of Transportation License T-109 from Michigan A1venue, 
Kenilworth, N .,Jc. 

.. e·t,..~. 11i,·.,.\•.;,.,, <P··\, 

William Howe Davis 
Dtrccto1·. 

\.. 


