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~ •·. APPELLATE DECISIONS - STORKY 'S, INC. V. TRENTON 

'· 

STO~YS 1 _INC. , · t/a STORltY~, ) 

Appella~t, 

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF THE 
CITY OF TRENTQN~· 

Re·spondent. 
~-~-~--~-~-~---~--~--~~~--~--~-

) 

) 

) 

). 

ON APPEAL 
, CONCLUSIONS AND ORDER' ,., 

•• I, 

David .A. Friedman, Esq., Attorney 'for.Appellant~ 
Louis Josephson, Esq., by John A. Brieger, Esq., Attorney· 

for Respondent.· 

BY THE. l;)IRECTORg 

The Hearer has filed the following Repcfrt herein: ··. 

. 11 T.his is an appeal from the action .of· re;;po11~ent whereby · 
on June 19, 1958 it denied, by resolution, appellant's· _ _<-application 
for.renewal of its 1957-58 license for the following stated · 
r.easons: 

11. · That on May 9, 10, 23 and· 24, 1958, ··the 
licensee allowed, permitted and suffered its 
licensed place of business to be conducted in 

· such.·manner as to :become a nuisanc($ in that it_ 
-allowed, permitted and suffered female im-· 
personators and persons who appeared to be homo-., 
sexuals in and upon its licensed premises; 
allowed, permitted and suffered such i>.ersons·· 

.to frequent and congregate in and.upon its · 
licensed premises; and allowed, permitted and. 
suffered lewdness and immoral activity and 
foul, f~lthy and obscene conduct in and upon 
its licensed premises; and otherwise conducted 
its place of business in a manner offensive to 
co~on decency ,and public morals; i·n violation 

:; of· Rule 5 of State Regulation:" .Noe 20. · 

'2. That ":on May 17, ·23 and 24, 1958, it. 
ailowed, permitted and suffered gambling. in and . 
upon its licensed premises, viz., the playing on 
a device or apparatus designated as a "bowling" 
machine for stak:es of money, in viola ti on of Rule 
7 o:f State RegUlation No. 2011 

" ' 

'3. That on May 9 and 10, 1958, it· sold, served. 
and_9-elivered and allowed, permitted and suffered 
the.sale, service and delivery of alcoholic 
b'ever.ages, directly or in.directly, to persons 
actually or apparently in~oxicated and allowed, 
perrni tted and· suffered the c,onsumption of such 

.beverages by suc·P,.persons in and upon.its licensed 

'> . 
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prendses, in violation of Rule 1 of State 
Regul~tion:. Nao 2bo 

'4o That on May 24, 1958, and on divers 
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days prior thereto, it sold, served and 
~delivered and allowed, permitted and suffered 
"the sale, service and delivery of alcoholic 
beverages, directly or indirectly, to a person 
under the age.of twenty-one (21) years, and 
allowed, permitted and. suffered the consurp.ption 
of alcoholic beverages by such person in and 
upon its licensed prenuses, in violation of Rule 
l of State Regulation Noe 20Q 

1 5.'q 'That the licensee is unfit to operate said 
licensed premises for the reason that said 
licensed premises were conducted improperly and 
in violation of the law and the rules and 
regulations relating to the conduct of the 
licensed premises, and it would be contrary to 
the best interests of the public health, public 
safety, pub.lie. welfare and public morals to 

. appro.ve the appl,ication for t:t;te renewal of said 
licens·e~ 

'60 That it is to the best interests· of the 
surrounding community and the city in general 

, ~h~t sa_id appli.cation be denied~ w 

... nupon the filing _of the ~ppeal an order was entered 
: 'by: the Director. on June 27, 1958 extending the term of appellant's 

lic·ense llll~il. further order hereino 
-· 

91.Appellant, in its petition of appeal, alleged, in 
substance, t:P,at. the respondent's action was based solely on the 
disciplinary charges ·then pending, instituted by the nirector~ 
without any. knowledge of tne nature of the evidence upon which 
such charges were based and, hence, prejudged the charges; that· 
appellant' was no't offered <;ill opportunity to hea~ such evidence· and 
present i.t~. defense thereto- before the local is:~ming authority 
and, .hence·, such a_c~ion was an abuse of its discretione 

"Respondent cont ends that its action was predicated upon 
a consideration of all the facts ·and surrounding circumstances re
lating to the conduct in and.operation of appellant's licensed 
business and was a1:reasonable exercise of its discretionary 
authorityo · · · ' . 

UThe violations alleged in the disciplinary charges 
above referred to are identical with those set forth iri paragraphs 
1 to 4 inclusive of the reasons asserted by respondent in denying 
appellant t:s applicatton for renewalo On September 5, 1958 the 
disciplinary case was heard at the office of this Division and, 
thereafter, on the same day, tl1.e appeal was heard •. In lieu of 
pre.senting testimony on the appeal, it was· stipulated that the 
evidence addµced at the disciplinary hearing, together with the 
written stipulation filed by counsel for .the respective parties 
and an.affidavit received subsequent to the hearing, should be 
considered as the evidence adduced at the hearing on appeal anc?
that the Dire.ctort s determination with respect to the disciplinary 
charges~ together with lµs cons.iderat~on of t·he stipulation and 
affidavit, should be the basis of his conclusions and order herein. 

'~Contemporan.eous 'with this_ re_port, the hearer. has recom
mended in bis_ report that the defendani~ be adjudged guilty of all 
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. charges'prefe,rred against it in .. the discipliµary proceed.in.gs on 
the ·basis( ·of. the evidence presented and has ·recommended that ita 

· · license .be suspended for a period of one hundred ten daysm -

· "Since I have considered that the violations set forth 
in the ·qisciplinary proce.edings have been established, there remalns 
for consideration the issue whet.her the respondent was premature· in 
considering SlJ.Ch violations as the reason: for its action and.whether 

: or not such action ·was an abuse. of -respondent's discretionary ·· 
. f uthori ty !' . · · 

\ . i· . . . . . . . . 

. "The substa'nce of the stipulEl'tion .. hereinabove .ref erred to 
is that the corporate license, while under the ownership of the 

, Storcella-:family, · qas no previous adjudicat.ed record or been the 1 

subject of any.1 formal complaint, and that the issuing authority has 
· previously. exhi~i ted. no policy· ev.tdenced by resolution that on~ 
violation of :the.type- herein involved would result in a refusal 

, ·to renew the license ... The affidavit .above referred to sets forth 
a statis~ical_ analysis of the action of the local issuing authority 
when considering renewal of licenses contemporaneous with appellant's, 

·whereby it appears ·that sucb ~uthority renewed a ·great number of 
·11censes with records of violation or:ciriminal convictions for · 
violating· the Alcoholic Beverage.Law.,· It· is well established that 
a loca1·1ssuing authority may refuse to renew a. license on the basis 
of a violation committed during the pre¥ious licensing year9 The 

·contention, stressed -in appellant~. s brief .that the local issuing 
authortty p·rematurely considered the then unestablished:.:'.charges and, 

·.hence, it 'was an improper basis for its failure to reri.ew the license· 
is not'here.a controlling· factore Suc.h action did not deny to· 
appellant the 'simple consideration of fairness' since it appears· 
that .the licensee has to date continued to .operate. the licensed 
busine·ss under the Director's order extending the license and the 
licensee ha~ now, in fact, been adjudged guilty of all of the ,-
.charges preferred ~gainst ~t. 

. . "The further· contention that the refusal to renew 
. appellant vs· license was inequitable and unjust, .

1
resting in substance 

on ·alleged disparate· treatment accorded to the licensees_ ·or Trenton; 
is a subject which has been preyiously advanced in other localities, 

:considered and rejectede . In Biscamp v. Two. Council ·or the Twp •. 
of Teaneck, -5 N. J., Super. 172, at pag-e 175, Judge· Eastwood, spealdng 
;for the Appellate .Divis:J;.on, stated:. 'Assuming, but not conceding, 

· that·'other licenses« were granted under somewhat similar circums:t;anc·es, 
· \ it' do~s not fo.llow· that the· go·verning body should further perpetuate 

earlier unwise action$' The Bi scamp case was cited in Nordco, 1!!9...• 
v. State; 43 N. ·J. Super., 277 at page 288. and Judge Clapp; speaking: 
for the Appellate Division on the subject'·or alleged disparate 
treatment among lic.ensees in Newark, added 'Indeed, it may be. 1Hiat· 
the Newark :board irl the exercise· of its discretion ni.iiglitt ixroperly 1 

have refused to renew other licensesc· However, as a:n1 app1ellate 
·court, we are concerned merely with the questlon whether the.refusal 
to renew NordcoVs license was the result of inte:nstional dis
crim;ination.:or other arbitrary ac·tionll> w.- In the :iinstant case1 lik~ 

. the ijordco_;case, ·the appellant has not established intentional. 
· di$c ... rimination or other arbitrary. act:f;.on. · 

• •• {,. \ • t • • • ' 

i. "I ther~I'ore re:commend that re:~pondent' s action in 
denying appellant's: applicartthon for renewal of its license· be 
affirmed and' the app.eal. <tlli.smilissed; and. that the order extending 

· the, term of. appellant's ]i.c·ens-e be· vacated effect! ve imm~diately e "; . . 

Wri tteri exceptions to .the Hearer rs Report a;nd written 
. argument w1 th. res.pect thereto were filed with me by appellant t·s 
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atto~ney and wr~tten answering ·argument was filed by responde.nt .. , s 
.·~tt6rney, pursuant to Rule 14 of State Regulation No., 15@ -~The . 
app·ellari.t i S -attorneyV S request for oral. argument thereon was' denied 
by me.,. 

. . . . 'After carefuJ.-ly considering the entire record her-ein, 
including the. transcript of the pr9ceedings, the memoranda-' filed 

_with the Hearer. by the respective attorneys p'rior to the Hear_er's 
. recommenO.ations· in the matter, the Hearer'·s Report, the written 
exceptions there-to and the arguments. advanced by the attorney's for 
·the respective parties herein, I concur in the findings and con
·,clusions of the· Hearer an:tl adopt his recommendationil 

6RDERED that· the acti.on of resp.ondent Board ·of Com
mis·sioners be and the same is hereby affirmed and that the appeal 

'.herein be and the same .. is hereby dismissed; and it is further ,_ 
- l . , 

. ·ORDERED that.my order dated June ·27, 1958 extending !th.~ 
term_, of appellant_' s license be ·a~d the same is hereby vacated,, 
effective .. at 2:00 alllmft, Monday, January 19, 1959, at which t~me 
appellant must cease all activity under said,_ license. _., 

WILLIAM HOWE DAVIS 
DIRECTOR 

;1, 

\)>;2; .· DISCIHLINARY -PROCEEDINGS -. NUISANCE (FEMALE ):MPERSONATORS), :.;.. 
'G.AMBLIUG ...:. S.ALES TO INTOXICATED PERSONS - SAtE TO MINOR ·..;. 
LICENSE SUSPENDED FOR .110 DA~Su . :: 1 

;In the Matter of __ Disciplinary 
_ Proceedj..ngs,·· against 

.·· _,STOBKYS·, INCo 
. ·. ,t/a STORKYS» INC@ 

, .. 151 E61 F-ront Street 
Tr.enton 9, ·New Jersey· 

· · Hc)lde_r ·of Plenary .c Retail Consumption 
License·C-19;1,·for the 1957-58 

. ·licensing ye8.'r, i.ssued by the Board of 
. Commissioners of the City of Trenton, 

·and _extended for the 1958-.59 licensing 
· . ·,y~ar ~·, · · · 

--~----~----------------------------------' . 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

CONCLUSIONS 
AND ORDER 

·_..David A<:J Friedm.anJI. E.sqo, Attorney for Defendant-lic,enseeC> 
. Edward· F o Ambrose,· Esq"-.Jj Appearing· for the. Di vision of ~lcoholic 

· · · Beverage Controi. 

·: ~i THE. PIREcmoR: . 

The Hearer has.filed the following Report herein: 

. "The following charge,s were pref erred against defendant.: 

. 'lQ On May 9, 10, 23 and 24, 1958, you allowed, 
permitted and suffered your licensed place of 
business to·be conducted in such manner as to 
become a nuisance in that you allowed, permitted 
and suffered female· impersona-tors and pe;rson·s who 
appeared to be h:omosexuals in and ·upon your . 

. licensed pr.emises; allowed, permitted and suffered 
·?uch persons to .frequent and congregate in and upon 
.your licensed premises; and allowed, permitted aµd 

. ( 
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suffered lewdness and immo:ra.l activity an¢! foul, 
filthy and obscene conduct in and upon your licensed 
premises; and o·ther'Wise conducted your place of 
business in a manner offensive to common decency 
and public morals; in violat-ion ·of Rule 5 of State 
Regulation No. 20. 

'2• On May 17; ·23 and 24, 1958, you allowed, 
permitted and sUf'fered gambling in and upon your 
licensed premises,·viz., the playing on a device 
or-~pparatus designated as a "bowling" machine 
for stakes of money; in violation of Rule 7 :of 
State Regulation No• 20• 

· . '3. On May 9, and 10.~ 1958, you sold, ·served and 
delivered and allowed, .permitted and suffered the 
sale, servic'e and delivery of alcnholic beverages,, 
directly or in.directly, to persons actually or apparently 
:J.ntoxicated and allowed, permitte·d and- suffered the 
consumption of such beverages by such pe11 son~ in and 
upon· your licensed premises; in violation of Rule 1 
·of State Regulation Noa 20~ 

'4~ On May 24,· 1958 and on divers days prior 
thereto", you sold, served and delivered and allowed, 
permitted and suffered the sale, service and 
delivery of alcoholic beverages, directly or in
directly, to·a person under the age of twenty-one 
(21) years, vize, Kenneth ---, age 18, and a11·owed, 
p-ermitted and suffered the consumption of alcoholic 
beverages by such person in and upon your licensed 

· premises; 'in violation of Rule 1 of State Regulation 
No •. 20.«1 '· -

"During their ob,servation of Dino's conduct they observed 
. a male with his ·arm around Dino whis:pe:ring in his earo This man's 

· elbov kept slipping of'f' the bar, his eyes appeared to be glassy, 
.. '\_• 
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his speech,_, was. slurred and incoherent and he staggered whe!l;;'he,, 
walkedo The· agents ob.served th~ service of alcoholic beverages by 
the bartender to t111·s man while he was in such condition. This man 
left the bar, :placed his arms around 'the neck and waist of· the agents, 
placed his ha:rid indecently on two .of the agents, and later ~ruggest~d 
to the three agents that they go home with him for a good time of an 
unspecified nature.. He claimed to be employed as a therapist in a 
hospital and displayed an identification card' with 'his name and 
photograph8 The agents conclud~d that he was intoxicated. They 
observed three other persons· there who had the appearance of in~ 
toxication· and who were served with alcoholic beverages. .The agents' 
description Of Wh?-t they observed isrthe basis for the violations 
charged a~ occurring on May 9 and 10, 1958. · 

, 0 These ABC agents were again in the premises ori May 17, 
1958_~· Anthony Storcella was tending bar.- They did not see Dino 
there .and.k·in. ·response to their inquiry as to his whereabouts, the 
bartender.. told tbem that he.was there the previous evening and might 
-come there ·rater; that he ~--~usually stops in every night. They 
observed two per·.sonp playing- a shuffleboar-d game for ·money stakes in 
which Anthony participated by betting with the respective players on 
the outcome of the game: This is the basis for.the violation 
charged.las occurring on M;ay 17, 1958. 

VYThe last of·: these visits by ABC agents to the premises 
was late in the evening of May 23_extending to the early morning 

.,hours- of May 2·4,. 1958e · On this occasion Dino ente,red with another 
map and was Joined.by a third .. These two men did not remain.1-ong 
in the premis.es and·, from what they could observe, the ·agents 
suspected ·that.they may have been homosexuals. One of the agents 
testified that during the course of the evening Dino mad·e improper 
advances"' to him in the men 1 s room. The agents and other persons playec 

_shuffleboard games with bets on the outcome thereof with Anthony 
'Storcella, who was tending bar. During their visit the agents 
observed ·the sale of alcoholic beverages to Kenneth ---, a minor, 
18 years of ageo The agents ultimately disclos.ed their identity on 
this· occasion to Anthony Storcella and to Richard Storcella, one 

:ot the corporate stockholders.who arrived on the scene, and apprized 
them of the activities on the licensed premises which they had 
w!;tn.essed that night~ The agents were then informed that the minor 
had previously displayed an identification card which represented 
him to be over 21 years of age. 

0 There does not appear to be any dispute that at least 
Dino 'was an~appa.rent homosexual. ·Peter Storcella, another stock
holder of the corporate licensee, testified 'Well, he (Dino) is a 
little ~o-re· than out of the way•; 'a little delicate, effeudnate •., 

·Asked whether he did-not consider Dino a. homosexual he replied 
'Well, maybe· ·at times I did, but he never bothe~ed anyone, he just 
kept his own placeva 

l '. 

. . _'! "Robert Storcella testified that Dino 'appeared to be a 
little. efflminate f o A patron who testified on the licensee·-, s . 
behalf said that ·VHe (Dino) had a littie strange movement by tbe 
way_ he walked.and all', although the witness claimed that he could 

- not rec.ognlze a homosexual from a normal· person unless such person 
made improper_ advancese · · \ 

_ "Another patron testified that he thought 'He (Dino)·-
might. have been effeminate'. Obviously, Dino frequented the premises 
and, hence, the violation does not involve a single or occasional 

.appearance of Dino at such premises. 
. ~ . 

"Anthony· Storcella admitted that he placed bets with the 
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agents 'on May 23, 1958 o:n the outcorne of a shuffleboard game but 
claimed that he did not plac·e such bets on May 17, 1958 wlt.h the 
other two persons~ . The sale to the min.or is ?-dmitted albelt atte:rnpt<.=id 
to be mitigated by the display by the minor of an identification card~ 
·The Storcellap profess to have no knowledge of the presence of the 
-intoxicated person:·· and his conduct on May 9, 1958ei 

. urn effect then, there is no defens-e presented to the. 
charge of permitting at least one homosexual to frequent the 

.. Premises; or to the charge of permitttng gambling; or to the charge 
of· permitting the sale of alcohollc beverages to a minor, and the 
licensee's employees assume a negative position with respect to the 
sale to an intoxicated person and indecent conduct by him. py professing 
lack of knowledge thereof~ The only positive attitude is .Anthony's 
assertion, as well as one of the other w:itnesses, that Dino did not 
perform ~n indecent dance on May 9, 1958. 

•' " 

. "In my opinion, the prepondera.nce of the belj.evable 
evidence establishes the guilt of the defendant licensee of all. 
the charges preferred against it and I riacommend a finding to that 
effect. Sihce defendant has no· prior adjudicated reco~d, I 
recommend that its::license be suspended for a period of sixty days 
on Charge l {Re Rutzers, Bulletin 1133, Item 2) ; thirty-fl ve days 
on Charges 2 ·and 3. Re Amster & Robins, Bulletin 1237, Itei.Ti 2) 
and ··fifteen days on Charge 4 (Re Krygier, Bulletin 1234, Item 8), 
making a total suspension of' one hundred ten days. I further 
recommend that no effective date be· fixed for the commencement-of· 
t.he suspension because, in a contemporaneous report on the licensee's 
appeal f'or failure of the local issldng authority to renew its 
license, I recommended affirmance of such action and dismissal of 
the appeal and an order terminating extension -of the license by the 

·Director under which the licensee has been and is now operating,· 
thus effectively terminating the conduct of the licensed pusiness." 

Written exceptions to the H't~arer 's Report and written 
argument with respect ther.eto were filed with me by the attorney 

._ f·or the defendant, pursuant to Rule 6 of State Regulation No. 16. 
Application by such attorney for oral argument thereon was deri.iedo 
. I 

I 

Having carefully considered the entire record, including 
the transcript of the testimony, the memorandum filed with the 
.Hearer by the attorney for defendant prior to the Hearer's recom~ 
mendation in the matter, the Hearer's Report, and the exceptions 
and written argument submitted, by such attorney, I concur in the 
Hea.rer's .'findings and conclusions and adopt his recommendations. 

· Accordingly, it is, on this 12th day of January, 1959, 

ORDERED that Plenary Retail Consumption License C-195, 
for the 1957-58 licensing year,- issued by the Board of Conunissioners 
of the City of Trenton; and extended for the 1958-59 licensing year 
to Storkyq, Inc., t/a Storkys, Inc., for premises 151 Ee Front 
Street, T:rf-enton, be and the same is hereby suspended for one hundred 
ten (110) dayso · No effective date will now be fixed for the com
mencement of the suspension since, by my contemporaneous order dis
missing the defendant licensee's appeal from the denial of re~ewal 
of such license, I have vacated my order e'Xtending the term of such 
license, thus effectively terminating any operation of the licensed 

) business after 2:00 a.m., Monday, January 19, 1959. 

WILLiltM HO WE DA VIS 
DIHECTOR . 
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Jo, DI.SCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS - SUSPENSION HgIMPOSED '-AFTER T~:RHINATIOH 
OF. PROC.EEDIJ.'IGp TO. REVIEW-

-- In th~. Matt~r of, Di,sciplinary 
Proceeding.s _ aga~ns:t' 

.:JOSEPH SOR.ANNO 
t/a, 11 RAC-EWAY TAVERN" 
3 8 Hor.s ehi.lT Road . 

. Hanover Towns-4iP--. . 
-·po : C:edar _ KnC?+i s, N ~w .;r er s ey 

- ' . . . 1i . . 

Hold.$r of ~lenary. Retail Consumption 
Liceris~-G~5, for the 1957-58 and 
1958-59· licensing years, issued.by 
the Township ComnLi. ttee of the 
Township ?f Hanovero 

~ . ' 
BY THE DIRECTOR~ 

) 

) 

) 
OHDER 

) 

) 

) 

) 

. On July 2+, 1958, the defendant's license· was suspended 
;for.a_period of:twenty-five days. See Bulletin 1240j Item 7. 
Upon appeal .. to. the Superior Court, Appellate Division, an order 
was. e:q.tered by the·. Court staying_ the suspension pending the outcome 
of "the appealo By decision dated December 24, 1958, the suspension 
was ... affirmed and,. tJ;1us, the penaity may now. ·be reimposed. -

Accordingly, it is, o'n this. 12th day of January, 1959, 

.... O~DERED that the suspension of twenty-.five (25) days, 
here~ofore imposed upon plenary retail consumption license C-5, 
issued by the Township Commi tt.ee of the Township of Hanover to 

_Joseph Soranno, t/a "Raceway Tavern", for pr·emi~ es, 38 Horsehill 
Road 9 Hanover Township, be and the same is hereby reimposed, 
commenci~at· .2 aom$ Monday, January 19, 1959, and terminating at 
.2 a.m<l' Fric"iay, February' 13, 1959. 

WILLIAM HOWE DAVIS 
DIRECTOR 

4. DISCIPLINARY.PROCEEDINGS - SALES TO MINORS - LICENSE SUSPENDED 
FOR 15 DAYS" . 

In.the M~ttersof Dtsciplinary 
Proceedings against 

RUDOLPH AND EVELYN SCHELTZ 
t/a SHORE ROAD INN 
Route No'9 3.5. · 
·Eatont.oWn.," New- ·Jersey 

· Ho.ld~rs.of Plenary Retail Constunption 
Lic.ense C-1,.'.issued.by the Mayor and 
Council .of the Borough of Eatontown. 
-------------~--~----------------------

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

)· 

CONCLUSIONS 
AND ORDER 

Ge.or.ge SG Skokos, Esq", Attorney for pefendant-licensees. 
Edward Fo .Am.brose, Esqo,_Appearing for the Division of Alcoholic 

- · · Beverage Control. 

BY THE DIRECTO,R: 

The Hearer has .filed the following Heport herein: 

·~ "Defendants pleaded not guilty to a charge all<:1ging that 
th~y ,,sold, served and delivered· alcoholic beverages to minors and -, 
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permitted the- consumption of such alcoholic beverages by said minors 
in and upon their licensed premises~ in violation of Rule 1 of State 
.Regu1ation Noe 20. 

''At the. hearing held herein, Harrel. J,,, --- , 20 years· of ag~-; 
testified-that shortly before 9:00 p.m. on May 21, 1958, be and Ray · 
Aa --.--- visited ·defendants' licensed prem.i.ses; that he and -,Ray ordered 
and were served a drink of whiskey and 7 Up and a drink containing gin, 
respectively; that they carried their drinks to a room to the left . , . 

. of the bar and ~hile there played a game of pool on a Fascination pool 
table located therein; that two girls and a youth entered the room and· 

·:pe and Ray danced on·~one or two _occasions with one of th~ girls; that 
!-.he· re-entered thebarJl-oom, purchased another drink of' whiskey and 7 
Up-from the -same bartender and returned to the.side room with the 

. drink; that,,· he did not recall_ Ray being served another drink; that 
· he did not remember for certain -being questioned by the bartender 
~bout his age -but in any event did not make any representation in 
writing with .reference thereto; that at approximately 9:30 pom$, 
he lef·t defendants' prem.is~.s and went across the street, to another 
licensed premises known as the Moulin Rouge; that he mentioned to 
the police·of.ficers and ABC agents only that he had been in the 
Moulin Rotigeo During cross-examin~tion when Harvel was asked. why 
he failed to inform the police and J1BC agents. that he had been in 
defendants' establishment~ he stated: wwellj.· t.here wasnWt any .. 

-particular reason why not to, and there wasn'W.t any reason why to. 
The question asked was ,where we had drank. We stated o~e place • 

. We didn't· go into detail and say that there was two placesQ· This. 
whole affair is- something that since.it happene,d ~ou cap.'t change 
it·, ·but that doesngt mean::~you have .to like it.a ! I donit like to 
get people ·in .trouble., That was the reason it ~ras omitted. I 
didn't see. any need of involving any more peopl·e than it had to 

·'be. I don't belfeve I wolild have· said any bar. at all if it ha:drl' t 
· .. _ Private W. --- (referred to herein as Ray) had already mentioned 

"·.,_ . one bar'; that the first time he mentioned that' he had visited· . 
. ·defendants' licensed· premises on the evening of May 21, 1958, was 
.:·at a hearing held at the offices of this Division on July 3, 1958 

-involving_ the Moulin Rougeo · · 

_ . . "Ray Ac ---, 18 years of age, corroborated the testimony 
of Harrel relative to the visit to defendants' licensed premises 

·_on the early· evening\ of May 21, 1958., Further,,· he testified that 
·RudolphScheltz (hereafter referred to as Scheltz) inquired about 
: his. age·; ~hat when he ordered the drink of gin and 7 Up and in 

_.·::,response thereto he showed Schel tz an old Illinois~ Air National 
-.:·auarq. identification card showing his date of birth as Augus~ 7, 

· ·· 1934,- which was a· typo·graphi_cal error, that Scheltz then served 
--him the drink; th~t he did not represent in "Writing anything con
cerning his age; t,hat after service he _and -Harrel went into a. 

·room on the left.of the barroom and :played a game of Fascination· 
.. ·:pool. and thereafter bot:Q., danqed .on occasion with ~na of" two girls 
, ·who .had entered the premises 'with a male; and that thereafter · 

Harrel obtained another drink of whiskey and 7 Up from the bar; 
·· .. arid that. at 9:15 P.•m• he and· Harrel left the premises •. 

- I 

WVAn ABC agent testified that on Saturday, July 12, 1958, 
: ·he ·and another agent met Ray and Harrel at 'Fort Monmouth and. were 

directed by them -t .. o defendants' licensed premises; that they entered 
., ... the establishment and Ray .identified Scheltz as the person who 

· , : .. served him on the date in que·stiori; that Behel tz· stated he r~e.mbered 
.: Ray and another person coming into the premises on May 21, 1958 
·._between 10:00 and 10:.30 p.rn.,· and when he refused to serve .them 
. ~hey. left th~ pr·emtsese 

'. 

·- .:_,-. 

"Scheltz testified that at approximately .10:00 pGm~, 
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'· ... May 2'1, 1958; Ray· came into the licensed premises and that he 
·: (Scheltz) Wwaved him right out'; that later in the evening a 

police officer and Ray entered the premises and when he (Scheltz) 
was questioned he told the officer about seeing Ray earlier in the 

,,, .. : 19vening. and that ,he had v chased him out'; that when he was. questioned 
~-by '.the officer about car keys, he (Scheltz) laughed. During cross-
; examinatfon, -Scheltz testified that when Ray came into the premises 
;_!·he·· acted screwy to me.. He came in waving his hand, "G.i ve me a 
couple of ·drinks"'; that Scheltz said, 'I think you had enough. 
·G-et outl w; that· when asked by the attorney appearing for the Division, 
:t·Did he appear intoxicated?', Scheltz answered, 'I wouldn't know. 

·To me, ·r thought he had a litti.e too much to driru;::. I don't know 
w~ether he had a drink or not, but he looked like he had.something.• 

. . 

"Marvin Fowler, a police officer, testified that at 1:30 
a~m. on May 22, 1958, while he and Officer DeVi to were in ct police . 
car' a radio call c·arne in conc'erning the theft of a car; t{la t pursuant 
thereto the two· minors in question were apprehended in an unlicensed 

:. car which had be.en taken from a car lot; that Ray pointed out 
defendants 9 licensed premises as the place where he had obtained 
the keys 'for the car; that when they went into defendants' premises, 
Scheltz who was behind the bar, stated ·that Ray had been in the 
premises earlier in ~the evening and when he endeavored to get a 
drink he (Scheltz) chased him from the premises; that neither Ray 
nor Harrel mentioned that they had been drinking at the defendants' 
licensed premises·@ 

"John Eo Smith testLfied that on the early morning of 
May 22, 1958,. he was present when Officer Fowler and Ray came-into 
defendants' premises;· that the officer spoke to Scheltz and after 
the.officer left he (Smith) asked if Ray had been drinking in the 
premises and Scheltz said, 'Noo I wouldn't let him in the door.' 

vvcaptain Hal'ry Leo of the municipal police department 
testified that when he ·searched Ray and Harrel he fowid, among 

, other things, the I0D~ Card iss\ied to them by the army which truly 
represented their respective ages; that he interrogated the minors 
where they had obtained alcoholic beverages· and the minors stated 

·at· the Moulin Rougec:i 

VVThere is no dispute that Harrel and Ray did not inf'orm 
· the local police officers or the ABC agents that on May 21, 1958 
they had been served and consumed alcohol!~ beverages in defendants' 
licensed premises.; However, both minors accurately described the 
layout of defendantsY premises, that they played pool in an adjacent 
room and. danced·~ therein ·with a girl whom they had met in the 
establishm.ento )Ray identified Scheltz as the person who served 
him the·drink0 Scheltz admitted working in the, premises on the 
night in question·ci . Furthermore, Scheltz testified seeing Ray in 
the premises· and (,that he requested him to leave. John E. Smith, 
a· _p·atron quoted Scheltz as saying that he would not let Ray in 
the doora After careful examination of all the testimony I am · 

.. satisfied that .-both Ray a.ncl Harrel were in the defendants' licensed· 
premises on the morning of May 21, _1958 and while there, Scheltz 
served alc.oholic beverages to them. I, therefore, recornpiend that 
the ·defendants be found guilty of the charge preferred herein., 

"Defendants ha:ve no prior adju0icated record. The 
minimum penalty imposed for an unaggravated sale of alcoholic 
beverages to an "18 and a 20 year-old minor is fifteen days. Re 
Monterey Enterprises 11 Inc&, Bulletin 1188, Item 80 I recommend 
that defendants' license be suspended for a period of fifteen dayso" 

. Written exceptions to tbe Hearer's Heport and written 
1 argument, with respec_t thereto were filed with me by the attorney 
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~epresenting 'the ,defendants, pursuant to RtLle 6 of State H0:gula.tion 
No. 16. 

Having carefully considered the entire record, tnclud:ing 
the transcript of the testimony, the Hearer's Report and the 
exception's and argument filed herein,, I concur in the Hearer 9 s 
findings and conclusions and adopt his recommendations" 

Ac.cordingly, it is, on this 12th day of January, 1959, 

ORDERED that Plenary Retail Consumption License C-1, 
issued by the Mayor and Council of the Borough of Eatonto:wn to 
Rudolph and Evelyn Scheltz, t/a Shore Road Inn, for premises on.. 
Route No.· 35, Eatontown, be and thE~ same is hereby suspended for 
fifteen (15) days, conunencing at 2:00 a.m., Monday, Jan~ary 19, 
,.1959, and terminating<:..at 2:00 a.·m.,, Tuesday, February 3, 1959" 

WILLIAM HOWE Di1-VIS 
DIRECTOH 

5. DISCIPLINARY PR.OCEEDINGS - SALES TO MINORS - LICENSE SUSPENDED 
FOR 20 DAYS. 

,In the Mqtte:r~ of Disciplinary 
Proceedirlgs against 

MARTIN Js & PASQUALE VACCARO 
t/a MOULIN ROUGE. 

"Route #35 
Eatontown, New Jersey 

) 

) 

) 

) 

Holders of Plenary Retail Consumption ) 
License.C-3 (for the 1957-58 and 
1958-59 licensing years), issued by ) 
the Borough Council of the Bo~ough of 
Eatontown.. . ) 

CONCLUS):ONS 
AND ORDER 

Joseph F. Mattice, Esq~, Attorney for Defendant-licensees. 
Edward F .. Ambrose, Esq., Appearing for the Division of .Alcoholic 

· , B.everage Control. 

BY· THE DIRECTOR: 
I 

The Hearer has filed the following Report herein: 

"Defendants pleaded not guilty to a charge alleging that 
they sold, served and delivered alcoholic beverages to minors and 
pernµtted the consumption of such alcoholic beverages by said 
minors in and upon their licensed premises, in violation of Rule 1 
of State Regulation No. 200 

"At the hearing held herein, Harrel J. ---, 20 years of 
age; testifj.ed that at approximately 9:00 p.m. on May 21, 1958, 
he and Ray A. --- visited defendants' licensed premises, at which 
time ·a small band was playing; that they took seats at the bar and 
without being questioned as to their respective ages, were served 
alcoholic beverages by the bartender (subsequently identified as 
Jay .Andrew Cotta) who wore a red jacket and black bow tie; that 
"during the three hours he and his companion spent in the premlses 
he consumed drinks of alcoholic beverages .. consisting of several 
mixed drinks containing whiSk:ey, one bottle of beer ahd a drink: 
of Gold Leaf Cognac; that after leaving defendantsY premises he 
and his companion were apprehended .by local police officers and 
ultimately c~rged with being disorderly persons. During cross
examination, Harrel testified t{lat on the day in question pr.ior to 
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.Yisi~ing deft:;nd~ntsR licensed premises, he and Ray consumed alcoholic 
·beverages ln .a licensed premises known to him as the Shore }load Inn 
which is located across the highway at a short dista.nce from de-
. .f.endants' premises a Harrel admitted that he ho.ct not divulged that_ 

'dfa.dt ;to. either·· the local police or the ABC agents during t.heir 
j7_espE?·cti ve' invdst1g'ations in the mattere 

. .: . . . . ~ . . . ' ' 

n~a·y· A~ --- .. 18 years of age, testified that he and 
Harrel Vi!?ited the licensed premises across the highway prior to 
golng·· t'o' defendants 9 premises and that he conswned a drink of gin 
and_ 7 Up therein~· He also testified that the· bartender in defendants' 
licensed· p_rem.ise$ (identified as Jay Andrew Cotta) wore _a bright · 

11rred_ jack·et '.and a black bow t_ie and that Cotta did not question him 
as· to.- his age before serving him various drinks of· alconolic 

· bevffr'·ages _. quring the course of the evening; that these drinks in
cluded three bottles of beer, two mixed drinks containing gin, 
t'fo drinks of wbiskey and a drink of cognac. Ray's testimony 
corroborated.in-substance the events that occurred after leaving 
defendants• iicensed_prelliises and also the fact that he did not 
reveal to· the· polic_·e -or the ABC agents that on the evening in 
que~tion he had had a drink containing gin in the licensed pre~ises 
acrds·Ei. ·the h.fghwa:y pri'or to entering .defendants' establishment. 

· "Martin JG> Vaccaro, one of the defendant-licensees, 
testified that between 9~30 and 10:00 pom. on the evening.of May 
21, 1958, two minors approached the bar and when he questioned them 
concerning their ages, they admitted that they were minors but 
asked ~hat they .be permitted to remain on the premises to li~t-en 
t-o the ·a,rchestra~; ·that he refused their request·! and at his direction 
they left" the pr:emises; that neither of them ha~ anything to dliink . 
while in the defendants f · establishment; that at· the time Cotta was 
tending bar he wore a red jacket but he has never seen him W"ear a 
bow ~ie; that he does ca·rry -Gold -'Leaf Cognac in stock.. The witness 
further testified that when' ABC agents and the two minors came into 
the premises on e.Tune 12~ 195$,· it was· the first time: he had ariy 
knowledge concerning the charge that on May 21, 1958 the two minors · 
were allegedly served alcoholic beverages on the licensed premises; 
that he may have made a positive statement to the ABC agents that 
he did not see the· two· minors in the,· premises on the night in 
cfues~cion; that after thinking about the matter he remembered one 
of the minors being· in the premises beqause he 'has a marked 
resemblance t·o the boy my daughter keeps company with and it 
stuck in my :mind~ ~ · 

1· · " - ~YJay Andrew Cotta testified that he was on duty_ as 
bart.ender on the night in question and did not remember see:lng 
eith.erof' the :minors in the premises on the date in question; 
that'·"he 'wore a ·-black '·straight ti·e ·and red jacket; that the premises 

· are not· brightly lighted and attr·act, in the main, transient trade; 
·tha·t the band, playing at the ti:me consisted of three pieces and 
. o~e vocalist; ·-that although he ·would not say that the minors wer-e 
not in t~e estabi~shment on the evening of May 21st, he was 
posi't:Lve· ·that· he did ·not serye them4' · 

- · "Lawrence DeVd.to, a member of the municipal police force; 
:.:·testlfied that he apprehended the minors while~ they were driving 
1ri ari automobile which they had appropriated from an automobile 
agency andaft~r he had taken them· to headquarters noticed the 
smell'.- of liquor on their breath.; that Captain Leo. interrogated the 
minors and during the investiga1tion the youths had stated after 

l the- c·a'ptain had mentioned some names of taverns, that· they had 
) 

1been .. at .. the· defendants' premisesc . ,.,_,, ·. ,, 

. "Captain Harry L-e.o of the iminicip?.l police force 
tes-tified ·that in .questioning Ray-; the latter had toJ,d him that 

·he and his companion had been drinldng at several places; that 
(- ~'( 
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afte~ he (Captain Leo)·mentioned several liquor establishments,. the 
minor told him that they were served alcoholic beverages at the 
Moulin Rouge" 

nEdward .Sagurton testified that he was in the defendants.' 
establishment on the night of May 21st and. saw Martin Vaccaro 
talking -to '"two young kids' but he could. not remember whether· or 
not they were ·the minors :ln questiono 

"Although Harrel and Ray withheld from the police B:nd 
AJ3C ag~nts'during.the investigations conducted in this matter that-. 
they had been to another llquor establishment prior to visiting the 
defendants' licensed premises, it·i~ apparent that they were in 
defendants9 ·licensed premises on the evening ·1n question and while 
there ordered and wei·e served drtnks containing alcoholic beverages. 
l'he description given of the bartender's attirej although there is 
Jome dispute as to the type of tie worn by.him, and furthermore, th~ 
fact that a small band was playing at the time, has· been conceded 
,PY the witnesses produced by the defendants hereino Martin Jo . 
:Vaccaro, one of the licensees, when confronted. on June 12, 1958 with 
the fact ~h~t the minors were allegedly served alcoholic beverages 
in the defendantsW establishment on May 21, 1958, denied to the ABC 
inspector that he had seen the minors; however, at the hearing he 
testified that he had remembered the minors being there and_ after 
refusing drinks to them directed that they leave the premises.., 

nr am satisfied after consideration of all of the 
testimony, that the minors were in the defendants~ establisbm·eht 
as charged on the n:i.ght of May 21st and ·early~ mornlng of May 22, 
1958, and that 'While there were served alcoholic beverages·. I, 
therefore, recommend that the defendants be found guilty of the 
6harge preferred hereine 

nnefendarits have no .. prior adjudicated record. Tha 
minlmu.m pene.lty imposed for an unaggravated sale of alcoholic 
beverages to an 18 and a 2o~year-old minor is fifteen days. Re 
Montere.x Enter~Wes 2 Inc~, Bulletin 1188, Item 8$ However, 
considering the amount .and type of alcoholic beverages served, I 
recommend that~ defen.dants w license be suspended for a period or 

. ,-,_twent,y ·days. Re Harkins, Bulletin 1239, Item 3." 
I 

Written exceptions to the Hearer's Report and written 
argument with respect thereto were filed with me by the attorney 
representing th~ defendants, pursuant to Rule 6 of State1Regu:J,.ation 
No. 16. , \ . · · . 

·' Having carefully considered the entire record, including 
the transcript of the testimony, the Hearer's Report and the 
exceptions and argument filed herein, I concur in the Hearer's 
findings and conclusions and adopt his recommendations$ 

Accordingly, it is, on t~s 12th day of January 1959, 

ORDERED that Plenary Retail Conswnption License c...:.3, 
for the·' 1958-59 licensing year~ issued by the Borough Council~ 
of 'the Borough of Eatontown to Martin J~ & Pasquale Vaccaro, 
t/a Moulin Rouge, for premises on Route #35 Eatontown, be and 
.the same is hereby suspended for twenty (2·0) days, commencing at 
2: 00 ·a.,_me, Tuesday, January 20, 1959, and terminating at 2: 00 aomo, 
Monday, February·9, 1959e 

WILLIA1v1 HOWE DAVIS £.. 
DIRECTOR 
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6. DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS - POSSESSING ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGES NOT 
. ·-TRULY LABELED - LICENSE SUSPENDED FOH 20 DAYS, .LESS 5 FOH PLEA. 

In the Matter of Disciplinary 
.Pr~ceedings against 

BERTHA ·GROWER 
t/a SUSQUEHANNA TAVERN 
12 Mercer Street 
Hackensack, New Jersey 

) 

) 

) 

) 

Holder of Pl,.ena·ry Retail Consumption ) 
Liceru3e C-46, lssued by the City Council 
of the City ·Of Hackensacke ) 

CONCLUSIONS 
AND ORDER 

Theodore Do Rosenberg, Esq., Attorney for Defendant-licensee .• 
William Fci Wood, Esqo, Appearing for Division of Alcoholic 

Beverage Control. 

BY THE DIRECTOR: 

Defendan·t pleaded guilty to a charge alleging that she 
··possessed on her licensed premises alcoholic beverages in bottles 
bearing label·s which did not truly describe their contents; in 
violation of Rule 27 of State Regulation No. 20. · 

On October 25, 1958, an ABC agent seized on defendant's 
licensed premises a number of bottles of the licensee's open stock 
of alcoholic beverages, one of which he observed being refilled by 
defendant*s husband~ These bottles were submitted to the Division's 
chemist for analysiso · The chemist's report discloses that the 
contents or fou~ of these bottles listed in the charge differ in 
various respects in proof, solids; acids and color from the contents 
of genuine bottles of .the resp:ective brands. 

Defendant has no prior adjudicated record. I- shall suspend 
defendant's license for twenty days, the minimtnn suspension in a 
"re.fill" case involving four bottles. Re Choy Ching Fat, Bulletin 
1123, Item lOe Five days will be remitted for the plea, leaving 
a· net suspension of fifteen days. 

Accordingly, it is, on this 13th day of January, .1959·, 

ORDERED that plenary retail consumption license C-46, 
issued by the City Council of the City of Hackensack to Bertha 
Grower,. t/a Susquehanna Tavern,· for premises 12 Mercer Street, 
Hackensack, be and-the same is hereby suspended for fifteen (15) 
days, commencing at 2 a.m. Tuesday, January 20, 1959, and terminating 
at·. 2 a.m~ Wednesday, February 4, 1959. 

WILLIAM HOWE DAVIS 
.DIRECTOR 
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7. DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS - SALE IN VIOLA'l1ION OF HEGULATION NO. 38 -· 
· PRIOR RECORD - LICENSE SUSPENDED FOH 60 DAYS~ .LESS 5 F'OH PLEA. /' . 

In the Matter of(Disciplinary 
Proceedings against · 

SALVATORE STARVAGGI 
t/a SAL'S TAVERN 
200 Monticello Avenue 
Jersey City 4, New Jersey 

) 

) 

:~ 
) 

Holder of Plenary Retail Consumption ) 
License C-383, issued by the 
Municipal Bo.ard.of Alcoholic ) 
Beverage Control of the City of 
Jersey City. .) 

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

CONCLUSIONS 
AND OHDER 

Salvatore Starva~gi, Defendant-licensee, Pro se • 
. Dora P. Rothschild, Appearing for Division of Alcoholic 

· · Beverage Control(! 

BY THE DIRECTOR: , 

Defendant pleaded n9J1 vult. to a charge alleglng that 
oh Sunday,· November 9, 1958, he sold during prohibited hours ~n 
alcoholic beverage in.its original container for off-premises 
consum.pt~on, in violation of Rule 1 of State Regulation No. 38 • 

.At about 3:10 p.m. on the above mentioned day anddate 
an ABC agent at the licensed premises purchased from the licensee's 
bartender a.pint bottle of Hunter's Blended Whiskey for off-premises 
consumption. The agent left .the premises with ·the bottle of whiskey, 
joined a fellow-agent who had been stationed outside, and both 
entered the· premises and identified themselves to the bartender who 
verbally admitted the violation. 

Defendant has a prior adjudicated recordQ Effective 
July 21, 1947, his license was suspended by the local issuing 
.authority for ten days; effective February 3, 1954, his license 
was suspended by the Director for fift·een days (Bulletin 1002, 
Item 4), and effective June 1, 1957, his license was suspended 
by the Director for thirty days (Bulletin 1174, Item 2) •. These 
suspensions were for violations similar to the instant violation 
so that, aside from the suspension imposed in 1947, this is the 
third similar violation within five years~ Under such circumstances 
I shall suspend the defendant's license for sixty days (Re Wood
lawn Bar & Grill, Inc., Bulletin 1060, Item 2). Five days will 
be remitted for the plea entered herein, leaving a net.suspension 
of fifty-five days. 

·· Accordingly, it is, on this 14th day of January 1959,. 

ORDERED that plenary retail consumption license C-383, 
issued by the Municipal Boa:rd of Alcoholic Beverage Control of the 
City of Jersey City to Salvatore Starvaggi, t/a Sal's Tavern, 
fpr premises 200 Monticello Avenue, Jersey. City, be ana the same 
is hereby suspended for fifty-five (55) days, comniencing at 2 a.mo 
Tuesday, January 27, 1959, and.terndnating at 2 aoms Monday, 
March 23, 1959c 

vlILLIAM HO-VIE DAVIS 
DIRECTOH 
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8.. DISCIPLINAR.Y .PROCEEDINGS - SALE TO MINOR - PRIOR RECORD. - . 
.. ~~C.ENSE'SUSPENDED FOR.)O. .DAYS,· L'Ess 5 F~· PLEA . 

Auto. Susp .. #161 ··· . . . . ·. . . .. ·) ~A.Ptt6t-J- S:.E£ COR('.\EG T \ 
In th,e Matter ofa Petition by · ) 13 0 LL ET J tJ I ;:;l_(9 $,.. '1. . __) 

MILDRED NIKULAS AND MARTIN MIKULAS 
t/a Swed:lsh Hop 
10 East Ocean Avenue 
Sea Bright, N~·w .Jerser 

) 

) 
ON PETITION. 

··ORDER 

To. Lift. the Statutory Automatic ) 
·suspension of License C-3, issued 
by the Mayor· and Council of the ·. · ) · · 
Borough··Of Sea Bright. 

Henneberry and Giordano, Esqs., by. John C. Giordano,·> Jr.,_ Esq., 
·. · · · ·· At~orn~ys.fqr Petitioners • 

. - BY THE DIRECTOR:· · 

It app·ears from a verified petition filed herein that on· 
January 9," 1959, petttioners were fined $100 after one of the 
peti tioner.s (Martin Mikulas) pleaded. IlQil. vult i in the Monmouth 
County Court to an indictment alleging that he sold alcoholic 
beverages ·to minors, in yiolation of ·R.S. 33:1-77. Said conviction 
resulted iri, the· ~ut.oma:tic su~pension. f.or the balance of the term 
of. the 11,cense they now hold. The petition requ;ests the lifting 

·of. the automatic. suspensione The license was no;t immediat.ely 
. picke9, u.p 1Jecause or the pendency. of th_ese pro~eedings. 

':.' . . . ' . . . . .. . .· . 

. ;~ · ... By· ·ord<?r· date<:l· J'anuary 21, .. 195·8, I suspended petitioners 1 

· · lic'ense fqr twenty.:....fiy_e Q.ays aft.er the·y"p~eadec;l DQil vult in 
dis(jiplinar·y pro·ceedings · to a c_harge ·of: s·elling alcoholic beverages 
fi> the sam·e minors~ This suspension was- effective from 2 a.m:. 
January· 27·,. 1958, to 2 a.m. Febr~ary 21, ·· 1958 (see Bulletin. 1'.·210, 
+tern 9)., .. Un;der. the circumstances, I shall grant the relief · · 

.. request:edo · · · 

... _Accor_d_ingly, it· is, ·on this 20th day of ·Januc;J.ry, 1959, 

. ORDERED that the statuto.ry automatic ·suspension of said · 
License C:-3 be and the same is hereby lifted and said license i~ 
restored .t_o full r·orce arid operation, effective immediately. 

__f 

?~ . c:·. : . . . " . ' 

. ·,.,1~· .I ,.._ 
; ·';~-,-~ .... ·~l:""~-.,..1 

William Howe Davis · 
Director· 


