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‘ The éfowing practice of requesting aéditional copies of
bulletins by subscribers to the Division Bulletin Service as well as'>
requests by non—subscribers to be furnlshed with pertinent bulletins,'
for guidance, has imposed an unreasonable burden on the State and
this Division. The fast mounting cost of paper supplies and the
assignment of personnel for the specific purpose of assembling: and
publishing bulletin material make it imperative that a nominal charge
be made for additional copiles ofybulletlns requested by bulletin sub-
scribers as vell as coples furnished to non-subscribers.

Accordingly, effective Maréh‘15, 1960 requests for‘additional
copies of bulletins by subscribers as well as requests for coples by
non-subéCribers must be accompanied by a fee of 50¢ fo} each bulletin
requesfed, such fee to be in cash, money order or certified check
madé payable to the Division of Alcoholic Beverage Control.

- WILLIAM HOWE DAVIS
" DIRECTOR
Dated: February 26, 1960

f
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2. APPELLATE DECISIONS - ELMWOOD BAR & GRILL, INC. v NORTH BERGEN.

Eimwood Bar & Grill, Incq t/a : )
] Elmwood Bar & Grill; : )
| ‘ Appellant ') |
Ch : . b
Ve ) On Appeal = |
aMunicinal Board of Alcoholic | ERIEH
Beverage Control of the Township )
of North Bergen, ‘)
Respondent. ').

.Samuel Raffaelo, Esq.,- Attorney for: Appellant. o : ;T ¢
Leo Brauer, EsqQ., Attorney for Respondent. ”,ng'” T -4_"t/

'ﬁBY THE DIRECTOR°
The Hearer has filed the following Report herein' )
: "This is an appeal from the action of respondent whereby it

suspended appellantts plenary retail consumption license C—82, issued
for premises 704 74th Street, North Bergen, for thirty days effective

~at-12:01 a.m. September 21, 1959. The suspension was imposed after

-~appellant was found guilty, in contested disciplinary proceedings, of
. ~the following charges (as amended at the hearing,held below)

tSale, service and delivery and allowing, permitting ‘and -
suffering the sale, service and delivery of- -aleoholic bev- .
_erages, and allowing the consumption of alcoholic beverages
on the licensed premises between the hours of 3:00 A.M. and

:-7:00 A.M. on Saturday, May 9, 1959; in violation of Section
9 of an ordlnance adopted by the Board of Commissioners of"
the. Township of North Bergen on December 4, 1940. i

. 'Allowingg permitting and suffering in and upon the 1icensed
'premises a disturbance and unneceéssary nolse on-May 3, 1959;
'in violation of State Regulation No. 20, Rule 5 of the Rules
and Regulations of the State of NeW'Jersey, ‘Department of Law
and Public Safety, Division of Alcoholic Beverage Control.

f"The resolution suspending the liCense specifically provided
that the license was suspended for fifteen days because of the alleged
violation on May 9 and for fifteen days because of the alleged viola- N

tion on May 3.

: "The petition of appeal alleges that the finding of guilt
" was contrary to the evidence and contrary to the weight of the evi-
: dence. . . .

"Upon the filing of the appeal an order was entered by the
Director on September 18, 1959, staying respondent!s order of suspen-
sion until entry of-a further order herein. R.S. 33: 1-31.

"By written stipulation, slgned by both attorneys, this
appeal has been submitted solely upon the stenographic transcript of
the proceedings before the issuing authority. Rule 8 of State f
Regulatioﬁ Noo 150 -

.a:uf'.:’.'
i

"As to the alleged violation on May 9' At the hearing below,
Sergeant John E. Farley (of the North Bergen Police Department) testi—

STk
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fied that.he and. other pOche officers entered appellant's premisee
at approximately 3:15 a.m, Saturday, May 9, 1959; that he observed °
no sales of -alcoholic beverages, but that he observed at the bar a
group. of eight or ten men, all of whom were consuming drinks which
were mostly beer., He further testified that the bartender, who was
at the cash register counting money, sald that the patrons 'were jJust
having a nightcap? and that the premises were being closed. It was
then stipulated that, i1f two other police officers were called to
testify, they would corroborate the testimony of Sergeant Farley.

- - %0n behalf of appellant; Robert Mercuro testified that he
was tending bar on the morning in question; that shortly before 3 a.m.
he served drinks to all his patrons and told them that 'it was the
last one; that he served no drinks after 3 a.m.3; that the police
officers entered a little after 3 a.m. and that he told them he was
‘getting ready to ¢close up. Co .

‘ "Bection 9 of the ordinance in questions prohibits: the saleg‘
ﬂservice or delivery of alcoholic beverages between 3 a.m. and 7 a.m.
on weekdays and also provides that no licensee shall allow the con-
-sumption of any alcoholic beverages on licensed premises during said
‘hours... The evidence fully establishes the guilt of appellant as to
that portion of the charges which refers to May 9.

"As to the alleged violation on May 3: The only witness who
testified as to this charge was a man who resides next door to appel-
lant!s premises. He testified that about 4 a.m. Sunday, May 3, 1959,
‘he was awakened from his sleep, looked through the window and saw a
number of people on the street who were talking, hollering and singing.
He also testified that there was singing and hollering inside and out- -
side and that he heard a jukebox playing inside the premises; that he
twent to bed again, because you know really it bothers me a little bit,
but not much.' On cross-examination he testified that he could not see
into the licensed premises and did not hear any 'loud or abusive noise
emanating from the tavern.f

‘ . - "At the close of thils witness?! testlmony appellant'!s attorney
moved for dismissal of that portion of the charges and decision there~
‘on ‘Was reserved0 '

‘gg ‘ ...""The evidence herein does not establish that a brawl or dis- -
turbance occurred on or near appéllantt!s premises. The only remaining

‘question is whéether appellant permitted unnecessary noise. However,. thek_jﬁ

question as to what constitutes unnecessary noise is a difficult one.
The only evidence herein concerns an isolated incident which occurred-
as patrons were leaving at or about 4 a.m. (the closing hour in the
Township on Sunday morning). I concelude that the evidence is insuffi-
cient to establish appellant!s guilt as to that portion of the charges
which refers to May 3. ,

. "After considering. all the evidence herein, I recommend that
an order be entered affirming the action of respondent as to that

portion of the charges ‘referring to May 9, and reversing its action as
to that portlon of the charges referring to May 3. Under the circum-

stances,  the order should further provide that the suspension be reducedﬁ-?

from thirty to fifteen days, and ahould fix the effective dates of the
fifteen»day suspension, ¥

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

" - After earefully considering the evidence hereing I concue in
the findings and conclusions of the Hearer and shall adopt his recom-
mendationsa ‘ ,
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Accordingly, it 1s, on this 21st. day of Januery 1960, '

ORDERED.that the action of respondent as to thatlportion of .
the ‘charges referring to May 9, 1959, be and the same is hereby affirmed,
and the action of respondent as to that portion of the charges reférring
to May 3, 1959, be and the same is hereby reversed; and it is further

ORDERED that the suspension imposed by respondent which Was

+ stayed by my order entered herein, be and the same 1s hereby reduced
from thirty to fifteen days, commencing at 3 a.m. Monday, February 1,
1960 and terminating at 3 a.m. Tuesday, February 16, 1960. . _

: L%Jiﬁ

WILLIAM HOWE DAVIS

: DIRECTOR |

3. APPELLATE DECISIONS - REMLEY AND BARR Ve PATERSON. o

Leroy B. Remley and Alice M. Barr, ) - |
t/a Al & Roy's Popular Tavern, ' _ :
ON APPEAL .
Appellants, , .
- ) CONCLUSIONS
Ve :
| | ' )  AND
Board of Alcoholic Beverage Control : E o
) ORDER

for the City of Paterson,

~ Respondsnt. )

- we ek e @B am s es = em e e = . e e me we e e

Géodman Singer, Esq., Attorney for Appellants..
‘-Harry Smith, Esq., Attorney for ReSpondent.

BY THE DIRECTOR: | , , |
.. The Hearer has filed the following Report herein‘

' "This is an appeal from the action of respondent whereby on
June 4y 1959 it suspended appellants' license for a period of twenty-
five days, effective July 1, 1959, after finding them guilty of charges
~alleging that (1) on November 24, 1958 they allowed, permitted and .
suffered an actually or apparently intoxicated person to work as a -
barténder in and upon their licensed premises, in violation of Rule 24 .
of State Regulation No. 20; (2) on the same date they hindered, delayed
or caused the hindrance or delay of an investigation of their licensed
premises by the Paterson Police Department, in violation of R.S. 33:1-35;
(3) on the same date they permitted and maintained a nuisance in and o
upon their licensed premises, in violation of Rule 5 of State Regulation
No. 20, and (4) on March 20, 1959 they hindered, delayed or caused the
hindrance or delay of an investigation of their 1licensed premises by the
Paterson Police Department, in violation of Re.Se. 33:1-35. .

' : "Upon the filing of the appeal, the Director entered an order
on July 1, 1959 staying respondentt's order of suspension until further :
order herein, pursuant to R.S. 33:1- Bla 4 ‘ '

"In their petition of appeal appellants allege that the action -
. of respondent was erroneous in that it was contrary to the weight of
" the evidence.

i"R-espond‘en-t in its answer denies appellantst allégation.."

"The appeal was heard de novo pursuant to Rule 6, of State
:Regulatibn No.,15. ' N , . o

i
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' "M"At the. hearing hereln respondent called as its witnesses"
.Police Officers Esposito, McPartland, .De Silvo and Heerschap of the )
Paterson Police Department and appellants Remley and Barr testified ‘.;_
in their own behalf._' , 4 : ) L

: "Succinctly stated, the evidence adduced by reSpondent shows
that on November 24, 1958 Officers Esposito and McPartland vwho were

cruising in a squad car, received a call from headquarters at 2:33}a.m.eft o

advising them that a complaint had been made that loud music was :
emanating from appellants' licensed premises; that the officers pro-
ceeded to the tavern; talked to Remley who was behind the bar and

asked him to turn down the Juke box music; that after Remley complied‘ R

they left the premises and while making out their reports they again

heard the music which was louder than before; that they re-entered the ,f_,d

‘tavern and asked Remley for the tavern license which, at first, he
refused to give them and when they ‘demanded it, he took it. from the

wall and 'swung it across the bar 4t us'; that they noticed Mrs. Bars o

and two patrons at the bar and observed that Remley'!s speech was -

slurred; that he was unsteady;  that he became belligerent ard was un-flfwf'

cooperative and that he appeared to have been drinking. . On cross-
-examination, both officers admitted that they did not. small alcohcl .
on Remley's breath and that they did not see him serve drinks to =
anyone. They also testified that appellants! premises are located in
tpartially industrial and there are some stores and dwelling houses in
the neighborhood!. The evidence further shows that on March 20, 1959
Officers De Silvo and Heerschap, who were crulsing in a squad car

received a call from headquarters informing them that there was trouble |

in appellantst! tavern; that -they proceeded to the licensed premises
wherein they heard patrons hollering and observed Mrs. Barr crying -
behind the bar; that the patrons told them that Mrs. Barr had hit
Remley with a glass and that he punched her; that Remley. was bellig-
erent and that when they asked for the licenSe he ripped it up, threw
it in. a garbage pail and told them to get it there if they wanted 1it;
that the patrons were ordered to leave; that they smelled alcohol on
Remley's breath; that both Mrs.-Barr and Remley admitted that they had
been drinking; that they . placed Remley under arrest and ordered Mrs.

Barr to close thé tavern; that she became abusive and interfered with C

them and that they placed her under arrest.,

o "Remley testified that he and Mrs. Barr hold the license as’
partners, that the neighborhood in which the licensed premises are
located 1s mostly industrial; that on November 24, 1958 the juke box
was playing when the officers came in; that during his conversation-
with the officers the music ceased; that after the officers left a. :
patron played the juke box and that the music was loud until he turned o
it down and then pulled the plug out; that he didn't recall whether he
was behind the bar; that he had not been drinking that evening; that .

he was not unsteady but was just leaning over the bar; that when the
officers who came into the tavernh on the first occasion asked for his
‘license he put it on the bar and that he complied with whatever request

they made.. On cross-examination Remley admitted that he was behind the

bar !checking out the register' and that he was belligerent to the -
officers because 'I'm a very hot-headed person'. Respecting March - 20,
1959, Remley admitted on cross—examination that he tore up the license .
and threw 1t down. o A : , , :

“nMrs, Barr. testified that on November 24, 1958 Remley 'was v
yery upset and aggressive!; that a patron turned on the juke box- after o
the officers had left and she pulled out the plubj that she was on S
duty serving drinks that evening; that Remley was not drunk, 'he was - -
shaking with temper' and that she merely pleaded with the officers '
not to arrest Remley. On cross-examination she admitted that the
music emanating from the juke box was loud; that on November 24th .
Remley put the license on the bar tin an excited manner' and that on .~

¥
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March 20th she saw Remley tear up the license 'but I was: the
ook it from the wall and slammed it dewn and broke the glas.
the officers camea L _ , I

- " nGonsidering the aforesaid, T fin&»td?ﬂniy“b**é‘:‘f'*
establishes the truth of the charges set fo: : ;
clude that appellants have failed_to\snstai

S ”“‘ﬂA;Written exceptions to<“ 2 ",
ments with respect thereto were ; d?with mevby ap
‘pursuant” to-Rule ‘14 of ‘State Regulation: No. I “Ha
considered: the éentire record: here”n, Ine:
_proceedings;; the Hearer'!s Report, the w
~the arguments advanced by appellantst attorney, ;
1ngs and conclus1ons of the Hear;r'an@ adopt:his

Accordlnglyp it is, on{f“

| " ORDERED that thé actién of - I
is hereby affirmed and that the appealaherein‘be>an_ -the same:
dismissed, and it is further S ‘ L

Y E P oceedings, be. .
: and ‘the same is hereby restored and T »ated.agai st the license held~w
bymappellants for premises 267 River Street, Paterson, to commence: at -

3:00 a.m., Monday, February 1 1960 and‘to*terminate at°3.@0‘a»m”1Friday,
February 269 1960e;_‘, S . L ‘ e

WILLIAM HlWEiEAVIS :fvapﬁﬁlﬁﬁ

| 4;7 DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS - H@SIESSES'—~PBIQR RECORD: OF PREDECESSOR f
. IN INTEREST - LICENSE SUSPENDED Fenl45xmﬁ!s» LESS:5 FOR PLEA.a P

. In the Matter of Disciplinary ‘ ) I o Co s
g Proceedings against I S
) -} - CONCEUSIONS .
Bierre's French’ Quarter%, Ind. R O
-'517.Paterson Plank Road D R . £
Union Cityy No Jo B _ ,_' - ST . ’ .';!‘.’:
S T - ORDER: _ -
Holder of Plenary Retail Consumption; e B
" License C-168, issued by the Board - )
‘of Commissioners of the City off . R
Union City. - ) - Y :

Eeo J.-Beréy Esqs s Attorney ‘for Defendantaligensee. R
Edward F. Ambrose, ESQ., Appearing'forllfvisien of Aleahelicz
B L _ ' Bever&gerControl

BY THE DIRECTOR: | | | o
| Defendant pleaded non vult ta the following harge.:

- %0n Wednesday night, September 30, 1959, your allowed&
permitted and suffered a female employed om: your
licensed premises and known as Shari OtDesa, to accept
beverages at the expe of or as a gift from: customers. ‘
~ and patrons; in violation of Rule 22 of State Regulation
7No, 206" : .
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. 0On the date alleged in the charge herein ABC agents, while in
defendant's licensed premises, observed Shari O!'Dea (employed as an
entertainer) accept drinks from and at the expense of a male patron.
Later in the: evening <she accepted a drink which was -pald for by one of*
the agents. : e _ _ - ,

' _ Defendant corporation has no prior adjudicated record._ However,
in fixing the penalty to be imposed in this case I have found it neces-
'sary .to review and to refer to the unsavory record of its predecessors,
The New French Quarter, Inc., which sustained four license suspensions
within a two-year period; the last as recent as June 1, 1959, for a
period of forty days (Bulletin 1286, Item 5), and The French Quarter,
Inc., which sustained two suspensions within a ten-month period in 1956 .
(Bulletin 1096 Item 4, and Bulletin 1141 Item l) . )

It is- significant that one Donald LaSalle was a bartender when
‘New French Quarter, Inc. held the license for the same premises but is
now the holder of 98% of the capital stock of defendant corporate licen-
see; that Peter Nitti (commonly known as "Pete the Crutch") during the :
course of prior investigations involving New French Quarter, Inc. and = -
.The French Quarter, Inc. was usually on the licensed premises, and his
brother James Nitti now holds a 1% interest in the capital stock of
defendant -corporate licensee. "Pete the Crutch" was observed on the
licensed premises by agents of this Division.on each of their visits
during this investigation and during investigations conducted while the
license was held by the two predecessor corporations ‘aforementioned,
not in the role of a patron, as claimed by the licensee, but ostensibly
‘acting as one with authority referred to by employees of the licensee
as the "boss.! This is further borne out by the agents' reports that
on one occasion "Pete the Crutch"™ ordered the orchestra to continue with
the music¢ when it had stopped playing, saying "What do you think I'm
paying you for?" ' A

It is to be wondered whether the principals of The New French
Quarter, Inc. are actually the operators of the licensed business of
defendant corporate licensee. Question also arises as to the real
interest of "Pete the Crutch" in this license, particularly in view of
his continued presence and activities on the licensed premises as afore-
mentioned and more particularly in view of his violent conduct in hinder-
ing an investigation which resulted in a fifty-five-day suspension of
the license of The. French Quarter, Inc., effective October 30, 1956
(Bulletin 1141, Item 1).. Certainly the entire background facts indi-
cate something more than mere customer interest on the part'of "Pete _
the Crutch" which cannot be ignored in fixing the penalty in this case.

: Under all the circumstances, I shall suspend defendant's
license for forty-five days. Five days will be remitted for the plea
entered herein, leaving a net suspens1on of forty days. ’

Accordingly, it is, on this 21st day of January 1960,

ORDERED that plenary retail consumption license C-168, issued
by the Board of Commissioners of the City of Union City to Plerrets . .
French Quarter!'s, Inc., for premises 517 Paterson Plank Road, Union
City, be and the same .1s hereby suspended for forty (40) days, com-
mencing at 3 a.m. Wednesday, Febrdary 3, 1960 and terminating at 3 a.m.
Monday, March 14, 1960,

WILLIAM HOWE DAVIS .
DIRECTOR
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" 5» DISGI?LINARY PROCEFRINGS - SALES T0 MINORS - LICENSE SUSPENDED
POR 30 DAYS,

In the Matter of Disoiplinary ) i

Proceedings against ) , ;

. N A
Maude Connelly & Walter Kunisch , CONCLUSIONS
t/a Allendale Bar & Grill ) > o
67 West Allendale Avenue | AND:
Allendaleﬁ Wew Jersey ) R |

.. ORDER
|

EHolders of Plenary Retail Consumption )
License (-2, issued by the Borough
Council of the Borough of Allendale. ) - Co

:mnﬂvwmdbmc’m&ﬂs‘—q“--ﬁ-

.,Edward FQ Ambfoseg EeoM Appearing for the Division of
Alcoholic Beverage Control.

|
Theodore  D.. Rosenberg, Esq., Attorney for Defendant—licen?ees. .
I
BY THE DIRECTOR° |

|

The Hearer has filed the following Report herein., .

- "Defendante pleaded not guilty to the following charge-_
~'On Septembep Ts . 1959, you sold, served and g
~delivered and allowed, permitted and suffered
the sale, service and delivery of alecoholic | . . '
beverages, directly or indirectly, to persons,
under the age of twenty-one (21) years, viz.,|
Maurice ~---, age 16, George ---, -age 17, and |
James --~, age 19, and allowed, permitted and|
suffered the oonsumption of alcoholic beveragee
by such persons in and upon your llcensed premi- g
"'sesy in violation of Rule 1 of State Reguletion
No. 20,7 ‘ o ]
: "At the heeflng held herein, Maurice ---, age 16 testified
that on Labor Day, September 7, 1959, he and the two other minors named
in the charge arrived in an automobile at defendants!' licensed premises
between 6:00 and 6230 p.m.; that the car was parked in front of the
tavern under an arrangement between them that he was to buy beer there;
that he left the car with a ten-dollar bill belonging to George, entered
the premises and went to the bar, at which time there were fifteen or
twenty other personsg present; that he took a seat at the bar and ordered
and. consumed a glass of beer served to him by a bartender, that when
served with the beer, he asked the bartender if he had any cold cases
of beer and when informed that such beer was avallable, ordered from
the bartender a case of Schaefer and a case of Rheingold beer; that
the bartender obtalned the beer reguested in slx-packs from a freezer
behind the bar, placed the beer in a cardboard box and deposited the
box on the bar; that he handed the bartender the ten-dollar bill in
payment .and received change. Maurice further testified that after he
_pald for the two cases of beer and while he was drinking his glass of
beer, James and George entered and took seats next to him\at the bar;
that he gave George the change from the ten dollars, finished drinking
his beer and, while they remained, he left the premises with the two
cases of beer which he placed in the car; that on this occasion the _ .
bartender made no inquiry whatsoever with respect to his age, but that
vhen at such tavern about two or three months previously,|a bartender -
asked him 1f he was 21 and accepted his statement that hel was 21 years

of age. !

"It appeato from Maurice's testimony that earlier that after-

|
|
|
|
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noon he had purchased a case of bee? at another licensed. premisee
‘stopped at a park, where he and his companlons drank some of the beer
and gave some to friends whom they met there, and decided to purchase
some more beer; that Maurice returned to the defendants' premises a :
few days later in the company of ABC agents but was unable to identify
the bartender who sold the beer to him. _

"James — 19 years of age, testified that he and his com-
panions arrived in defendants! tavern at about 5:30 p.m., at which time
Maurice left the car with‘George's ten-dollar bill to buy beer while he
and George remained in the car for about fifteen or twenty minutes and
both then entered the tavern; that they went to the bar where Maurice .
vas seated finishing his beer with two cases of beer in a box on the .
‘bar; that they received some change from Maurice and observed him pick ‘
up the box of beer and leave; that George and James finished their = o
beer; which had been served to them by a bartender who did not ask their
age, left the premises, entered the car and drove away; that he returned
‘to defendants' premises a few days later in the company of ABC agents -
but was unable to identify the bartender who served the beer to them.
George -== 17 years. of age, testified substantially to the same effecti:.

Lo fAn ABG agent testified that, accompanied by another egent and -
the local police officer and Maurice, he entered defendants' premises on .
September llth, at which time Maurice identified the premises but was’
unable to identify the bartender whoe seld the beer to him; that Maude
Connelly, one.-of the licensees, stated that Elwood Kintner, who was not
then present, was the bartender on duty in the establishment on the date
and time in question; that on September 1lith they made a similar visit
to defendants! premises with George and James, at which time the boys
identified the tavern as the premises where they had purchased the
glasses of beer on September 7th, but were likewise unable to identify
the bartender, although Elwood Kintner was present.i _ }

"Maude Connelly testified that Elwood Kintner is a part time
bartender who helps her out on occasion and that he came on duty on
September 7th about 6:00 or 6:30 p.m. In defense of the charge, - she
relies mainly on her claim that when the boys were there to: identify
the premises, they remarked that they had observed pizza pie boxes
with the name !'Tree Tavern' printed thereon, whereas such boxes in her
tavern have printed tnereon the name "Allendale Bar and Grillt,

' . "Elwood Kintner testified that he came on duty on the day in
~question at some time between 6:00 and 6:30 p.m., at which time Maude
Connelly was busy in the kitchen. He denies that he sold beer to any
of the boys, although he recollects the sale of six-can packs of
‘canned beer tearlier in the evening'! and then corrects his statement
.as to time by saying, 'I will take that back, I sold a case of beer
~about 8:30! to a person whom he had never seen before, placing the
beer in a paper carton which he deposited on top of the bar; that it
was 'two full cases of six-packs--48!., Asked how he could.be positive
that he did not sell a glass of beer toc each minor, he replied 'What I
 base my positive opinion on, because to my mind if they don't look 21
they don't get served without identificationt,

v S "It seems hardly necessery to state that the evidence
offered by the licensee appears to corroborate, rather than impeach,

‘the clear cut version by the minors of what occurred at the time and
place in question. The reading matter printed on the pizza boxes has
.no significant bearing on the case. The failure of the minors to
‘1dentify the bartender is not fatal in disciplinary proceedings pro- =
viding it be -established that the minors purchased, had served to thenm,
or were permitted to consume alcoholic beverages in the licensed premi- -
ses. Re Chizun, Bulletin 1274, Item 7, I therefore recommend a find- -
1ng that defendants are guilty of the ghargeg
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"The only adjudicated record against either of the defendant—
licensees is a suspension of the license for the same premises when
- it. was held by Maude Connelly, individually, effective September 20,
1949, for a dissimilar violatlion. Such previous record having occurred
more than five years ago, 1t should not be considered when imposing
penalty. I therefore further recommend that defendants! license be
suspended for a period of thirty days, the minimum penalty for a sale
to a lé-year-old minor where three minors are involved. Re Nassaney,
Bulletin 1305, Item 5,%

} Oy i

. No exceptions to the Hearer's report were filed within the
time limited by Rule 6 of State Regulation No. 16. RS

S : After carefully considering the evidence herein, I ‘concur in
the conclusions and recommendation of the Hearer and adopt said con-
~~clusions as my conclusions herein. I find defendants“guilty as charged.

' Accordinglyp it is, on this 20th day of January 1960,

. ' ORDERED that plenary retail consumption license C-2, 1ssued
Jhby ‘the Borough Council of the Borough of Allendale to Maude. Connelly
_& Walter Kunisch, t/a Allendale Bar & Grill, for premises 67 West
‘Allendale Avenue, Allendale, be ‘and the same is hereby suspended for -
thirty (30) days, commencing at 2 a.m. Monday, February 1, 1960, and
terminating at 2 a.m. Wednesday, March 2, 1960,

WILLIAM HOWE DAVIS
' DIRECTOR

6, DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS - GAMBLING - LOTTERY - LICENSE SUSPENDED
FOR 25 DAYS, LESS 5 FOR PLEA.

vIn the Matter of Disciplinary
Proceedings against

August Kronenberg and Helen Kronenberg

t/a Falcon Hall CONCLUSIONS

‘106 Pulaski Avenue

Carteret New Jersey, AND
Holders . of Plenary Retail Consumption ORDER

License C-17, issued by the Borough
Council of the Borough of Carteret.

-4——_”-..-—_._.—-—-—————.-»—

Defendant-licensees, Pro se.
Edward F. Ambrosep Esq., Appearing for Division of Alcoholic
, Beverage Control.

N

BY THE DIRECTOR°' ‘
- Defendants pleaded non vult to the following charges:

"lo On Saturday, October 31, 1959 and prior thereto, you -
allowed, permitted and suffered gambling in and upon -
your licensed premises, viz.; the making and accepting
of football game bets- and the making and accepting of
bets in a lottery commonly known as a 'football -pool!;
in violation of Rule 7 of State Regulation No. 20.

"2, On Saturday, October 31, 1959, you possessed, had’
custody of and allowed, permitted and suffered tickets

- and participation rights in a lottery commonly known as
a tfootball pool! in and upon your licensed premises;
in violation of Rule 6 of State Regulation No. 20."
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' On October 31, 1959, ABC agents observed a patron hand James .

- Magner (the bartender) a small package which was subsequently ascertain—: .
~ed to contain sixteen bet slips on the outcome of football games and . =~
-$18 in cash. In addition thereto the agents and members of the Carteretf-*
Police Department found on Magner's person seventy-three football bet"

, slips filled .in by different persons, twenty-one football bet slips not'
. f1lled in and 8203 (an amount of cash acknowledge by him to have: been

received from persons placing bets on the outcome of football games)

: August Kronenberg (one of the defendant- licensees) admitted :
' "to the ABC agents that he was aware the bartender was accepting. bets in _
’the premises and had on many occaslions warned him about it._. .

' Defendants have no prior adjudicated record. I shall suspend
defendants! license for twenty-five days, the minimum suspension when .
an employee or a licensee is involved (Re McCann, Bulletin 1279, Item -
10). Five days will be remitted for the plea entered herein, leaving

a net suspension of twenty days.

Accordingly, it is, on this l9th day of January 1960, ,

ORDERED that plenary retail consumption license c-17, issued
by the Borough Council of the Borough of Carteret to August Kronenberg
‘and Helen Kronenberg, t/a Falcon Hall, for premises 106 Pulaskl Avenue,
Carteret, be and the same is hereby suspended for twenty (20) days,
commencing at 2 a.m. Tuesday, January 26, 1960, and terminating at
LR a.mn. Monday, February 15, 1960. .

WILLIAM HOWE DAVIS
DIRECTOR

. DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS - ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGES NOT TRULY LABELED -
PRIOR RECORD - LICENSE SUSPENDED FOR 25 DAYS, LESS 5 FOR PLEA,

In the Matter of Disciplinary T ,Q}.
,Proceedings against ' . o

) L
, " Isaac Sussman '
" t/a Ikets Tavern ) o
581 Main Street Y CONCLUSIONS -
Paterson 3, New Jersey R ) R
: - . AND
'Holder of Plenary Retail Consumption ) A | _ o
License C-334, 1ssued by the Board of ) ORDER .. 7

Alcoholic Beverage Control for the -
: City of . Paterson.‘j' .

Defendant-licensee, Pro se. -
William F. Wood, Esq., Appearing for the Division of
, Alcoholic Beverage Control. .

E BY THE DIRECTOR°

o : Defendant pleaded non vult to a charge alleging that he possess--ﬁ
',ed on his licensed premises “alcoholic beverages in bottles bearing -
- labels which did not truly describe the contents, in violation of Rule
27 of State Regulation No. 20. SR »

‘ "C' - on October 27, 1959, an ABC agent tested defendant's open stock.n3
- of liquor and seized several bottles for further tests by the Division's = .
chemist. Subsequent analysis by the chemist disclosed that the contents -
of four of such bottles were higher in solids, and the contents of -two-. ' °
of the four were low in acids, when compared with the genuine product
of the labeled brands. \ ,
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5 - Defendant has a prilor adjudicated record. EffectiVQ Aupuot .
' 12 1957 his-license was suspended by the Director for ten days: for an
"hours" violation. Re Sussman, Bulletin 1187, Item 10. ‘I shall:sus-
pend defendant‘s license for the minimum period of twenty days imposed
in cases involving four bottles (Re Willow Cafe & Restaurant, Inc.g
Bulletin 1314, Item 9), to which will be added rive days because of the
dissimflar violatlon which occurred within the past- five years (Re Fanok,
Bulletin®1307, Item 11), making a total suspension of twenty-five days.
Five days will be remitted for the plea entered herein, leaving a net
suspension of twenty days.

Accordingly, it is, on this 20th day of January, 1960

= “ ORDERED that Plenary Retail Consumptlon license C 334, issued
by the Board of Alcoholic Beverage Control for the City of Paterson to
Isaac Sussman, t/a Ike's Tavern, for premises 581 Main Street, Paterson,
be and ‘the same is hereby suspended for twenty -(20) days, commencing at
3:00 a.m., Tuesday, February 2, 1960, and terminating at'3 00 a.m.,
Monday, February 22, 1960, . ,

WILLIAM HOWE DAVIS
DIRECTOR

8¥* DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS - FAILURE TO AFFORD CLEAR VIEW OF PREMISES
DURING PROHIBITED HOURS - CONTRACEPTIVES - HINDERING INVESTIGATION -
LICENSE SUSPENDED FOR 15 DAYS.

In the Matter of Disciplinary
Proceedings against -

John Alexis, Louis Alexis and
" George’. Alexopoulos

t/a Belmont Bar

169 Monticello Avenue

Jersey City 4, New Jersey

CONCLUSIONS
AND
- ORDER

Holders of Plenary Retail Consumption
License C-182, issued by the Municipal
Board of Alcoholic,Beverage Control of
the City of Jersey City. '
Alexis and Gonis, Esgs., by Peter G. Alexis, Esq., Attorneys
for Defendant-licensees. -
Edward F. Ambrose, Esq., Appearing for the Division. of :
Alcoholic Beverage Control. - - : ,

BY THE DIRECTOR: , .
The Hearer has filed thevfollowing,Reportiherein@t

"Defendants entered pleas of not guilty to charges alleging
that (1) they failed to afford a clear view of their bar during prohi-
.= bited hours, in violation of a local ordinance, (2) they possessed con-
traceptive devices in and upon their licensed premises, in violation of
Rule 9 of State Regulation No. 20, -and (3) they failed to facilitate
and hindered and delayed ABC agents in the investigation of their 1icensed
premises, in violation of R.S. 33:1-35,

' ImAt the hearing herein, the Division-called as 1its witnesses
@,two ABC agents who participated in the investigation of defendantst! 1li-
~‘censed premises. Substantially, thelr testimony is as follows: At

12:17 p.m., Sunday, June 7, 1959, they arrived in front of defendants®
licensed premises but were unable to view the bar within because the
curtains on the front door were drawn and the panels in the window parti-
tions were closed. Hearing voices within the tavern, the agents tried to
enter and, finding the door locked, knocked. on it repeatedly. ' Eventually



~ BULLETIN 1328 o " . PAGE 13.

. 8,person, later identified as John Miller, the porter, peered over the
partition in the left window and the agents held their credentials
against . the window pane and shouted, 'ABC, let us in'. Miller turned
his head to the rear of the premises and someone thereln was heard to
say, fCome on, get out of here!. The agents persisted in their demand
for admission and Miller said, 'I haven't got the key'. Finally, after
a lapse of five mimites from the time the agents first knocked on the °
door, they were admitted by Louls Alexis, one of the licensees. When
the agents entered the tavern, they noted several partially filled
glasses of alcoholic beverages on the bar and they seized a box of

- contraceptives which were found in the cabinet behind the bar. Alexis
said that he had been consuming the drinks and, when informed of the
violations, he stated that the contraceptives were given to him by a
seaman, since deéceased; that he was unfamiliar with the ordinance re-

. quiring a clear view of the bar during prohibited hours and that he.
was 1in the men's room at the time the agents were trying to gain entry.

, "Louls Alexis testified that he arrived at the licensed prem-
ises about 11:00 a.m. on the date alleged and that Miller arrived .
shortly thereafter; that he put the curtains on the door to avoid being
seen while he counted the previous day's receipts; that about 12:20 p.m.
he went to the men's room in the rear of the tavern, which is about 65
feet from the front entrance; that while seated therein he heard knock-

" ing on the door but made no inquiry as to who it was since people often
try to enter the tavern before the opening hour of 1:00 p.m.; that when
he emerged from the men's room he proceeded to the front door; that as

. he approached it Miller said 'ABC' and that he immediately admitted the
- agents. He further testified that he and his brother are the only

.persons who have keys to the premises; that the contraceptives found
on the premises were given to him by a seaman; that he never sold or
gave any of them away and that he cooperated fully with the agents dur-
ing their investigation of the premises., o

"Millerts testimony in the main corroborated that of Alexis
and he testified. additionally that when he understood that the men who
were knocking on the door were ABC agents, 'I called Louis. The radio N
was playing. He was way back. There are two doors to the bathroom. !
I know he dldn't hear me.! : : :

: "Having carefully considered ‘the evidence herein, I find that

the Division has established the guilt of defendants as -to Charges 1

and 2 by more than a fair preponderance of the evidence. I find .

. further that the evidence with respect to Charge 3 is insufficient to’

support a finding of guilt. I recommend, therefore, that Charge 3 be

dismissed. Considering defendants! otherwise good record, I further - -

recommend that their license be suspended for five days on Charge 1

(Re Fox, Bulletin 267, Item 9) and for ten days on Charge 2 (Re Pledsant

‘Hour Cocktail Lounge, Ingc., Bulletin 1096, Item-2), making a total”
”-suspension of fifteen. days. :

E—

’ A Written exceptions to the Hearer's Report and written argu- N
ment with respect thereto were flled with me by the Division's attorney
-and written answering argument was filed by defendants' attorneys,

'~ pursuant to Rule 6 of State Regulation No. 16.

Havling carefully considered the entire record herein, includ-
«i1ng the transcript of the proceedings, the Hearer's Report, the excep-
i tions thereto and the arguments advanced by the attorneys. for the :
respective parties herein, I concur in the findings and conclusions of
. the Hearer and adopt his recommendations. _ .

',Accordingly; it 1s, on this 20th day of,January'l96Q,.
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‘ . ORDERED.- that: Plenary Retail Consumption License C- 182, issued
by the Mumicipal Board of Alcoholic Beverage Control of the City of
Jersey City to John Alexis, Louis Alexis and George Alexopoulos, t/a
Belmont Bar, for premises 169-Monticello Avenue, Jersey City, be and
the same 1s hereby suspended for fifteen (15) days, commencing at 2:00
a.m., Wednesday, January 27, 1960 and terminating at 2:00 a. m., Thurs-
~day, February. ll 1960. - ‘ . '

WILLIAM HOVE. DAVIS
DIRECTOR |

‘_9;_ DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS - SALES TO MINORS - IMMORAL ACTIVITIFS -

. CHARGES NOLLE -PROSSED WITHOUT PREJUDICE BECAUSE LICENSE PREVIQUSLY -
REVOKED ON OTHER CHARGES. , _ '
In the Matter of Disciplinary |
Proceedings against .
Bruce Isaacson .

t/a Hy's Hide-Away CONCLUSIONS -
6137 Adams Street : - .
~ West New York N J. ~_AND ;
Holder of . Plenary Retail Consumption : ORDER -

License C=33, issued by the Board of
" Commissioners of the Town of West
.New York. o :

N N N I U

-—————-‘-‘-—-—————‘—---

AWilliam F. Wood, Esq., Appearing for the Division of
. : Alcoholic Beverage Control.’

‘ BY THE DIRECTOR.V
On' September 10, 1959, charges were served on the defendant -

alleging that (a) on June 12, 17, 19, 24, July 6 and 8, 1959, he soldb
and permitted the sale of alcoholic beverages to minors and permitted

‘the consumption of sald alcoholic beverages by said minors in and upon

defendant!s licerised premises, in violation of Rule 1 of State Regula-
~ tion No. 20, and (b). on June 12, 17, 19 and 24 and July 8, 1959, he >
allowed and permitted immoral activities and filthy: 1anguage on the
licensed premises, in violation of Rule 5 of State Regulation No. 20,
On September 17, 1959 defendant entered a plea of not guilty to said
: charges. :

o SR The hearing in this matter was finally scheduled | for December L
"g21, ‘1959 at* this Division. At the hearing neither the defendant nor . -
anyone on his behalf appeared to contest the charges. The attorney -‘,f[
appearing for the Division stated that on September 16, 1959 the Board
. of Commissioners of the Town of West New York filed charges -against
- defendant for sale and service of alcoholic beverages to minors and
for allowing and permitting brawls on the licensed premises ‘and that,
.~ as a.result of a hearing on said charges, the Board, by resolution PR
dated October 21, 1959, revoked defendant's license, effective 1mmedi— ‘

: ately.

' No appeal was taken to this Division from the resolution of
" the Board of Commissioners within the thirty—day period provided by
statute.;,

: The attorney appearing for the DiV1sion moved before the .
assigned Hearer that the charges filed herein be nolle prossed because
the defendant's license was no longer in existence. Under the circum-
~ stances, the charges in question will be nolle prossed without preju-

dice. . ;
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Accordingly, it is; on this 19th day of anuary, 1960,

. ORDERED that the charges in the case be and the same are
hereby nolle prossed without prejudice.

WILLIAM HOWE DAVIS
DIRECTOR -

10, DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS - SALE TO INTOXICATED PERSON -~ FALSE
- ANSWER IN APPLICATION (AS TO PRIOR RECORD) - LICENSE SUSPENDED
FOR 25 DAYS, LESS 5 FOR PLEA.

In the Matter of Disciplinary )
Proceedings agalnst )
© Geza Keszler and Kathering Keszler 1 - CONCLUSIONS
t/a Club Sumara )
91-93 Whitehead Avenue AND
South River, N. J., - ) -
ORDER

Holders of Plenery Retail Consumption )
License C-12, issued by the Borough
Council of the Borough of South River. )

- em we e ew e e = e e ae em em em e em =n we e e

Burton, Seidman & Burton, Esqgs., by Baruch S. Seidman, Esqg., Attorneys
. for Defendant-licensees ;
- Edward F. Ambrose, Esq., Appearing for Division of Alcoholic Beverage
o Control.

“BY THE DIRECTOR:
Defendants pleaded non vult to the following charges:

"l. 'On Wednesday night, November 25, 1959, you sold and
- delivered and allowed, permitted and suffered the sale,
service and delivery of alcoholic beverages, directly or
indirectly, to a person actually or apparently intoxicated
..and allowed, permitted and suffered the consumption of such
beverages by such person in and upon your licensed premises,
in v1olation of Rule 1 of State Regulation No. 20.

¥

"2, In your application filed with the Borough Council of the
Borough of South River, dated June 9, 1959 and upon which you
obtained your current plenary retail consumption license, you,
while revealing in answer to Question No. 34, which asks: 'Have
" you or has any person mentioned in this application ever been
convicted of any violation of the Alcoholic Beverage Law (R.S.
Title 33) as amended and supplemented? ... If so, state details
as to each conviction, giving date and nature thereof and the
‘court in which sentence was imposed! and in answer to Question
No. 41 which asks: 'Have you or has any person mentioned in this
application ever had any interest, directly or indirectly, in any
.alcoholic beverage license or permit in New Jersey or any other
state which was surrendered, suspended, revoked or cancelled?!,

a suspenslion of your license in 1956, suppressed the material
fact that your license for the 1958-59 period had been suspended
for five days, effective May 11, 1959 for violation of the thourst
regulations of the Borough of South River; in violation of -

R.S. 33:1-25."

. . On the evenlng of November 25, 1959, ‘between 10 p m. and 11
p.m., ABC agents observed Geza Keszler as he served three different
~drinksy from time to time, to a patron who was apparently intoxicated.
After the agents identified themselves and seized the last drink for

e
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evidential purposes, the patron became belligerent and the agents 71
summoned members of the South River Police Department who escorted
the patron from the premises.. The facts as to the second charge are
fully set forth therein.

~"r.:r_~“‘.*

‘In attempted mitigation defendants have advised me in’ writing
that it is very difficult to tell when sald patron has had too much to
drink, but I cannot accept thls explanation as an excuse. They have .

' further advised me that the fallure to disclose the 1959 suspension .
was due to the fact that they intended to obtain information as to the
- .exact nature of the violation from the Borough Clerk .and then forgot
to obtain such information before they filed the application, r~;ﬁ 3

'Defendants have a prior record. Effective July 9, 1956 their
license was suspended by the local issuing authority for twenty-five
days for sales to minors and, effective May 11, 1959, thelir license
was suspended by the same authority for an "hours" violation. I shall
suspend defendants! license for fifteen days on Charge 1., Re Dublin
House, Inc., Bulletin 1296, Item 3. Since it appears that defendants
disclosed the earlier violation, I shall accept their explanation that
the failure to dlsclose the 1959 violation was due to an oversight and,
under the circumstances, shall suspend their license for five days on
Charge 2. I shall add five days to the suspension because of the two
prior dissimilar violations within the past five years (Re Skrobiszeski,
Bulletin 1300, Item 5), thus making a total suspension of twenty-five
days.’. Five days will be remitted for the plea, leaving a net suspension
of twenty days. 4

Accordingly, it is, on this 26th day of January 1960;

ORDERED that plenary retail consumption license C-12, issued
by the Borough Council of the Borough of South River to Geza Keszler
and Katherine Keszler, t/a Club Sumara, for premises 91-93 Whitehead
Avenue, South River, be and the same is hereby suspended for twenty (20)
days, commencing at 2 a.m. Wednesday, February 3, 1960 and terminating
at 2 a.m. Tuesday, February 23, 1960. v

\’G‘W

William Howe Davis
Director.



