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1. | DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS ~ CONDUGTING BUSINES AS A NUISANGE

‘(FEMALE IMPLRSONATORS) - PRIOR RECORD OF PREDECESSOR IN INTEREST‘~
LICENSE SUSPENDED FOR 65 DAYS,

In the- Matter of Disciplinary
Proceedings against :

)
,'VIOLAS HAJEv L o '~ ‘ ). ‘ ’
" t/a THE PADDOCK INN - : K ) "~ CONCLUSIONS
. 24 S, Warren Street ' : - AND ORDER
- Trenton 8, Ne'do - ) ‘ .
)
)

Holder of Plenary Retail Consumption
- License C=177, issued by the Board of
B Commlssioners of the City of Trenton
Stark and Stark, hsqs., by Sidney Se Stark, Esq., Attorneys for
: .+ Defendant-licensee.
Edward F. Ambrose, Esq., Appearing for the Division of Alcoholic-
Beverage Control. , _

BY THE DIRECTOR':
The Hearer has filed the following Report herein‘
"Defendant pleaded not guilty to the follow1ng charge.

. 10n October 10, 16 and 17, 1959, you allowed,

permitted and suffered your licensed place of .
~ business to be conducted in such manner as to

become a nuisance, viz., in that you allowed,
permitted and suffered. thereon, males im- -
personating females, who appeared to be homo=-
sexuals; allowed, permitted and suffered Such
. persons to frequent and congregate in and upon.

o your licensed premises; and otherwise conducted
. your licensed place of business in a manner
offengive to common decency and public morals; -
in violation of Rule 5 of State Regulation No. 20.!

"An ABC agent testified that on the early morning of October

_,10 and on the evening of October 16, 1959, he and a fellow agent

 visited defendant's licensed premises, and on each occasion observed
the defendant and Walter Bozek tending bar. On the second vislt
the agents remained on the premises until the early morning of
October 17, On October 10th there were thirty-eight males and one
female ‘patron in the premises. when the agents entered and the number
remained constant until closing time. The agent testified that 95

~per cent of the males acted in an effiminate manner; that many of -

- them wore tight chino pants, ‘bulky knit sweaters with the sleeves !

" rolled to their elbows and ldafer shoes or low cut white sneakers. =
The males in question when walking swished their hips from side to. . "~
side and walked 'on the balls of thelr feet'. Moreover, the agent
observéd that they permitted the wrist to remain limp when holding“ R
thelr glasses and that thelr cigarettes were held in a very daintyf;

." fashion., The males were in groups of 'from two to four'! and they
"spoke in 1ispy, high-pitched voices, placed their hands on .one
-another's arms or stroked each other's faces at the same time looking
4into each other's eyes in an. ondearing manner, At times they- wers .
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heard referring to one another as adorable, honey, ‘doll or sw ®
On one occaglon the agents. testified that he overhedard a conversation
- wherein one male patron remarked that he- was. in & blue mood a\d,that
" whenever he came into defendant's premises he got depreased. g
remarked, 'Bvery time I come: here I get. an"u ntrolle - urg
while a third male was heard to Sy, 'Well, an“ ay,‘wheneve -
here we lose our. sex'. #

~ "The agent aforementiened testified:t at. he and. the ag
who had accompanied him on;, - previou 562

evening until about fortyn;
premises. He testified ths
height of the evening showe
as on the prior visilt beha
actlons, voices and expres:
description given by him o
-agent testified that,. durlng
seated at the bar lmmediatel
. for about two hours engaged
conversation. Danny usedi.
eyes and held his handsrrm

:Qw-agent in_'

Danny di cussed
d ‘their unnatural
.t ' both defendant .
'”*gtlmmediately in front

of the agents° At one time Bez
his language., Danny 1ntrodu
agent described the place: as
flustered and stammered.. S
here'. When the &agent. said,
immediately replied, !They are T sthering an)
own kind., Some people go one Pl%; : . 16

place. They are not bothering ai
wrong'!. The agent testified tha:
identified themselves to the. de'
that there were any homosexua S

“the. defendant
They are their
"go to another
;. gee. anything
hereafter, he and his fellow-agent
-,\}and to,Bozek biit. both denied .
‘ “"iNhen“asked by’ the

, ndant sald, 'Some~

S Se ‘T don't see.
"t; defendant admit-

dOing on the part of anyonei

"Tt was stipulated by the-attorneys forzthe parties hereto
hadgal‘e been at de endantts - premises

: s, his direct testimony
llew—agent. Both

that 1f the other agent whq
at the times in question were cal
would be substantially similar:t
agents were subjected to ex
attorney without any. materif
examination. )

1'change in the “tesbimony. elicited on direct

: ~ "Richard L, Chorba and Bernard DeAnge is, police officers
‘employed by the municipallty: where n the defe'dant}s licensed premlses
are located, testified that they are familiar with the” particular ’
location because each had been: as: gnfduto that area for a considerable
time. Moreover, the officers te fied:that when on’ night duty, they
checked defendant's premises and had never seen anything unusual

about. the patronse : :

"William Zupan testifiedqthat prior to ‘his retirement on
January 1, 1960, he was & member . the: police department ‘and for
a period of fourteen months: hel' ’ '«pesition of Alcoholic Beverage
" Inspector, He testifiled that in am officlal. capacity he visited
defendant's premlses, e speciall, during the late Thours, and never
found anything wrong. Hoe tostifi&;;that~he observed male patrons




BULLETIN 1342 y . B "  . PAGE :5.

. in the premises wearing sport clothing, others in business suits,
-while t'some of the fellows .had Ivy: Leapgue cihothing on'., When asked
.for an explanation what he meant by 'Ivy League clothing!, he said,
'Chinos. They are,tight fitting clothing! and some wore bulky sweaters.
Zupan further testified that he had never receilved a complaint about
Gdefendantfs premises from his superior officers -or from any cilty official
ggd he never had any reason to belleve théat homosexuals gathered :
" thereon. :

E "The defendant's wiltnesses aforementioned testified that they
ﬁereinot present on the dates mentloned in the charges preferred '
erelin, ‘ v A

"George Charok testified that he is a daily patron of
defendant's establishment and recalled that he visited defendant's
premises about 12:20 a.m. on October 17, 1959 and remained there
‘until closing time. He testified that there was nothing unusual
about the male patrons and, although he saw soime males dredsed: in’ bight
-¢hino pants, they did not swish their hips while walking, walk on the
balls of their feet'!, hold their glasses in a dainty fashion with
thelr fingers extended, hold. in a dainty manner cigarettes, or speak
in high-pitched voices. Furthermore, Charok testified that no one
appeared to him to be a homosexual and although he knew Danny, the
latter never made any immoral proposition to him. On cross-examination

: he was asked:

Qs But on most times -~ or partlcularly with respect
to the night you are talking about, you just went
in there, bought your drinks, minded your own
business, didn't bother with anybody, didn't look
around or anything, you had your drinks and you
went home. Is that right?

As That's right.

"Frank Neneza, a bartender employed in another licensed
- premises, testiflied that occasionally he visits defendant's
establishment late at nlght and had never seen anybody who appeared
to him to be the least bit susplclous. - S

"William Southwick testified that on Saturday evenings he tends
bar in defendant's premlises and occasionally visits the premises on
other nights. He stated that he has seen males dressed in chino pants
and wearing bulky sweaters but has never observed any patron exhibiting
effeminate characteristics or heard the use of endearing terms when
talking to one another, Neither he nor Neneza were in defendant's
premises at the times in question.,

: "Walter Bozek's testimony discloses that he tended~bar on
October 10th; 16th and early morning of October 17th 1959, and
remembered seeing the agents on the 16th and 17th. On the latter
~dates the male patrons were dressed in business sults, some in
working clothes ard three or four had on chino trousers, but none
of the patrons spoke with high-pitched voices or behaved in an effeminate
manner., He knew that the defendant had been warned about permitting
homosexuals on the licensed premises and, since the warning, he had
put out 30 persons who appeared to be 'queers, fags and everythin .
_ He claimed that no one answering the description glven by the agents
was in the premises., He testified that Dariny came into the premlses
.over a period of five or six months on the average of twlce a week,
but his appearance or speech was in no way effeminate. He stated
that on one occaslon he tapped Danny on the shoulder and requested
that he stop swearing as & female was standing alongside of him._

"Defendant teetifiod that on October 10th, she served the



, 6d “up” the sle:
when usinf»the}boWling machine4.

;ege and‘dressed ag: college boy g:
bgserved patrons sw1sh their hips when Wi lking, nor
rd them lisp, speak in: (

I ,’but did ‘not believe anyt”;ng to be'w:ong with him; no~,-_i3‘
fever*been offensive»to her. R : L : =

tness produced by f pallant.
_nimes in question.‘_t RN

“emph h efen antfs‘prem ses heiordinarily
=minded his own business, had his drinks and went home.- »

. the male patrons]“
om - the- testimony

' : ) arge - percentage of:

~the male  patrons by thelr wall oeech, ac,ions and other mannerisms,:*
,Q;were homosexuals. 3“‘" A LT T T .

5 gailn,
. ;male patrons ‘POSE
’;qcheracterist

.;premises must be, st
“such persons to ga
_numbers asg in. the i
T detrimental to the:
" encouirage ‘them to ¢ I unna;
o practicess In additi,n, innecent members of:
. the public frequenting‘such premises, by being
-+ - éxXposed to these conditi_ns, Mey. well be, adversely
‘»_ﬁﬂiaffected.A Cf. Re: Kaczka and Trobiano, Bulletin -
-j1065, Item 1.~ L ‘

S : "On affirmation on eppeal from_the determination of the
:4;Director in the aforementioned casge, Judge Jayne, speaking for. the
- ‘Appellate Division of the Superior Court of New Jersey, (49 N.J.:‘g,
".Super~}299) remarked'f’ F AL , e

'If the evidence here failed adequatel ;to‘prove B
,_'that the described patrons were in fact homo= .-
- sexuals, it. certainly proyed that they had - the
[;“conspiouous gulse,; demeanorn<carriage, and T

- “appeararnce of such person tlese. It is often LR
f;gin the plumage that we 1d tify th bird....

S Sl "It is apparent from the testimony of the agents that
,__male persons An question were what are. commonly ‘termed: 'female Am-
- personators!, Female garb is not necessary for such & finding..f~;-y
»:MRB Kaczka and Trobiano, supra.- . : : IR

S o "After careful examination ,f“all the evidence in this case, :
LT ‘recommend that defendant be fou daguilty of allowing, permitting -
and” suffering her licensed premisej;to be conducted in such a manner,'
';Vas tc become a nuisance, pursuant to the charge preferred herein. ;

“;~"Defendant has no prior adjudicated record.' However, when «lf

\'i
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.'thﬁ license was held in the name of The Paddook, Inc.. of which
defendant was.the secretary- -treasurer and a shareholder thoreofg
“effective February 2, 1959 the license was suspended by the local
 issuing authority for five days for sale of alcoholic beverages to
~a minor. I necommend that on the present charge defendant's llcense

. be suspended for sixty days. Re Rutgers Cocktall Bar, A Corp.,
Bulletgn 1133, Item 2; Re Clover Lea% Inn, Inc., Bulletin 1159,
‘Item 13 Re The Paddock Bar, lnc., supra (sub. nom, Paddock: Bar,
 Inc. ve Dlvision of Alcohollc Beverape Control, supraj). Because
of the prior dissimillar violation within the past five years, I
- recommend that defendant's license be suspended for an additional
V'five days, making a total suspendgion of sixty-five days.!

Written exceptions to the Hearer's ‘Report and written
argument with respect thereto were filed with me by the defendant's
-attorneys, pursuant to Rule 6 of State Regulation No. 16, -

: After carefully considering the entire record in this case,
1ncluding the transcript of testimony, the Hearer's Report, the
written exceptions and the written argument filed herein, I concur

in the Hearer's findings and conclusions and adopt his recommendation.

Accordingly, it is, on this 5th day of May 1960,

v ORDERED that Plenary Retall Consumption License C=-177,

- issued by the Board of Commlssioners of the City of Trenton to

- Viola S. Haje, t/a The Paddock Inn, for premises 24 S. Warren Street,
Trenton, be and the same is hereby suspended for the balance of 1ts
term, effective at 2:00 Beley Monday, May 16 1960 and it is
further

: ORDERED that any renewal for the 1960=-61 1icensing year or
- transfer of said’ license shall be and remaln under suspension until .
2:00 a.,m., Wednesday, July 20, 1960,

\_ T . WILLIAM HOWE DAVIS
. . , - , DIRECTOR



Tive

PAGE 6 . » o ‘]f~f- - BULLETIN 1542

2.

Proceedings against

. Holder of Plenary Wholesale License
. W-54, 1ssued by the Director of the
~ Division of Alcoholic Beverage Control.

—

DISCIPLINARY PROGhbDINGS - PLbNAHY WHOLhuALL LICENSEE - SALL FOR
- OTHER THAN CASH TO RETAILER ON DEFAULT LIST - CHARGE ALLEGING :
.;giggRANCE OP INVESTIGATION DIbMIuSDD - LICENSE SUSPLNDED FOR 25 :

In the Matter of Disciplinary
Py & A. DISTRIBUTING COMPANY

| 235-241 W, First Street
Bayonne, N. Je

. CONCLUSIONS = =+
' AND ORDER =

-i—-n—-ﬂ-‘—-——-n———n-—.—m-—nm—_—-—--———————-—--—-

Green and Yanoff, Esqgs., by H. Kermlt Green, Esq., Attorneys
for Defendant-licensee.,

David S. Piltzer, Esq., Appearing for'the Division of Alcoholic;"

Beverage Control.

BY THE DIRECTOR‘

The Hearer has filed the following Report herein'f
»"Defendant pleaded not gullty to the following charges'

1. On or- about January 8, 1959 and on diver5'~-"

- occaslons prior thereto extending to on or
about August 5, 1958, you sold alcoholic.
‘beverages except for payment ln cagsh on . o

“‘dellvery to retaill licensees Sea Bay Inn Inc., o
- t/a Murphy's Sea Bay Inn, Highway #35, Deauville
Dr., Deauville Beach, Bridk Township, New Jersey
and Di Wilbow, Inc., t/a Sea Girt Baottle Shop,

. 555 Washington Blvd., Sea Girt, New Jersey, each.

- of which, on the dates of sale and delivery, was
listed on the Default List published by the
Division of Alcoholic Beverage Control; in i
violation of Rule 4(a) of State Regulation No. 39,

. 12, During the period of Pebruary 19, 1959 to March
2, 1959, you failed to facilitate and hindered _
and delayed and caused the hindrance and delay of
-an investigation, examinatlon and inspectﬁxzbeing
conducted by an Inspector and an Investigator of
this Division; in violation of R.S. 35:1~-35.1

"It wag stipulated by the attorneys for the parties herein

" that from August 5, 1958 to January 8, 1959, inclusive, retail liquor

licensees Sea Bay Inn Inc. and DI Wilbow, Inc., respectively, were
on the Default List published by the Division of Alcoholic Beverage
Control., - _ :

"Richard Bowman, president of Di Nilbow, Inc., testified that
during the time Di Wilbow,.Inc, was on the Default List, Robert
Bossett, solicitor employed by defendant, accepted orders for
alcohollc beverages and delivered the merchandise without receiving
immediate payment therefor. -Some time thereafter, Bossett -would
call at the licensed premises and receive.either cash or check in
payment for the alcoholile beverages previously delivered., Bowman
1dentifled a check dated December 29, 1958 in the amount of 2045
signed by him, payable to cash and endorsed by Robert H, Bossett.
Bowman testified that the - proceede of said check represented payment



_ ’ eZDecember 22, 25, 24 and
< 1ve o stifted that a.check ‘dated
,August 18, 1.58 in- the amount of %684.58 payable ‘to- ‘cash and endorsed
by Robert: Hi. Bossett, represented payment for alcoholic beverages -
shown on the. invoices to. have been ‘delivered on August 14, 1958.
Bowman further testified that a- check dated September 2,. 1958 1in
~ the amount: of 5851483 payable .to’cash; eéendorsed by Robert H. Bossett,
,represented payment for.alcoholic’ beverapes shown on the involces to .
‘have been delivered on August 28 and. 30, 1958. -All of the aforesaid -
“checks were checks of Di Wilbéw; Inc, and were. signed by Bowman as

_.president. Bowman testified that”the alcoholic beverages shown on
~ 1invoices to have .been delivered to Di Wilbow, Inc. by defendant on -
. December 17, 1958 were received on or prior to December 15, 1958,

' The reason given:.by him.for remembering 'this particular shipment was
: vthat a ecertain; brand of: Vermouth. included:in the said shipment was
.. specially ordered for one. of his customers. PRowman was examined at

k*{‘length by the. ‘attorneys .for- the ‘respective parties herein regarding

. that particular purchase-and; at-times, became confused with
- reference to- the. date of delivery of the merchandise in question.

o : "Harold Murphyc president of Sea Bay Inn Inc., testified that
»giBOSSett -delivered. alcoholic: beverages to him at various times without -
 ‘recelving immediate payment therefor.:  Murphy.said that two or three
days after delivery,.Bossett would call.-at his place of business and
pick up a check in payment for the dleoholic beverages. Murphy
-1dentified his personal check dated January 3, 1958 (1959) in the
~ amount of $450 and also .4 personal check dated January 26, 1959 in the
amount. of £385 given:to Bossett: for. alcoholic beverages received on
various dates which he .could not recall. “The delivery dates on the
invoices of defendant indicated that: the merchandise for which the

" checks were: received in. payment ‘were December 17, 23 and 24, 1958 and

- January 21, and 23, -1959. -:Murphy further testified that all transactions

4'; he had with defendant were with Bossett. In the upper right hand -
“.corher of .each involce -the. delivery date is stamped under the printed

. words 'Delivery .Date!-and in the-lower right hand corner of the in- . .
volces there is.printed 'Delivery .Date Listed Above'. I shall accept

' the delivery date-. ‘shown on the:invoices with reference to alcoholic

o beverages delivered to:the ‘two.-retallers in question as the date upon-
- -Which the actual delivery had been made., : :

3 : "Robert Bossett, employed by defendant as a solicitor,,y'
~ testified that although he was aware that:Di Wilbow, Inc, and Sea
~ Bay Inn Inc. were on the: Default List, he did, nonetheless, make
. dellvery of alcoholic beverages. to them without receiving immediate'“
.- payment therefor, Bossett further testified that he-never informed
© his employer about such deliveries and, when' questioned by Peter. - -
Mirell  (credit manager) he- falsely stated that the money was in the
mail, so as to provide:additional time for payment by the licensees
. for the merchandise already delivered to- them., Furthermore, Bossett
- testified that. when 1t was. apparent that the sald licensees did not
. have funds on hand to pay.for-the merchandise, he would meet the
© . driver of the truck containing the shipment :of ‘alcoholic beverages
- destined fors DL Wilbow, Inc.: and Sea. Bay. Inn Inc, and he. would make
~-delivery without receiving payment :therefor. According to Bossett's
testimony, he’'would also 'scribble!'. something on the receipt to make
- 1t appear as’ 1f 1t were algned by the retail 1icensee to whom the L
merchandiee had been delivered.np_f ., , - , :

R "Peter Mirell testified that he was. not aware that credit was

'»iiextended to either Di Wilbow, Inc, or Sea Bay Inn Inc, while on the

- Defaylt List. : He- further testifled’ that on occasions he communicated
'with Bossett. repardinb the money: allegedly recelved from the said

-~ retallers and Bossett always stated that the money was elther 1n the

. ‘mail or he would call at the home office to turn over the money '

fi_collected.’
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"There appears to begno dispute that,B- sett oltv
alcoholic beverages to the.retail licehsees in ‘question whil '
- were on the Default Llst. However, defendant contends that B '+
*~,had no authority to make such deliveries.» z*‘, . Emizay.‘w -

MAg ent H testified that on: February 19, 1959 he ‘calli

u defendant's licensed. premises “to inspect ‘the. company records
spoke to Peter Mirell and Mauriocs “1tschu1er¢%f'“-e ry - “
of the defendant corporate licensee)., Agent “téstified thaw the

- requested to be permitted to examine the route sheets -and, sl ortly

" thereafter, went downstairs to the ‘warehouse and asked Touls’Spit.

~ the warehouse manager, to obtaln the sheets for him.  The la TR
removed: a cardboard box marked “*route sheets :1957=19581 from- the ‘top
of the dispatching cage and, after & cursory.exam ation, Agent H -

- then took 17 foute sheets indicating deliveries %o ‘the’ 'shore ‘area =

';during ‘the months of November and December 1958, Agent H then pro=-

- ceeded upstairs end spoke to. Altschuler about ‘a. delivery of aleoholic
beverages ‘shown on a route sheet to have beenemade on December 5, 1958,
whereas the involces for the same‘shipment showed ‘delivery to hawve

- been made December" 17, 1958, ° ‘Altschuler insisted that the agents:

-had no right to examine  the ‘route.sheets because such records were
not required by the Division of . coholic Beverage Gontrol, - Altschuler .
maintained that the. delivery date on the route. sheet in question was
incorrect. Agent H testified that when 1eavingvdefendant's premises
with the 17 route sheets, Altschuler: repeatedly exclaimed that “the.

« Division had no right to the sheets.'.gw TR o o

g "On March 2, 1959 Agents and T again visited defendant's

..premises ‘and went . directly £o. the ‘warehouse to examine the mwroute

. sheets which they had not exemined on-their previous visite - ‘Spitzer
advised. the agents that all :route :sheets with: ‘the ‘exception. of route
‘sheets for deliverlies made . during ‘the -past two’ Leeks, ‘had been .
~destroyed. - The agents then went upstairs to:question Altschuler

- about the . destruction .of the route 'sheets and he stated that it was
he who had them destroyed. -Aent H testified that he reminded . L
Altscliuler of the February 19, 1959 wislt when he requested no
records bée disturbed and, in response. thereto;: ‘Altschuler stated -
that inasmuch as the roubte ‘sheets ‘werse not & requitenment: of ‘the .=
.Division, it ‘made no difference o anyone if they'were destroyed.

,testimony of Agent T, who had
‘accompanied Agent H during the 8. to ‘defendant's premises on .
February 19 and March 2, 1959 {(with the exception’:as to what - _
occurred in the warehouse concerning the route :sheets on the first L

' visit) would be similar to the teStimony given‘by Agent H. o

WIt was stipulated thatf‘w

‘n,February 19, 1958, at the
request of Agent H, he went to the ‘warehouse to. inquire about the

- route sheets for the ‘agents! inspection. ' The. ‘waréhouse mghager was

' busy when he arrived ‘and, about ten .or fif'teen minutes. thereafter,
Agent H entered the warehouse .and he- (Altschuler) then stepped
aside. . Altschuler further: testified}that ‘Agent -H came upstairs -~
with route sheets and when he léeft.he took them, with him, . Altschuler
_testified that he had no recollection of the ‘agents remarking that
all the records should be available at:a. future. date,. . Howsver, he
did recall saying to Agent.H 'I-don't think'you have ‘a right to take

' these route sheets because we donit have to keep gccording to ABC.
regulations, we don't have to keep ‘them', He also pemembered Agent H
stating that the; Division had the riviiege to eXamine any recOrds
and nothing more was sald about 1ts. . R ,

"Altschuler testified thai”

'd that on the next visit, the

"Altschuler further testi .
Lt's too bad the route sheets‘ e

‘only thingkmeheard Agent H say wav
were missing' o _ L
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- - "Myron Peldman, Assistant vice-president of defendant ‘ :
corporate-licensee, testified thet” upon: the. ‘direction of the insurance. :
_carrier, he ordered the reports which - ‘were stored on the top of the =

] ﬁhop gcreman's shack tc be removed because they constituted a fire

L "Ben Hockstein, an insurance broker, testified that he made
inspections of defendant's prenises .at various times bedause the
insurance company hesitated. to insure. defendant!'s - building for the
“reason that: the building did not have a complete sprinkler system. ,
“He" further testified that on Septembeér 23, 1959, he sent a letter s
to. defendant wherein, among other things, he directed that the space. R
above the: shipping clerk's office be kept clear of’ cartons. : "

- "The evidence presented by the DiviSion with reference to
Charge 1 1s conclusive that 'on ‘numerous: occasions Bossett, while.
in the employ of the defendant, delivered alcoholic beverages to
D1 Wilbow, Inc. and Sea ‘Bay. Inn Inc, without. receiving immediate
- payment therefor While ‘the retail liquor- licensees were on the
‘Default List. Furthermore, in the memorandum filed. by defendant's o
attorneys they did not deny. that Bossett made deliveries of alcoholic .
beverages to the two licensees in question while they were on the
‘Default List without recelving immedlate payment therefor. The S
attorneys further asgert that -they are aware that-the defendant is
'technically' reSponsible for the- acts of its employees.

T : "According to the facts presented in the instant case, such
' responsibility of the defendant is more than technical. The ad- S
mlssion by Bossett, together with the documentary .evidence presented,~‘
discloses. a continuous violation of Rule 4(a) of State Regulation
No. 39¢ Mirell (credit ‘manager) and Altschuler (secretary and
treasurer) of defendant corporate-licensee, claim to have had no
knowledge of the transactions engaged in by Bossett with both
Di Wilbow, Inc, and Sea Bay Inn Inc. while they were on the Default
List-as alleged in Charge 1. It is difficult to believe that such
~improper tactics on the part of the solicitor employed by defendant
took place over such a long period of time without anyone in authority
having knowledge thereof. All licensees are.responsible for the
acts of their agents, servants and employees, regardless. of whether
or not they participated therein, or even if the act of the agent,
servant or employee is contrary to spe¢ific instructions. .  Rule 33 of
‘State Regulation No, 20, See dlso Beckanstein v. Liquor Control '
' Commission, 140 Conn, 185;.99 A, 2nd 119 (Sup. Ct. of Errors 1953),
wherein. Wholesals licensees we re held to a similar standard of
responsibimity.v To hold otherwise would place a prenmivm upon: the
. lack of. supervision and control by the licensee and would result in -
" the inability of - this Divisen to place proper responsibility on the
‘1icensee for. the  observance - of the Alcoholic Beverage Law-and . =
. Regulations and to deter future violations thereof, Cf. Re Garden »
State Liquor Wholesalers, Inc., Bulletin 1262, Item 1.

: : "The regulations so’ flagrantly violated by defendant Were
, promulrated as part of a program. designed to eliminate various .
lpractices which tend to disrupt an orderly market. Disregard for-*e
and violation of these regulations by one wholesaler could easily
-lead to. similar- violations by others seeking to compete on equal
terms and, ultimately, ‘must result in a disorderly market to the .
great detriment of all.: Re Garden State Liquor Wholesalers, Inc. T

: "I shall now discuss the testimony given by the witnesses_f
with reference to Charge 2 based on falling to facilitate and -
. hindering the investigation being conducted by ABC agents at .
-defendant's licensed premlsess. It appears from the testimony of . e
Agent H that after examining certain route sheets on February 19,;'~gﬁgru
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1959 he called to the attéention of A tschuler that. there wasf -
discrepancy in the dates shown on the route sheets and the dates -
shown on the invoices for &. particular shipment of -alcoholic®b verages
made to D1 Wilbow, Inc. Altschuler stated. that the date on ‘thé“route
‘'sheet was Incorrect and, furthermore, that the agents hed nO“rigﬁt to
examine the sheets because they were not required by the Division,
Agent H took 17 of the route sheets with' him when leaving the” premises,
at which time he testified that he instructed both Mirell and~A1tschnle1
not to disturb any records because he and his: fellow -agent expected
to return at a future date. However; when the ‘agents returned on

- March 2, 1959, the route sheets,. with ‘the" exception of a quantity of
Vvery recent date, were destroyed. Agent H- testified that when he

- spoke to Altschuler about the missing route sheets, Altschuler stated

_ that since they were not records required by the Division, he had ' - )
ordered them destroyed. Altschuler denied that Agent H ever: dis- R
cussed with him a discrepancy in delivery dates between the invoilces
and the route: sheets and that he was never requested by the agents to
leave the records undisturbed becauss the agents intended to return

- to the premises to re-examine them, - Furthermore, Altschuler testified f
that on the second visit (March 2, 1959) Agent H merely expressed
regret that the route sheets wers. missing. S

; “The parties are in agreement that on February 19, 1959 when

the agents first visited defendant's premises, .route sheets were

- made available to them and the agents selected 17 of the sheets to
takes with them on their departure. On. Mareh 2, 1959 the agents

‘were advised that, with the exceptlon of 17 route sheets aforementioned,
the sheets for the years 1957 and 1958 had- been destroyed. These
records; although not a requirement of ‘the Division, nevertheless,
are to be made available to representatives of the Division during .
- the course of an 1nvestigation. ' : - o

"I am not impressed with the reasons given by Altschuler or
Feldman which resulted in the destruction of the route sheets, If
the cartons containing the route sheets constituted a fire hazard
when stored on top of the foreman's shack in the. warehouse, it was
only necessary to remove ‘them elsewhere, rather than to destroy them.

"On the other hand, whether or not the sheets which had been
destroyed ‘had any evidential value to the Division is- conjectural,.
Thelr destruction during a current investigatien can properly be.
characterized as suspiclous. The:agents had access to the route -
sheets on the February 19th visit.and selected 17 sheets to take

- with them. At that time, the agents could have, had they so -
desired, seized more of these records if they felt that they were .
pertinent to the issue at hand. I am not 'suggesting that the actions
on the part of the officers involved be condoned and any such practice
in the future on the part of any liguor licenseeHWill meet with stern.

‘measure, After serious consideration of all the facts pertinent to
Charge 2, I believe the defendant should be given the benefit of the
doubt and, hence, I recommend dismissal of' said charge. ’ L

, "Defendant has ‘a prior adjudicated record._ Effective March

13, 1951 its license was suspended for twenty days by the then .
Director for violations dissimilar to those now under: consideration.
Re F & A Distrlbutingroompanz, Bulletin 900, Iteém 8. ~In view of the

- Tact that more than five years have elapsed since the prior suspension,
1t will not be taken into consideration when fixing the:penalty. ,
herein, I recommend, based on the evidencé adduced herein, which ,

~appears to be aggravated, that defendant be. found gullty of Charge 1.
and that 1ts license be suspende, r-a period of twenty-five days."

: Written exceptlons to thezHearer's Report and written argument
thereto were filed with me by bothi the ‘Division: ‘representative and
the defendant 1icensee., The Division representative ex@epted to
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K the recommended dismissal of Gharge 2 on the basis that the grounds

" for dismissal were erroneous. The” defendant licensee excepted to
the recommended imposition 'of a twenty-five (25) day suspension of
1ts license, contending that it should be allowed to obtain a specisl
permit in lieu of the suSpen31on, in accordance with alleged established
;Division policy. gg; - :

o _ Considering the Division's exceptions first, it appears that

,the Hearer, in finding that the destruction of the licensee's records

) during a current Division investigation did not constitute a hindering

" violation, relied upon the fact that the records were avallable to '

- the Division agents during the earlier part of their investigation
and that it was. conjectural as to whether the records had any : evidential

~ value with respect to the Division's investigation. It 1s clear that

& llcensee may not destroy records merely because they have already
been examined by Division agents, if in doing so he intends to :

~ prevent thelir re-examination. Likewlse, where a licensee wilIfiully :
~burns the business records during the course of a Division investigation =
of which he is aware, a permissible inference may be drawn that the
“records destroyed were material to the investigation. See Re Zuman,
Bulletin 847, Item 1, and Re Majestic Wine & Spirits, Inc., Bulletin
600, Item l. As stated by the learer, the destruction of .the records

“was effected under suspicious circumstances. However, after carefully
consldering the entire record herein, I am unable to find that the
allegation of willfulness, rather than inadvertence, on the part of

- the defendant is supported by a fair preponderance of the believable '
evidence., I, therefore, affirm the Hearer's recommended dismissal
of Charge 24 :

- : With respect to the exceptions flled by the defendant, I
‘cannot agree with its contention that it is established Division
policy merely to warn or issue a special permit, in lieu of license
suspension action, for the violations which are the subject of Charge
1 herein., The cases cited by the licensee in 1lts written argument,
in which suspension sdction was not employed, deal with situations
different from the omne involved in this case. Those in which the
solicitor and licensees were merely warned as to their future con-
duct were based on the fact that the evidence in the hands of the
Division was. deemed insufficient to warrant the institution of
disciplinary proceedings, while the case in which the licensee
was allowed to obtain a special permit involved only an inadvertent
violation consistently handled by permit action. No case has been
brought to my attention in which disciplinaryr-proceedings were
brought against a solicitor, but not against his employer, where the
employer,was involved In the solicitor's prohibited actions to the
extent present herein. The defendant's assertion of dlscrimlnatory
treatment is just not true. - S :

In the instant case, I am convinced from the evidence
herein that the prohibited conduct with respect to the credit
violations was not limited to Bossett and defendant'!s driver, but
also ‘involved office personnel as well. Whether defendant!s office
‘personnel intentionally collaborated with Bossett to commit the
violations in question or merely shut their eyes to what was going
on is not determinative, The record herein shows that, at the least, .-
defendant's credit manager received such informatlion that reasonably
. should have .put him on notice that the Divlsion's credit. regulation
 probably was being violated. Yet, no steps were taken by defendant -
to ascertain whether such violatlions were being committed. Under
‘the circumstances herein present, it would be completely unreasonable
to. permit the defendant to insulate itself from the prohibited
practices of 1ts employees, extending over a perlod of six months,
by merely claiming that no one in authority had direct knowledge
_ thereof. _ . ,
- , After carcfully considering the entire record, I concur in
’ ’the Hearer's findinga and -conclusions with regard to Charge 1 and.
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+ adopt his recommendation that the defendant be found gullty thereof
and its license be suspended for a period of twenty-five (25) days.,

Iy therefore, find defendant gullty as to Charge 1,
vAccorﬂingly, it is, on this 6th day of May_1960,

ORDERED that Plenary Wholesale License W-54, issued by the
Director of the Division of Alcoholic Beverage Control to F. & A.
Distributing Company, for premises 235-241 W. First Street, Bayonne,
be and the same 1s hereby suspended for twenty-five (25) days,
commencing at 12:01 a.m., Monday, May 23, 1960 and terminating at
123101 a.m., Friday, June 17, 1960, : a

WILLIAM HOWE DAVIS -
DIRECTOR

3s DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS =~ ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGES NOT TRULY LABELED -
LICENSE SUSPENDED FOR 20 DAYS.- '

In the Matter of Dilsciplilnary
Proceedings against

)
: | ) v |
ABRAM A, LYDECKER CONCLUSIONS
t/a "NORTHWOOD INN™ , ) AND ORDER
Route 23
Butler, N. J. )
)
)

Holder of Plenary Retail Consumption
License C-3; issued by the Mayor and
Council of the Borough of Butler.

i
)

McDonald & Podesta, Esgs., by Gerard B. Podesta, Esq., Attorneys
' for Defendant~licensee, _
William F. Wood, Esq., Appearing for the Division of Alcoholic
Beverage Control. _ :

BY THE DIRECTOR:
The Hearer has filed the following Report herein:
"Defendant pleaded not gullty to the following charge:

10n October 13, 1959, you possessed, had custody

of and allowed, permitted and suffered in and .

upon your llcensed premises, alcoholic beverages
in bottles which bore labels which did not truly
describe thelr contents, viz.,

" Two 4/5 quart bottles labeled "Imported
Canadian Club Blended Canadlan Whisky
90,4 Proof",

One quart bottle labeled "Fleischmann's
Preferred Blended Whiskey 90 Proof" and-

One 4/5 quart bottle labeled "Calvert .
Reserve American Blended Whiskey 86 Proof";

in violation of Rule 27 of Staté Regulation No. 20.!

"At the hearing held hereln, an ABC agent testifled that on
October 13, 1959, pursuant to an assignment to investigate a specific
‘complaint that the licensee was refilling his open stock of alcoholic
beverages, he visited the defendant's licensed premises; that when
testing defendant's open stock of alcoholic beverages, he selzed some
bottles which appeared to be off in proof and color and dellvered
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T;them to the Division 5 chemist. The" agent further stated that the .

licensee verbally admitted that on Saturday nights he refills some

. bottles with the ‘same - brand of whiskey and that he might have refilled
. dome bottles with a different brand; that he réduced the licensee's

. admission of the alleged violation to writing (S-5 in evidence) and -
. that. the licensee read and signed the same.

, "The Division's chemist testified that his analysis dlsclosed
that the contents of four of these bottles, listed in the charge, ‘
varied substantlally in solids from the contents of genulne bottles:

“of the three different brands 1nvolved and - that three of the bottles
.~ were also low 1n proof.= o

“Abram A. Lydecker, testifying on his own. behalf, denied thatv
he ever refilled or iln any manner tampered with his open stock of
alcoholic beverages. He further testified that for .the past thirteen -

- years he has owned and opsrated the licensed premises, that during

sald period the Division has tested his open stock twice a year;

that prior to ‘October 1l3th aforesaid, he was never charged with any
violation of the liquor laws; that immediately after affixing his .

‘8ignature to aforesaid statement, he repeatedly protested to the

agent that he was upset, excited and beside himself when he signed
the ‘statement; that the contents of the statement were not true; that .
all of his employees (seven males and some females) have Dree access

- to his open stock of alcoholic beverages, that to.his knowledge none
of them ever refilled any of the bottles; that he questioned his

employees and they denied tampering with any of the bottles.

"I have . carefully considered all the testimony adduoed hereir,
together with the brief filed by counsel on behalf of the. licensee,
and find that the defendant has not presented any.evidence that the
contents of the bottles were other than those testifled to by the
Division's chemist. The licensee is responsible when alcoholic
beverages not truly labeled are found on his licensed premises,
‘irrespective of whether or not he i1s aware of thelr presence, Cedar
Restaurant & Cafe Co. v. Hock, 135 N.J.L. 156 (Sup. Ct. 1947); Re
Kruvant, Bulletin 1291 ITtem 34 I therefore recommend a finding that.
the licensee is guilty of the charge. _ : :

"Defendant has no ‘prior adjudicated record.v‘It 1s further
" precommended that an order be entered providing that defendant's

license be suspended for a period of twenty days, the minimum A
. suspension imposed in cases involving four bottles. Re Sussman,
: Bulletin 1328, Item 7 e L \ oL

Written exceptions to the Hearer's ‘Report and written _
argument with respect thereto were filed with me by the attorneys
for the defendant, pursuant to Rule 6 of State Regulation No. 16.

‘ ' Having carefully considered the entire record, ineluding
the transcript of the testimony, the Hearer's Report arnd the
exceptlons and argument filed herein, I concur in the Hearer's
findings and conclusions and adopt his recommendations. g
,

Accordingly, it is, on this 5th day of May 1960,

' - ORDERhD that Plenary Retail Consumption License. C 5, issued

by the Mayor and Council of the Borough of Butler to Abram A. Lydecker,

t/a "Northwood Inn", for premises on Route 23, Butler, be and the

same 1s hereby suspended for twenty (20) days, commencing at 3:00
8eMe, Thursday, May 12, 1960, and terminating at 3:00 a.m., w@dnesday,

June 1, 1960-. - ) WILLIAM HOWE DAVIS
, = - DIRECTOR .
NOTE: By order dated May 10, 1960, the effective dates of the twenty-day

suspension were postponed to commence at 3 a.m., Tuesday, June 28,
1960 and to continue in effect until midnight June 30, 1960. The

~order also provided that any renewal of the license shall remain E
under suspension until 3 a.m., Monday, July 18, 1960,
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. ACTIVITY REPORT FOR MAY 1940

ARRESTS: .

Total number of persons arrested = « =« « = - @ 4 o - Ll i d et m e e, e~ - T, 26
Licensees tnd employees = = « = = - - = = = 9 . :
Bootleggers = = = = = = = = e v v o o - - =l7

SEIZURES: ‘

Motor vehicles = trULKS = = = = = c o o c 2 o o e s e a c o o - - e e ..o - §
Stills «over 50 gallonNS = = = = = = c 4 s e e c e m R e cc o e cmceemo- o~ - - 1
msh - gallons « = =« w e mm oo T cemeeaa- .- e=a= 30.00
istilled alcoholic bevereges - gallons " m e enr e R ey e e e e m . m.a - - 12.86
the ~galloNS w e « c 0 p e e e e d e rc e e e cae e cmeeecccare e 5.07
Breved malt alcoholic beverages ~gallons e = = =« o o v - e e e mm e crme ... .- - 17.05
RETAIL LICENSEES:
Premises INSPECted = « =« = ¢ v e e s e B v et v v s e awm o o= e e e e m..- - 295
Premises where alcoholic beverages were geuged = - = « = = = = - - o o S r e emmene. - 02
Bottles geauged = = = = ¢ = e c c e m e c e e - o- f e e aeremeeemn ===~ 10,488
Premises where violations were foung = = = v = o o w e e e e e - a0 e == cr e 28
Violations found = = = = e 2 = s e et e e c e e c et e e d et e e r e e e e - 56
Unqualified employees = = = = = = = = = = 29 Reg. 538 sign not posfed - .- 2
Rpplication copy not evaileble = - - - - 8. Other mercentile business = = = = = 1
Prohibited signs = = = = = = = = = = - - 3 Other violations = « = = « = = = = <13

STATE LICENSEESs
Premises inspecter @ = « = @« = o = =0 o m o m e - oo - e e e e m e e e ... - - - 2
License applications investigeted = = « = v = 6 e 0 c & c e e e b a e m e ucoaea=a - - 24

COMPLAINTS: _

Complaints assigred for investigation = = = = & - - e a0 c e 0 0w L W e e e e .- .- 386
Investigetiors completed = « = = = = 0 = ¢ m o ¢ o e e et r e ;e c e e e 102
Investigetions pending = = = = = = « = = « o ;e e e r v mc e e mm - .- m .- - 17y

LABORATORY:

ANBlYSES e = = = -~ = @ e = e s v e e e e c e T e m e .. e, .. ...~ 280
Refills from licensed premises - bottles = = = = = =« o m o a0 c oo m v o c e ecae 25

" Bottles Fromunlicensed premiSes = = = = = = = = 4 e e e @ ot e C e o s et A e mmm - 70

IDENTIFICATIONs
Criminal fingerprint identificetions made = = ~ = = = ~ « & m o o s 4o v o 0o m e e a - 11
Persons fingerprinted For NON-Crimingl purposes = = = = = o @ =@ o o ¢ o 2 e e c e e e oo === 27
Identificeticn contacts made with other enforcement agencies = ~ = = = ~ = = @ o o = 0 0 0 = = - 24
Motor vehicle identifications via No J. State Police teletype = = = « ~ = o o - o o o o o o2 & 5

DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS:

Cases transmiited to munICIpallfles i G Rt 16
Violations involved = o = = = w2 o 0 o cic m e e e e e s c e e e s a e c e e .- 17
Sale during prohibited hours « = « « « - 9 Service to women at ber local reg.) 1 :
Sale 1o MINEIS ~ = = = = = = = = = = - - 5 Possessing chilled beer (DL- llcensee)l
Failure to afford view into premises during prohibited hours = = = ~ = = = = = = =« = 1
Ceses instituted at pivision - = = « = = = o @ 0 o0 - c e s e e mm b b e s c e a e .- - 29
Violations involved = = = = = = - = 2 o & o o e e e s e e e e e et e m ... - - 45
Sale during prohibited hours = -~ - - - - Purchase from improper source - - - 2
Possessing liguor not truly labeled - - 7 Fraud in epplicetion = = = = = = = = 1
Sale 0 MIAOrS = = = = = « = ¢ = = = « - [ Permi tting bookmaking on premises - 1
Unqualified employees = = = = = = = = - 3 Possessing contraceptives on prem. - 1
Hincering investigetion - = = = - = ~ = 3 Sale outside scope of license ~ - -1
Conducting busiress &s a nuisence - - - 3 Unauthorized transportation = - - - |
Sale below filed price = « = = = =« = - - 2 Permitting immoral ectivity - - - -1
Retailer to retailer seles = = = = - = = 2 Possessing indecent matter - - - - - 1
Ceses brought by municipalities on own anitnafuve and reported to Division = = = = = = = = = - - 19
ViolaticnS involved = = = = = = = =2 o o e e e e e e e e d e e mm e e - ... - 20
Sale 1o MINOFS = = = = = @ = = = = = - - 10 Permitting brawl on premises = - = =2
Sale cduring prohibited hours -~ = « « - - 6 Permitting gambling (wagering ---l
Failure to afford view into premises during prohibifed hours = = « = = = = = = =« o 1

HEARINGS HELD AT DIVISION:  Totel number of hearings held = = = = « = = = = 0 - o« 0 e o v = = = - b
Disciplinary proceedings « « = « w « « « = «l7
Eligibility < = =« = e e oo m e n e 5
SEIZUrES = = & = @ = = @ = = = o = = = == -1
Tax revocationg = = = « @ v« v 0w v - - - 2

STATE LICEMSES AND PERMITS ISSUED:

Total number iSSUEd = = = @ w = = & = - e cm bt e s e e e e sme .- ~ = = 1,417
LICENSES w» = = = = = = = = = = = =« = = = M Social affair permils « = = = « - L27
Solicitors! permits « = - = - = o v o =« 17 Miscellaneous " - = - - Loy
Employrent - ® I 291 Trensit insignia  « ~ = « « = = }1,828
Disposal L - - 99 Trensit certificutes = ~ = = « 1,347

Dateds June 3, 1960

WILLIAM HOWE DAVIS, DIRECTOR
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. DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS ~- HOSTESSES - LICENSE SUSPENDED FOR 20
DAYS, LESS 5 FOR PLEA. . ' ‘ -

In the Mabter of Disciplinary
Proceedings against '

- FRED TAMBURRO
- 537 Grand Street
‘Hoboken, Ni .J. -

X

CONCLUSIONS
AND ORDER

).
)
)
» | ‘ - )
Holder of Plenary Retall Consumption
License C-215, lssued by the Municipal )
Board of Alcoholic Beverage Control of
the City of Hoboken. )

WD 0 A S 4t Gu N G A S SN B SR mh Gw WS R R S U D ) SN me oo o e W) O3 GU IV AW OI G MR A 3 NS O W v

Frank A. Musto, Esq., Attorney for Defendent-licensee.
Edward F. Ambrose, Esq., Appearing for the Division of Alcoholic
o Beverage Control.’ ‘

BY THE DIRECTOR: |
Defendent pleadsd non vult to the following charge:

"On March 18, 19, 26, 30 and April 1, 1960 you

-'allowed, permitted and suffered females employed
on your llicensed premises to accept beverages at
the expense of or as a gift from customers and
patrons; in violatlon of Rule 22 of State
Regulation No, 20," |

On the dates above set forth, ABC agents at the premlses
observed a practice by "Nickey", the hat check girl, and by Ellen,
a female entertainer, of accepting drinks of alcohollc beverages
from various male patrons. Specifically, they observed that on
March 18-19 "Nickey" accepted drinks from three patrons, and Ellen
from one patron; on March 26 "Nickey" accepted three drinks from one
?erson, and Ellen, a drink from each of two persons; on March 30
'Nickey" accepted drinks from two patrons, and on April 1 "Nickey"
and Ellen each accepted a drink from a male patron and two drinks
purchased for them by one of the agents. After the last service of
alcoholic beverages to "Nickey" and Ellen on April 1, the agents
revealed their identity to the licensee, who was present. '

The llcensee thereupon stated that he did not know that
1t was a violation for female employees to accept drinks; that he
instructed the girls never to solicit drinks, but believed that such
employees could accept drinks if offered to them. The rule clearly
and specifically prohibits a licensee from permitting any female ,
employee to accept any food or beverage, alcoholic or otherwlse, at
the expense of or as a glft from any customer or patron. j

Defendant has no prior adjudlcated record. .I shall suspend
defendant's license for a period of twenty days., Re Monlello & Onnen,
Bulletin 1248, Item 11l. Five days will be remitted for the plea
-entered herein, leaving a net suspension of fifteen days.

‘Accordingly, 1t is, on this 17th day of May 1960,

ORDERED that Plenary Retail Consumption License C-215,
issued by the Municlipal Board of Alcohollc Beverage Control of the
City of Hoboken to Fred Tamburro for premlses 537 Grand Street,
Hoboken, be and the same is hereby suspended for fifteen (15) days,
commencing at 2:00 a.m., Tuesday, May 31, 1960 and terminating at
2:00 a.m., Wednesday, June 15, 1960. _

WILLIAM HOWE DAVIS
DIRECTOR
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6y DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS - DATES FIXED FOR SUSPENSION PREVIOUSLY
' IMPOSED UPON RESUMPTION OF BUSINESS;~. ,

PAGE 16

In the Matter of Disciplinary
Proceedings against . ,

)
THE ALOHA, INC. R e L : Tt e
t/a THE ALOHA : ) ~  ORDER’
104 - 4th Avenue L ' T
Belmar, Ne Jo )
)
)

'Holder of Seasonal Retall Consumption
-License CS~6, issued by the Board of e
~Commissioners of the Borough of Belmar.{ )

BY THE DIRECTOR:

! By order dated September 30, 1959, I suspended defendant's
license for twentysfive days. Because it appeared that the premises
were then closed, the order provided that the effective dates for sald
"suspension would be fixed by subsequent order after the 1icensed
premises reOpened for business. Bulletin 1307, Item 2,

= It now appearing that defendant has obtained Seasonal Retall
.Consumption License (S=6 for the 1960 summer season, and that defendant's
business i1s now being conducted under sald- license,

It is, on this: Sth day‘of‘May‘IQGO,

_ "ORDERED that the twenty-five-day suspension heretofore
imposed shall commence at 2 a.m. Monday, May 9, 1960, and terminate
at 2 a.m. Friday, June 5, 1960. .

! mmmmx‘ Wﬁ'ﬁwfa
William Howe Davis. AN

‘Director

~ New Jersey State Library



