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S'l1NrE C)Ii' NEW .JEHSEY 
· Department o·f Law and Public sr~f~ty 
DIVISION OF ALCOHOLIC :a:urvEHAGJ~ CON'rROL 
1100 Raymond Blvd • . Newark . 2, N. J. 

. AUGUST ·15,. 1957 • 

1, . STATE; REGULATION NO. 34 ... WHOLESALE PRICES AND MAXIMUM . 
REBATES,,_ FREE . GOODS, ·ALLOWANCES AND OTHER INDUCEMENTS -
RULE 2 AMENDED • . · · .. 

f\uguat i; · 1957 

· TO ALL MANUFACTURERS AND WHOLESALERS P.RIVILEGED TO SELL 
. AI.DOHOLIC BEVERAGES OTHER THAN MALT AICOHOLIC BEVERAGES 

(V, VL,, S 1 SL, R,, W1 WL AND Ww LICENSES): 

S~A~E R.!QUIJ\TION'N9~ 3~ .- RULE 2 AMENDED'. 

. . - ·Rule 2 of State Regulation No, 34 hae been amended, 
erf'eotiva August l, 19571 to ·l'eQ.ui:re that manuracturerra and 
wholesalel:'e selling to who.las.ale:rs f'ile their quarte:r=annual 

· Pl'ioes on o)." before the· fifteenth day o:r Fe>brua:ry, May, 
Au.gust ·and October inf:ltead or the twentieth as ht!r~tofore. 

Expe;rience. has shown ·that- when both suppliers .and ·_ . 
distributors had the same· f-iling· date (i~a., the twentieth), 
the distributors often were· not notified· of Wholesale ·pl:'icea 
until .their filing date and consequently had insuffiaien~ time 
in Which to project and prepare their prioes· to reta'-lera • , 

The amended Rule should correct such situations ·and 
provide distributors with adequate lead time for the calcula-· 
tion and filing of their prices~ -

Revised Rule 2 of State Regulation No. 34 is as follows: -

STATE REGULATION NO. 34 

RULE 2.. Manufacturers and wholesalers ·or alcoholic 
beverages, other than malt alcoholic beverages, intending to 
sell such alcoholic beverages to wholesalers, shall. file with 
the Direc-to-r· not later than ttie fifteenth day <?f February,, 
May, August and November of each year price and discount 
listings as provided for and ·as· limited .in this Rule, con­
taining as to each alcoholic beverage listed (1) its correct 

-brand or trade name, (2) ·its nature and type, (3) its age 
·and.proof or alcoholic content when stated on th~ label,, · 
(4) the number of unit containers per case, (5)-the capacity 
of each unit container, and (6) the wholesale bottle and 

·_standard case prices and, at the option of the manufacturer 
or wholesaler, the one-half and one-q~arter standard case 
prices,, which prices shall be individl,\8.l for each alcoholic 
beverage and not in combinationwith any other alco~ol:i.c bev­
erageo Said listing may contain a statement of any discount 
to be allowed. · · 

,-

- Manufacturers and wholesalers of alcoholic beverages 
other· than malt alcoholic beverages, intending to sell su.ch 
alcoholic beverages to retailers,, shall_.file with the Director 
not .later than the twentieth day of February, May, August and 

··November of each year price and discount listings as provided 
for and as limited in this Rule, containing as to each alco - -. 
ho lie beverage listed (1) its correct brand or trade name, . 
(2) its natq.~e, and type, (3) its a~e and proof or alcoholic 
c9ntent when stated on the label, {4) the nu1nber of unit con.:. 
tainers per caS'e, (5) the capacity of each.unit container,_ 
and (6) the wholesale bottle and standard case prices and, at 
the option of the ~anufacturer or wholesaler, the one-half a~d 

-, 
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one-quarter standard case price·S1: which prices shall be indi­
vidual for each alcoholic beverage and not in combination with 
any ·other alcoholic beverage" Said listing may contain ·a 
statement of any discount to be allowed·,; provided·, however, 
that a discount allowed to a retailer sha-11 not exceed two per 
oentum (2%), to be allowed uniformly for payment in cash at or 
before delivery or within five (5). .days thereafter, to be 
applicable to the total purchase prtce o.f a single· complete 
de 1:1.very -of an ,entire purchase order. 

Manufacturers and wholesalers S·elling to both wholesalers 
and retailers shall file separate listings of prices and dis­

.counts to wholesalers and retailers. 

If, after the time for filing price listings as herein~ 
above provided.si a wholesaler desires t.o sel-1 .. a brand o.r siz.e 
of an alcoholic beverage not then currently !ist.ed by him 
because not p11 eviously available to him, such wholesale·r may 
file with the Director a supplemental price and discount Iis·ting 
for such brand or· size in the manner and form hereina.bove pre­
scribed e A wholesaler filing such supplemental price listing 
may not sell such brand or size of alcoholic beverage to any 
retailer unless (1) the brand and size is listed in the then 
currently effective Minimum Consumer Resale Price Pamphlet,, 
(2) written approval for such sale has. first been obtained · 
from the Director, and (3) such whole·saler has given written_ 
notice of such supplemental listing to his retailers~ If such 
brand and size has been listed by another manufacturer or 
wholesaler for the then current quarter-annual perioq,, approval 
will not be granted unless the price listed in such._ supplemental 
listing is not less than the lowest price listed by such ~the.r 
manufacturer or wholesaler"'. 

Promulgated ThursdayJI August 1, 1957. 
Effective Thursday_, August lJ 1957 o · 

Filed. with ·the Secretary of State (N eJ.) Thursday, August 1 1, 1957. 

2. APPEI,I.ATE DECISIONS - ROSSELLI ET AL. Vo HAMPTON TOWNSHIP 
AND NEWTON~AN,. INC. .. 

LENA ROSSELLI, t/a LENA us KEMAH )', 
LODGE; PAUL SCHUi.CKHAUS-9 t/a MILLIE & 
PAUL 8S; EDWARp RAVEI..L, t/a HAMPTON' ) 
HOUSE., , 

) 
Appellants.9 

-vs- ) 

TOWNSHIP COMMITTEE OF THE. TOWNSHIP 
OF HAMPTON and NEWTONIAN, INC., . l 

ON APPEAL 
CONCLUSIONS AND ORDER 

·~-

· Respondent·s ,~ . ·) 

iciwa;ci-F~-sffii£ii;~3;~;-i8<i:a~d'-w"iiiiam To,· cah111, Esq5, 
Attorneys for Appellants"' 

Frank Ae Dolan, Esq,;, Attorney for Respondent Townehip Committee. 
Mackerley & Friedman, Esqs ", by Peter Friedman, Esq• .and Jame's' M. 

Barry, ~sq.,~ Attorneys for Respondent, Newtonian, Inc 5 

BY THE DIRECTOR:·' 

The Hearer has filed the following Report herein·:-

. 
11Th1s is an appeal from the action or respondent Town-

ship ,Committee whereby it approved an application for a person-

.- + ~ 
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' -
to-person ·and place-to-place transfer of a plenary retail con-
sumption license held by Marion E. McKeown and Charles F. 
McKeown to Newtonian, Inc. and from premises on Route 519 to 
premises_ to be constructed on· Route 206,, Hampton Township. 
TWo of the three members of the respondent Township Committee 
voted for approval of the transfer and the other member voted 
to deny the application • 

. "The reasons advanced by the appellants in their 
·petition of appeal for reversal of the action of the respon­
dent Committee may be sununarized as follows: 

(a) no need exists for another liquor outl,~t. in the 
area; 

(b) the area is congested in the vicinity of a drive-in 
theater;· 

(c) the proposed location is within 500 feet of another 
. liquor establishment; 

(d) a safety hazard now existing will be aggravated; 

(e) it will. be unfair to present.licensees; and 

(f) residential properties will depreciate in value. 

"At the commencement of the hearing herein,, the respon­
dent-licensee moved to dismiss the -amended petition of appeal 
filed by the'appellants. It appears that the applic~tion for 
trans"fer of the license in question was approved by respondent­
Commi ttee on December 27, 1956; that on January 26, 1957 a 
notice and petition of appeal were served upon the Clerk of 
the re.spondent-Township; that. in ·said petition of appeal the 
transferee, Newtonian, Inc., was not a party and no. notice of· 
the appeal was served upon it; that the notice and petition of 
appeal, aforementioned, were received at this Division on 
January 29, 1957; arid that subsequent thereto, on February 18,, 
1957, an amended petition of appeal wherein Newtonian, Inco 
was ma.de a party respondent was received at this Division~ 

'.'Although it appears that the appeal taken in this 
matter· may not have been filed in accordance with R.S. 33:1-26 
and Rules 2 and 3 of State Regulation_No. 15, it is unneces­
sary to pass formally upon this motion in view of the recom~ 
mendation hereinafter set forth on the merits of the case. 

"The testimony presented by the witnesses in the 
instant case discloses that the highway on which respondent­
licensee desires to locate is a well-traveled thoroughfare. 
It also appears .from the testimony that during the past five 
ye~rs it has become· very commercialized in character, to wit: 
that- in addition to the licensed premises operated by the 

·appellants, there is an automobile sales agency, a garage, an 
· oil company having .large bulk storage tanks, a modern ice· · 

cream bar, a drive-in theater {located o~ the other side of 
the highway, approximately 350 feet from the proposed prem­
ises),, a plumbing supply house with outs_ide storage of fuel 
tanks, another automobile agency with a lot for used car busi­
ness, a public utility company garage and a creamery estab­
lishment. There are also divers residents along the highway 
interspersed. at various ~laces among the commercial enterprises 
aforementioned. · 
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"Three disinterested witnesses who live in the Town­
ship called. by the appellants testified that they were of the 
opinion that there are sufficient liquor outlets on the high­
way to meet the present needs of those desiring alcoholic. 
beverages in that section qf-~the community. Appellant Paul 
Schuckhaus testified that·"1n his opinion there is no need for_ 
or a convenience to be served by another liquor business on 
the highway and if permitted to operate at that location it . 
would be detrimental to his liquor business from a f:lnancial 
aspect. It was stipulated by the attorneys for the parties to 
the appeal that if the ·two other appellants were called· as 
witnesses the testimony which they would present would be 
similar to that given by Schuckhauso 

''Walter Yetter, a member of the respondent Township 
Committee, testified that he ··voted for the transfer in question 
because he was of the opinion that the transfer to the highway 
of the license in question was the. logical place as the area 
had developed into a somewhat commercial or semi~commercial 
area and· that 'the public could be best served on a highway 
rather than in some remote spot within the Township.' Commit­
teeman Yetter further testified that not only would the people1 
within the Township best be served but also it would enure to} 
the benefit of the transient trade. It was stipulated by the 
attorneys for,. the respondent parties that if Committeeman Meade, 
who also voted in favor of the tran_sfer and who was present .a-t 
the hearing herein, were called as a witness, his testimony 
would corroborate that of Commiteeeman Yetterc 

nOfficer Richard N. Ke 11 of the New Jersey State Police_. 
who appeared at the hearing pursuant to a subpoena ad testifi­
candum served upon him, testified that he is 'the traffic safety 
coordinator' in that area and that in his opinion the operation 
of the proposed licensed premi~es at the proposed site, in 
itself, would not create a special traffic problem as any type 

. of business or a private home presents a problem when cars enter 
or leave a highwayo 

"'lhe respondents called as witnesses the municipal 
building inspector, a realtor and appraiser, and a licensed 
surveyor and engineer, who testified,, among other things, that 
in their opinions~ a need for and a convenience would best be 
served by the location of the respondent-licensee's establish­
ment at the proposed site on the highway@ 

"Jacob A. Blakeslee~ a member of respondent Committee, 
testified that he voted to deny the application in question as 
he was of the opinion that the transfer of the license to the 
proposed· location was not for the b~st interest of the resi-
dents of the·municipalitye · 

"The number of licensed premises to be permitted in 
any particular a·rea is a matter confided to the sound discretion 
of the issuing authority. Santoriella v. Howell, Bulletin 252, 
Item 8; Mita v. Orange, Bulletin 266, Item 10; Sudol v. Wallington, 
Bulletin 267, Item 10; Pitman v. Pemberton, Bulletin 277, Item 6; 
Boody v. Gloucester, Bulletin 300, Item 11; Smith v. Wins low·, 
Bulletin 334, Item l; Alpert v~ Asbury Park, Bulletin 380, Item 
2; Winslow Ve Pennsauken, Bulletin 401, Item 11; Bodrato et al. 
v. Northvale et a1.·, Bulletin 433, Item l; Hearty et al. v. 
Liberty et al.,_ Bulletin 671, Item 5; Segal et al. v. Clifton 
et al., Bulletin 732, Item 5; McGill Va Orange et al., Bulletin · 
900, Item 2; Decapua v. Ocean Township, Bulletin 941, Item _l; 
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Duffy et al. v. Mount Laurel and Sclaroff, Bulletin 969, 
Item le 

"The facts in the instant appeal are substantially 
similar.to those in Duffy et al. v. Mount laurel and Sclaroff, 
supra, wherein the Director remarked 9So far as testi~ony by 
the residents of Mount Laurel Township is concerned, there 
appears to be a real difference of opiniori as to whether or 

:.not the majority of the members of the Township Committee 
·acted in accordance with the general we.lfare of the community • 
. There is absolutely no evidence that any member was improperly 
motivated~ The most that has been shown is that there is an 

·honest difference of opinion between the members of the Town­
ship Committee.! F.urthermore, the Director in said case stated 
that 1There is room for latitude of opinion iri cases of this 
kinde My function on appeals of the type now before me, how­
ever, is to determine whether. reasonable cause exists for the 
~J:Jsuing authorlty 1 s opinion and, if so, to affirm.· Curry v. 
Margate CitS, Bulletin 460, Item 9; Mulcahy v,, Maplewood, 
J?U.lletin 65 , Item L~CI·, 
~- \.-

:;~~ ri the Mo~t a~~~~is~!:~ ~~a~u~~:d c~~~~t!r~a~~i!i1;h!P~i~~~~~~ 
to the case now under consideration and r~ therefore, reiterate 
them here" 

• .-
1

_ .. 
11The fact ·that the transfer of the license may be 

·:"'~.ontrary to the economic interests of appellants is not a 
efufficient reason for setting aside the transfer~ Knast et al. 
v:CI Camden et ale, Bulletin 810, Item 2QI . , 

:-.·-~ 

·F_;· ~ · nThe attorneys for the appe-llants in a memoran9.um 
filed herein emphasized the fact that the members of the 

- respondent Committee did not take into consideration whether· 
· ;or not ~here may be a need for or a convenience to be served 
~Y the transfer of the license to the proposed premises when 
constructed and that, therefore, the matter must be remanded 
to the respondent Committee for furth~r consideration. In 
line with their contention, they cited the case of Mevoli.et 
alo v~ Camden and Shapiro, Bulletin 933, Item lQ In the fir.st 
place, in said case it appeared tnat no objector appeared 
before the local Board because the· notice of intention to 
apply for the transfer was published in a newspaper ~ot circu­
lated to any extent in the·section .of the municipality wherein 
the proposed licensed premises were located which fact was 
borne out by· the testimony of the publisher thereof a Further­
more, the need for an additional licensed premises was not 
discussed or considered by the members· of, t.he respondent Board~ 
Thus,, for the said reasons the matter was remanded· ·ror .further 
consideration& 

·"In .the instant case there is sufficient evidence that 
the advisability of transferring the license to the proposed 
location in the interest of the residents and transients was 
considered by the members of the respondent Committee~ The 
majority or· the members were of the opinion that the proposed 
location on the highway was for the best' interests of the 
community ·because· awe felt that the· logical conclusion was 
that it was on a state highway which is the only one that 
traverses our Township and it would seem that it would be the 
logical place being on a st~te highway~ And also this area 
had been developed into somewhat more or less now a conunercial 
are·a or semi-commercial.' The members who voted in favor of 
the-transfer testified that they do not have a local police 
departme.nt and that the h~ghway is patrolled by the State Police. 
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"I am satisfied that in all respects proper considera­
tion was given by the members of respondent Committee before 
action was 'taken on the ap~11.cation for transfer.., In so far · 
as reasons (b)J (c) and (fJ in.the petition of appeal are con­
cerned, the record is barren of adequate proof to-warrant 
serious considerationQ 

"I recommend after careful examination of the evidence 
adduced in the instant case that the action of the respondent 
Committee in approving the application to transfer the license 
in question to the proposed Bite be affirmede 11 

There were no exceptions taken to the Hearerws Report 
within the time limited by Rul~ 14 of S.tate Regulation No., 15. 

I have carefully considered the entire record in this 
case and the Heareris Report submitted· he-rein.. I concur in 
and adopt the conclusions set forth in the Hearer's Repo_rt as 
my conclusions and, as recommended by the Hearer, I shall ente~ 
an order-affirming respondent's action~ 

Accordingly j it is, on this 1st day of July, 1957, 

ORDERED that the action of respondent be and the same 
is hereby affirmed, and the appeal he.rein be and the same is 
hereby dismissedQ 

WILLIAM HOWE DAVIS 
Directoro 

3 & APPELLATE DECISIONS - STANLEY COMPANY OF AMERICA ET AI.S. v,. 
NEWARK AND GRANT LUNCH CORP. 

STANLEY COMPANY OF AMERICA, 
ET AI.S., 

Appellants j 

-vs-

) 

) 

) 

MUNICIPAL BOARD OF ALCOHOLIC ) 
BEVERAGE CONTROL OF THE CITY OF 
NEWARK~ and GRANT LUNCH CORP. , ) 

Respondents. ) 
---------------~----------------

ON APPEAL 
CONCLUSIONS AND ORDER 

David H. Wiener, Esq., Attorney for Appellants Stanley Company 
of America and L. Bamberger & Co. / 

Maurice Schapira, Esq.~ Attorney for Appellant Ohrbach 1s, Inc. 
Mead, Gleeson, Hansen & Pantages, Esqsa, by Stanley G. Bedford, 

Esq., Attorneys for Appellants The First Presbyterian 
Church, The Second Presbyterian Church, Newark Downtown; 
Association, Essex Amusement Corporation, Branford and,j 
Halsey Realty Co., and Newark Theater Building Corporation. 

Vincent P. Torppey, Esq., by James E. Abrams, Esq., Attorney 
for Responden't Municipal Board of Alcoholic Beverage Control. 

Kasen, Schnitzer & Kasen, Esqs ", by Daniel Go Kasen, Esq e,., 
Attorneys for Respondent Grant Lunch Corp@ 

BY THE DIRECTOR: 

The Hearer has filed the following Report herein: 

"This is,an appeal from the action of respondent Board 
whereby on March 26, 1957 it granted by a two to one vote of its 
members an application for a place-to-place t1"'1ansfer of a plenary 
retail conswnption license for the 1956-57 licensing period from 
74-76 Market Street to 124 Market Street, Newark. 
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'
1 ''Marvin A,_ Robinsqr>;~,;-··:>Chairrnan of the respondent. Board~ 

·anno\inoed the determinat1Qn:,of the Board as·follows: 

von June 19th,, ·1956,, this board,, by la .majority 
vote,, granted an application for a person to person 
and place to place transfer of license c-737, from 
Jerome Stein,, as receiver of Joseph Ross, 211 Wash­
ington Street, and 68-74 Bank Street, to Grant Lunch 
.Corporation,, at 74-76 _Market Stree~~ 

\ ....... / 

'This application was granted· subject to the 
express condition that the· license could hereafter be 
.transferred.only to premises at 124 Market Stre.et, 
find that the ·11cense would not ·be transferred or sold . 

. to any other person or per.sons ~. · 

1 It was· represented to this board, at the hearing 
in June of 1956, by counsel for the applicant and bY. 

·two officers of' the corporation that there wer(e rumors .. 
that .. ·the Newark Parking Authority was planning to · 

.acquire the property upon which the licensed premises 
.. (JLt:-76 Market Stree-t) is located for a public parking , i· 

building. · '1\ 

·. .. 'Because -of· these circumstances the licensee felt. ' 
that it was desirable ·to secure license c-737, not for .. 

.. the purpose·of selling it,, but for the purpose. o·f seeking;, 
~ ·place to place transfer to 124 Market Street., · Nego-: · 
t·1at1one. for th~ purchase of this property l!.ll being.,., .. ::.::···"' 
·conducted a,t the time. It was specifically r~p·res·ented 
to the board, by the president of the corporation, that 
''we want to. buy it _for the reason that in case the . 

· Parking Autho;rity will take from Wash1ngt.on to Plane · 
:Streets, and it will take six months to build, or 
establish operatio_ns. 1 that -is the only way we bought 
the license, ~o have security. We only want to· use on·e· 
license • 11 

.· . · 

'It was under these condltions and circumstances, 
and also with the understanding that. the -existing 11oens,e 
at 74-76 Market Street would he s.µrrendered wn.e.n the · 
·Parking Authority commenced condemnation and demolition 
proceedings, that Commissioner Wa.lsaok and Commissioner· . 

· ·Robinson voted to grant· the application for trans fer from··'':..·· 
- 68~74 Bank Street -to. 74-76 Market Street e · .... · . ; 

'Now, for the matter presently before this board" for.· 
decision, the application for the transfer of-license 
C-737 from 74-76 Market Street to 124 Market Streeto 

wThe objectors 0 .case was predicated o.n the assump­
tion that this licensee will operate ·his business in 
such a manner· as to·- cause them considerable financial 

.. losses •. They also testified that ·they were extremely 
·concerned about· probability that an undes.irable element 
might be attracted to the proposed location, thereby 
causing a general, decline in the character of' the· sur- .. 
rounding area with 'the resultant lowering of property. 
values~ - ·. 

'The applicant's testimony was that they plan to 
operate an establishment in keeping with the nature· 

·and quality·of th~· business area" And that they hope 
and"1ntend to serve ·those men and women who ·patronize 
the department stores, spe_oialty store·s and moving 
picture theatr~s in·the:immediate area. 
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eThey further. te1:itified they have made a large 
invest~ent in acquiring this property, approxi~ · 
mately $124siOOO and fully understand the jeopardy 
·in which they. place this···fnve"s·t·meht ·in the event 
that they violate or fail to. comply with all the 
requirements, ruleu, regula t:1.ons and ordinances as 
they pertain to a r.>etail consumption license o 

¥Accordingly, aft1;r carefully weighing and evalu­
ating all the testimony and evidenc& produced. by 
the applicant and ob 1jectors, this board,, by a 
majority votej have vo~ed to grant this application 
for trans fer from '""( 4·-76 to 12 4 Market Street o 0 

"The stenographic t~ranscript of the proceedings before 
the respondent Board was submitted as part of the record of 
the case herein pursuant to Rule 8 of State Regulati·on No~ 15e 
Additional testimony was taken and exhibits were introduced 
in evidence at the instant hearingo 

uThe testimony presented discloses that the ar.ea of 
the proposed premises is devoted exclusively to business and 
commercial establishments, including divers liquor licensed 
premises~ There is a plenary retail cons\,lffiption license loca­
t·ed at 126 Market Street, immediately adjoining the premises· 
to which the transfer was sought 11 A- license is also is'sued 
and outstanding for the premises.to which the license.in ques­
tion was transferred and although there is no present operation 
thereunder, it remains outstandingo . 

"It is.apparent from the record and it is also conunon 
knowledge that there is no dearth of liquor outlets in the 
immediate vicinity to accommodate those persons desiring to 
purchase·alcoholic·beveragesQ 

91The record also discloses testimony of persons· object-
1 ng to the transfer of the. license now under consideration. 
wherein they contended that they are apprehensive as to the 
manner in which the respondent-licensee would operat'e at the 
new location. The said objectors claimed that their concern 
was based upon the method of operation of respondent-licensee is 
other establishme.nts on Market Street and that permission to 
operate an additional establishment would not enure to the best 
interest of the neighborhood or of the muni~ipal'ity in general .. 
Various improper incidents allegedly, occurring in the other 
es·tablishments involving patrons and' others during a spe.~ific 
period of time were cited in an attempt to substanitiate the 
factLthat respondent-licensee was derelict in theuoperation of 
its business establishmentse Whether or not that be so,. it is­
unnec.essary to pass upon that question in the instant proceeding. 

"The question that warrants attention concerns the bona. 
fides of the application for the place-to-place transfer filed 
by. the respondent-licensee herein. It is necessary to give 
a brief history of the license in question in order to arrive 
at a justifiable conclusion in this case~ An application for 
a person-to-person·and place-to-place transfer of the license 
from Jerome Stein, Receiver in Bankruptcy for Joseph Ross to 
respondent-licensee and from premises 221 Washington Street to 
74-76 Market Street was heard by respondent Board •. - The· officers. 
of. respond,ent-licensee testif.ied that the purpose for requesting. 
the transfer was to have the license in reserve so that an · 
application for its transfer to' 124 Market Street might be made 



·BULLETIN 1181' PAGE 9., 

- if and wheri condemnation proceedings by 'the. Newark Parking 
Authority to acquire the property at 74-76 Market Street 
were broughte It was contended ·that this was a desirable 
business.arrangement because of the usual lapse of time 
between.the institution of condemnation proceedings and the 
actual demolition of the· buildings condemned. See Marplane 
Coreoration v. Newark et al .• , Bulletin 1149,, .Item .3e 

·'~It- is appa~erit that ·the application for the trans.fer 
now under consideration was prematurely_ filed and if affirmed 
.by the ·01rect_or would permit the operation by respondent­
licensee. of two liquor establishments in .close prox:lmity to 

·each other despi'te the tact that assurances were given by the 
officers of respondent-licensee (which were relied upon as -
given in good faith) th~t such was not the intention for_ .. -
acqu1r1.ng the second license for premises 74-76 Market Street e 

The record herein con.tains no evidence whatsoever that con­
demnation proceedings have been instituted nor is there any 
evidence that'such proceedings will be started in the fore-
seeable .future e . ' 

utrnder the '<:~irc\irnstances he.rein, I recommend that 
the action of the respondent Board be reversed e II . 

Written exceptions to the Hearer's Report and written 
.argument pursuant thereto were filed with me by the attorneys 
for respondent-licensee; and written answering argument was. 
filed with me ·by tne E1.ttorneys for appellants within the time 
prescribed py Rule 14 of State Regulation Noo 15e · 

' • • ' • 1 

. · '"f' Jiave ·examined the transcripts of· the proceedings 
herein together with the Hearer's Report and the exceptions 
taken thereto· and am of the opinion that it might be advisable 
to quote some of the -pertinent testimony of the officers. of 
the respondent-licensee given by them at the time the Marplane <"· 
cas~, referr.ed' to in the Hearer 1 s R,eport, was heard o In said · 
case Loui·s Halperin, secretary and treasurer of the resp~ndent~ 
licensee, testified in answer to a questiqn as to the purRose 
."in having two licenses at the same address", that "the pU.rpose 
·is. in case the property at 74 and 76 Market ··Strt:;:et is_ demolished, · 
we have an idea tc> trans fer to the Courtier Corp" at 124 Market . 
St.reet "; that when asked 1.1Is it your intention, by the use of . 
these tw·o licenses, that you will qperate 124 Market Street and 
74-76 Market Street at the same and one tim.e?" he answered, "No"; 
that in answer to the quest;i.on ''Well, if it is not, I would 
like for you to explairi for us how the situation with .. respect 
to that move would. be any different whether you had dn"<3' Jicens·e 
or two licenses?" he replied., "Well,, the idea is that .. -~tnek,.. -
parking authorities would notify us that the building is going 
to be demolishede It may take them six or seven months befor~ 
they start demolishing and·we immediately have got to have a 
license at 12.4 Market Street, because we can't stay~ We have 
to esttablish our .busililess at 124 Market Street." 

' . 

Helen Jackowitz, president of respondent-licensee, tes-
tified in the .Marplane case aforementioned that "I have full 
authority, .as president of the corporation, and Mr~ Halperin, 
as' secretary-treasurer, we can do anything that we see fit, 
and we _thought that this license, we wanted to buy it for the 

l reasop that in case the. parking autQ.orities will take from 
)Washington to Plan~· Stree_t, and.-it would take six months to 
build, that is the_· only :way we ."Qought the license, to. have 
secur-ity , .. that we ·'onl¥. want· to use one· licensee I thi'nk that 
is a 11 I have · to say. · ' . " . . . ' ' .. ' 
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After careful consi.dera tion of the entire record: .. :in· . 
·this ·case 1 I concur in the Hearer •.a findings ·.and: .ooriolhs"ions 
·and adopt his reconnnendation" · · · ·; ·· 

. . Howeve·r,, :tt might be well t<J point out that··.1f a· :=nevt::··· ... 
applica t1on be: 'filed at.· a.:,,.future1.::·~~~ti.-tf.?i:~~c>.~f.f;ta:~;:;:pilt~~~;~t<>·~p1~.ce<:r;:<:< 
transfer similar to the applicatton ··considered'· herein·:,· ·_t;he ·. 
determination thereof by the local issuing authprity mµS;t be 
in accordance with the facts then existing with a s·peclal 

·emphasis .being given to the paramount question' whether:·:t;here 
is a need for~· or a convenience to be served; by a liqupr 
.license at the ·proposed locationo Any action of the l.o.c·a1· 
issuing authority does not in any manner prejudice the· .right 

·or appeal to the Director by any aggrieved party thereto. R.s •. 
33:1-260 . 

. The action 9f the· respondent Board· in approving· the · 
place-to-place trartsre·r in the i~ta;nt ·case ~ill be reyersed. 

Accordingly,. it is, ·on this 15th. day of July :1 1957, . 

ORDERED that the ac·t1on of the re·sponde·nt Board be 
and the same is·h~reby reversedo 

WILLIAM HOWE DAVIS 
Director. 

4. APPEAL CASES. JULY 1, 1955 THROUGH JUNE 30, 1951.· 

To: William Howe Davis, Director. 
·From: Edward J. Dorton, Deputy Director.· 

cases undecided June 30, ·1955 . 17. 

case.s filed for period· July 1, 1955 through 
. June · 30, 1956 · _§g_ 

Tot~1-----------gg 

DISPOSITION 

Cases undecided· June 30,, 1956 30 
Cases filed for period July 1,,·1956 through 

June 30, 1957 66 
Total----~~------96 

·DISPOSITION 

Affirmed 56 
Reversed 14 
Remanded 5 
Modifi'ed 1 
Withdrawn 4 
Undecided· (9 cases· heard,· 7 cases not· heard) 16 ·:.-·. 

Total------~-----96 

Edward J. Dorton 
Deputy Director. 

•\ -' 
.) ·. 
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DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS - CHARGE ALLEGING SALE TO MINORS 
NOLLE• ·PROSSED., 

In the Matter of Disciplinary 
Proceeding~ against · 

' -....... ~ 

HOLLYWOOD· GARDEN INC. 
401 Hamilton Boulevard 
South Plainfield, N. ·J. , 

) 

) 

,) 

Holder of' Plenary Retail Consump- . ) 
tion License C-1,· issued by the · 
Borough Council of. the ;Borough: of'· . .) 
South Plainfield. · 
---~---------~~~-~-------~-~~------>· 

CONCLUSIONS 
.. AND ORDER 

Richard· L. Gray, Esq., Attorney· for Defendant-licensee. 
Edward F. Ambrose, Esq., appearing for Division or Alcoholic 

Beverage Contro~. 
_) 

_BY THE D~C'l'OR: 

: The Hearer has filed the .following -Report- herein: 

"Defendant pleaded not ·guilty to a .cha~ge alleging 
.that it -~o-ld, served and delivered alcoholi·c 'beverages to 
minors Robert ---, age 20, and Francis ---, age 18-, on 
February. 26, and February 26 and 27,.1957, respectively, ~nd 
permitted the consumption of such beverages by said minors in 
ar~ upon its licensed premises, in violation of Rule 1 of 
State· Regulation No •. 20 •. · · 

. "At the hearing held. on June 5, 1957, the Division •a 
repretsentative moved to nolle·- prosse the aforesaid charge. 
because o:f the unavailability of the minors who are -s.tat1oned 
in Texas.with·the u. S~.Armed Forces and because ·of. the 
indefiniteness of their, ret.\J.rn to this jurisdiction.· 

. ..\ . 

"I, therefore, recommend that the charge herein be 
nolle prossed." 

I have considered.the facts and circumstances underlying 
the above Report. and I .concur· in and adopt the Hearer •a recom- · · 
me:Qd_a t ion. · 

:.:Ac~ordingly~ .it· 1s, .. on this 10th day·of Jwie~ 1957, 
.. / ' 

. -. ~ .. 

ORDERED that the: ·charge herein be and the ·aame is hereby· 
noi-le prossed. 

' ... : '. '. ' ~-· "' 

~· . . ~ 

-.,. · WILLIAM HOWE DAVIS 
·. ,·_Dire ct or. 
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6. DISCIPLINAHY PROCEEDINGS - :CHAIRGES ::Pa:.ffJEGTNG ,:s;1VfE:S ;~0 fMTNORS 
DISMISSED~ 

. . . . 

.. ~~o~ ~= d r~:: e ~ g~ in~ f s c 1 p Unary , '"; ,;;:,,~;}~''!,' J/'\, '/,>? ;yfo .. 

'FRANC IS' DiBERNARD & 
JOSEPH DiBERNARD 

T/a CLUB 23 
23 Ledgewood A venue 
Netcong, N. J·. , 

'.Holders of Plenary Reta1·1 Co:ns.urnp·- ·:) 
·tion License C--7, issued by ·the 
Commoh Council of the Bo~.ough of · . ~= ~ =~~~: _ -------------------~---~·-·- _, _____ :) 
In the Matter of Disciplinary "') 
P~oceedings against 

HARRY & MAC 'S LAKEVIEW 'TAVERN," 
IOO~ . 

T /a HARRY & MAC 'S LAKEVIEW :.r.t'ANERN .i) 
Cent1,al Avenue 
s tanho pa ,, N ~ J e , ';.·)· 

' 

Holder of' Plenary Retail ,.co~nsump-.... · ·;:) 
tion License C-6,, issued .by .the 
Mayor and Council of the· Borough ,~ 

·CC(JNCI~DS;IO.NS 
AMD ·:ORDER 

· .. 

'·~.coMC·LUS>J.:ONS 
JHW ;:ORDER 

~.~ -. ~ ~~~~~~=: ~ ~ =- - - = - ~ -- ~----- - - -·~-----~ -·-~·~)·· '" """"'. ;. ' ~-
·' .11' 

Dolan and Dolan,, Esqa q >by ·John T~. ·iMadd:en . .,, TEs'q.~.:', ·At.torneys 
for Defendant-11oensee·s .'F1~anc~1:s .. DiBe·rnar.d .~& ·;J:o:s·e,ph 
D1Bernard. . 

Milford Salny,, Esq •. , Attorney fo:r ::Del~e··naan:t . ....;·r1c:e:ns~:e 'Ha~~Y ·'& 
Mao ~ e Lakeview Tavern,, Ino~. · 

Edward F Ii Ambrose, Esq •. , ap.pear.tng ·r.or :D~lMisTi;·on (:.olf .i~Atlcdho:li:c t 

Beverage Control. 

BY THE DIRECTOR: 

The HearEn" has f'ilecl'·'the l'.o:l\l:ow~qg ;Rep·o:r.t :?he,r.:e;;Lrn: 
. ~" ~ .: 

"In separate pro.c·.ere-a:1ngs .ln1:r·t'i:'.t.ttt;e:d ·agat,ns't t;he 
above named licensees .eaoh .. pl·eade:d .:no':t ,igtfi'.lity tto ::an· ::td·ent.d.oal 
oharge alleging tne sale ·of':. alaoholi:o :b:e¥:e:ra15·e·s '·t·o '·Emma~·--­
(age 16) and Alexandra ---.'{age ·17J .;a,na ·a.~Ile:ging .that .e-aoh .;~01f 
said minors was. permitted .to :constu'lle a·:1o:e:ho·:1io ·beve·r·~ge·s ,:on '':the 
licensed premises. Since bo:th ·o·as.es ·d.ep:e<nd .. u.po:n the~ tru'.th .of 
the testimony given at t'he .h'earing ':b;y :.tbe :.nii·nors ;and. ~,a.n·:a.O:utt 
eoml?aniori,, both cases may b.~ . :·ae:c)1ded ~·a,~t 'ti:he ·:aa:me 7t~e."'., · · 

''The only undls.p.uteii .l'arttt ~i·n ttb.e:s~e ,~oa·s:e:s ·f4:·a «t'ha~t.:, 
-ahort.ly after 2 :OO a .m... No.vem.ber a~·4 . ., :1~956;;,, iEmma ·-·-- ne.turnea 
to her home in an ·intoxioa·te:a c·ond'i tl~on .•. 

"From the ·te~:rtimo:ny ]Jt .,~pp:e;a:rs. ·~t'.ha·t.::1 o;,whe'n tEmma ::arr.a~ve'd 
at he:r home on the morning .. o'f :·NovenibeT ~2#1, ::s~he ":to!l:tl .fh:e:r \;mo.ther 
that on the previous even·ing .;·she ·h~d :~been ·:\i·n :1\)l:exandra i,:$ ~ca:,r 
when two strange men reque··sted 0he·r-· "t:o .:_en:.tJ:r:r ~th.e:ir cc:ar.;; :.that fB:be 
did so and that they made her ·ar·±nk i:s:~om~e~t'h1:Qg -·--- :~•~she ~d;iari;''it 
know what. it was.' ApparentJ;¥s' :-ne.!'the:r ';t:a:e rmo'the'r tno.r .a ..ilooa;l 
police O'ff1cer to· whom ·s'he ,t:o::ia ·:~tJrta ~,t:o:r:y ·~was :·s:a~t;;t;:s.:J:'xe:a..:.wtmh 
her explanation. Approx1mate:]:y ,-,a 1w~e;e,k ::1a:t~eT .:;she :ga.:ve 'a°:'w»ritoten 
statement to the local police), and IS'.tttJs,e~itrerttftw ::gave ~a )W.r'1Jt~ten 
statement to ABC agents which r.~:s·.ul~tea Sin ·~:t~he ·;jms:t:io'.1J1it~ion io:f 
thBse proceedings. 
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"At the hearing he.rein Emma and. Alexandra both testf:...·.. " ... 
. ' 

fied thatJ .after leaving the movies on· the evening of November 
23,, they met Lyle --- (a married man) who drove .them to · " · » ... · 
:PiBernard •s premise~ where they ]'.'emained for about· a ·half.;..hour : . ._ .. ,. 

· and -tner_eafter drove them tp ~arry & Mao •s. where tf.!,ey r~ma·~n~ci .. :{-.::. 
for a.bout two hours 4t • · :. · ·• • · 

- "As to what· a lle.ged iy occurred in . DiBernard 1 s premis.es, 
the two .girls and Lyle. --- testified that-' they. sc;lt in· a boo.th···.· .. 
and that Joseph DiBernard came to take their.orders. Emma-... ··· 
·said· that 'both she and Alexandra ordered v .o ~ whiskey and ook~ •. . "· 

.·To the surprise of the ·prosecutor,, Alexandra said· tnat she ·.then 
.ordered a coke,,· but. that &tnia ordered vqo. and. coke·.· Solely· · 
for "the purpose of neut.ralizing he.r. testimony as to: what she ''. ,,· 

· then- ·a.rdered,,_ the prosecutor introduced into evidence a st~te'.'"'.:". · 
.ment pre.v1ously signed._ by Alexandra in which she said that ·' 
both she_ and Emma had then ordered v.o. and. coke. Lyle test1-
.f1ed that he· ordered beer; that he believes Emma orde.red V .o. · 
and coke·, and that Alexandra ordered a plain coke. The testi~ 
inony discloses that Joseph DiBer.nard returned to the booth· · . 

·with three-drinks. Alexandra said that the drink served to · 
Emma 1·1ooked· just like mine. I cannot tell you if there was· 
whiskey in it or not. I.donvt know.' Lyle --- testified 
that he and the ·two: girls each had one drink; that he had 
beer; that one .. of the girls had. coke, and that he doesn 11 t 
know what the other hadG All three admitted that, when they. 
ente~red· the premise·s, Joseph D1Bernard had ask.ed Emma· i·f she· 
was twenty-one years of age and that Emma a~swered _in the · 
affirmative" . · · 

'1As. to what allegedly occurred in Harry & Mac's, .. the 
two girls testified that··they had arrived at the premises with. 
their male companion about 10:30.p.m., and their ma1e companion 
alleges that they arrived about 11:00 p.m. In any event, all · 
three testified that they. took seats at the bar and that· Enrico· 
Benciveng~ {president of the corporation licensee) .was tending. 
bar·~ Emma ..;. __ testified that she asked the bartender for v. .• o. 
and coke but didn't remember what the others ordered. , She 
further testified that.°thereafter she ordered one plain coke,, 
and that these were the only drinks she had at ··the premises .• 
Alexandra testified that she ordered Vodka and orange j4ice. 
from the bartender and thereafter ordered .a·secorid· similar 
drink. (In her statement previously given to the local pol1_c~ .. ·.· .·· . .- ' . 

. Ale·xandra said that she had a. v.o. and coke at Ha.rry & M~c- 1-~{:·;:. ·.· ... ·",. 

. and iri her s ta terilent previously given to ABC agents she .said- · <~, ··:·· " . 
. ·~that she had two Vodka and orange juice drinks- in said premises:··)·~· 

Lyle. testified that he .ordered beer; that.he.does not rec.all . , · · 
wnat Emma ordered, and that Alexandra ordered Vodka and orange · · .. -: . . 
juice. · · 

. "The. evtdence further shows. that the two girls and· ,v 

their male companion, ~iccompanied by ABC agents,, visited each 
of the lic~nsed premises ·an _December 20, · 195Q o When they · 
ente·red DiBernard 1s premises Joseph DiBernard told the ABC 
agents that, on .. the. evening of November 23,, bouf1 girls. had. 
ordered v.o" and coke~ at which.time he ~ue~tioned Emma as to 
her age, and Emma then said she _would have·.a coke and Alexandra 
said, 'Give me a coke too; 1 that he served a bottle of beer to 

· Lyle·, a CCJ.ke t,Q each ,of the girls, and also a second round of 
. the same( drinks· at the booth. At the hearing ·herein Joseph 

Di:Sernard-'s ·testimony was substantially the· same as his state~ 
ment .. then made. to the ABC agents Q When they 'entered Harry & 
Mac•s, Enrico Benc-ivenga told the ABC agents that he was 
tending· b_ar from 6 :00 p .m. on :t:Jovember 23 until 2 :OO aiu. ·the 

f. 
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following morning; that Lyle had been in the premise·s on .cme 
occasion but that he did 'not; remember el th"er of the girls 
be-ing there tna t night • At t~he hearing he.re·in., Enri-co ·.: 
Bencivenga, Ruth Bencivenga (his wife) and iftve patrons testi­
fied that they were in Harry & Mac 1 s .on the ·evening of ' 
November 23 between 10:30 P~m. and ·i.:oo a.m .• ·the follow:1ng 
morning and denied that the girls or ·the:ir male companion 
were in qle licensed premises at any time on that ·evening .. 

· "In these cases it is neces.sary to determine· whether . 
the witnesses produced ·by the ·Division or the witneas-e·s. pro­
duced by the respective defendants .are teTiing the truth. It. 
is understandable that Emma might have de-emed it expe.d.fent to 
tell her mother an untruth on the mo.rning of .Novembe.r 24' •. 
However, at the hearing herein she stated that the only· time 
she had alcoholic beverages was on the evening in que:stion and 
spec'ifically denied that she had any alcoholic be.verages to 
drink on New Year's Day 1957., However, after ano-;the'r ,w-iitnes·s 
had testified that Emma was intoxicated· in the w.iLtnes:S:'~' H:10me·.· _ ... ··· · 

. on New Year's Day, Emma was recalled to the· stand and admitted 
that she was intoxicated at that time. It thus appears tha-t 
she gave false testimony at the hearing herein.e Alexand·ra 
had given a statement to ABC agents whe·re-in ·She' said ·th~t she. 
had ·alcoholic beverages at DiBernard •·s.,, but at t}1e hearing 
herein she changed her testimony and testified that she had 
nothing but plain coke at said premises.. In a stat'e.mept pre.~· 
viously given by Lyle he said that Emma had six or seven drinks 
of alcoho"lic beverages and that Alexandra had ·three or four 
drinks of alcoholic beverages at Harry & Mac's, whereas ·a·t the 
hearing held herein in said case he te-st.ified that he d"idn't 
recall what Emma orderedc 

0Weighing the evidence of the two g~irls and thei,r 
male companion against the positive evide·nce o.f' Jo.s.e:ph DiBernard· 
in one case (that he served only a plain coke to Emma) and the 
evidence of seven witnesses in the other cas·e (tha·t the girls 
and their male companion were not on the pr·emis·es on the 
evening of . November 23) j I coriclude t'ha t the Divls.ion :has 
failed to es~ablish the guilt of the defendant 1-n eithe~r case· 
by a fair preponderance of the evidence. I r-e.conunend.,. there­
fore, that the charge in each cas-e be d:ismisse:d." · 

No exceptions to th~ .Hearer's Report were filed a:s to 
either of ttte above cases pursuant to Rule ·5 or· S·ta-te Regula­
tion Noe 16 ~ 

After careful examination of all the evidence pr~­
sented herein, I have decided to adopt the conclusions of' the 
Hearer as my conclusions in these cases'" Hence I shall dis:­
miss the cnarges0 

Accordingly~ it .is, on thia 20th day of June, .1957, 

ORDERED that the charg:e in ea:ch oi'. ·the a.bove cas,e·s. be 
and the same is hereby dismissed .• 

. WILLIAM HOWE DAVIS 
· Di",rec t·or. 
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DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS · ·~ .LEWDNESS AND IMMORAL ·ACTIVITIES 
(OBSCENE· LANGUAGE AND C01~IDUCT - STRIP TEASE} - LICENSE · 
SUS PENDED FOR 20 DAYS j LESS 5 FOR PLEA. 

In the Matter of' Disciplinary 
Proceedings against 

) 

} 
ENTERTAINMENT ENTERPRISES, INC. 
Route' 46 & Sprofera St. ) 
South Hackensack, N. J. J• 

.. ) 
Holder of Ple·nary Retail Consump-
tion License C-4, issued by the· ) 

.Township Committee of the Township 
of South Hackensack. ) 
---------------------------------~-

CONCLUSIONS 
A_ND ORDER 

Schapira arid Farkas, Esqs., by Mauric,e Schapira ,. Esq~, 
. Attorneys for Defendant-licens~eo ~ 

Edward F •. Ambrose, Esq • .;. appearing for the Division of 
Alcoholic Beverage Control. 

BY THE DIRECTOR: 

Defendant has pleaded non vult to the following 
·charge: 

"on Friday night, February 15; Saturday nigh(~ 
February 16 and early Sunday.morning,, February 17; 
1957, you allowed, permitted and suffered lewdness 
and immoral activity and foul, filthy and. obscene . 
. language and conduct in and upon your licensed prem-
. ises, in that a female entertainer performed in a 
lewd, ·indecent arid immoral manner, .including in her 
routine what is commonly known as the 9 strip-tease 1 ; 

in v10·1ation of Rule ·5 of State' Regulation Nao 20a" 

The file herein discloses that ABC agents visited 
defendant's· licensed· premises at 9:15 p.m. on Friday, 
Feb:ruary 15, -1957, and· that some of the agents remained there 

·until 2 ·:35 a .m., February 16, -'1957. ·It fµrther discloses 
that sev~ral agent·s again visited. the said premises on Saturday 
evening, February 16', 1957,, arriving there at 10:25 p.m. and . 

_,remaining in the premises until 3 :10 a=.m. on Sunday, Feb:ruary 
171 1957. At variotts times during the period that the agents 
w.ere in the defendant •s premises a fem~le entertainer, intro­
duced . as Sherry the "star of the show", informed the pa.trons 
"that she was a f'Doctor of Happiness'.'. Afte:r Sherry sang a 
song· she began to answer patrons• problems which were allegedly 
submi·tted to he~, which answers had doul;>le -ente.ndre meanings • 
She walked about with a hand microphone and spoke to various . 
patrons seat.ad at tables near the stage., making suggestive 
remarks for the entertainment of the audience. 'After Sherry 
returned to the center of the stage, she performed a modified 
form of a strip'tease and then turned her back to the audience 
and slowly r~tated her buttocks. · · 

, The type of entertainment hereinabove mentioned has no 
place on licensed pre.mises It .Re Bajewicz, Bulletin 902, Item 4. 

n-ere·ndant alleges in attempted mitigation of penalty 
that Sherry had· 'been _highly recommended as an entertaJn~r by. 
its booking agent .and on the- strength of said reconunendal;ion 
defendant had employed her for a two-day period. Defendant. 
further alleges that be,cause o.f the ·1arge ·scale ori which it 
oper,a-~es_ a.-'_ penalty of-·. any duration will cause a gre·at· 

-~-< 

·., . " 
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- fin.ancial burden upon :tt. Regard.le:s:s the·re·or, ~zt is ·the duty 
of a licensee to pre·sent only wholes.ome ente.rta.inment .and .if 
it chooses to do otherwise, ·it doe:s .so at ·i-t:s '.·p_e.ril• -

D_efendant has· no prio~ a:djud~ica·t·e(i :r:e.cord·." -
: '•, ... 

Under the ciricumstances -·appearing herein, 'I shal~· sus­
pend defendant•·s license for a period o.f twenty ·.days •. -.. Five 
days will be remitt_ed for the plea en.t:e.r.ed he.re.in, leaving a 
net··suspension of fifteen days. ' · · , 

; 

Accord'ingly, it is.,, on this 27th day o.f June_, 1957.,, 

ORDERED that Pl~enary Reta·il- Cons,umpt.ion .Licens.e· .c.-4,, 
issued ·by the T.ownship Commit»tee o.f the :Township .of :s·outh 
ijackensack t·o Entertairnnent .·Ente:rprlses, ,·Inc •. ,,,, f.oT .. pre.miiB~ea 
~Route 46 & Sprofera .st., South Hac·kensa.ck., be- -;and t.he--;;;sam:e<ta::: 
.hereby e·uspended for fifteen {15) days.,, ·conunenc.ing. at·-.2::,Q.Q 
·:~·m· July -1,, 1957 and terminating at 3:00 a.m. July .16.,, :1957 .• 

WILLlAM:HOWE DAVIS 
.Director .• 

. 8. STATE LICENSES - NEW APPLICATION FILED. 

-Michael Kostic 
t/a Kost.ic Be.verage. Co. 
Black Horse Pike 
Williamstown, N. J. 

App.lication filed August 9;, 1957 for pe:rson-:-to-person,, 
place-to-place transfer of Stat·e 'Beverage Distributor •a· 

_License SBD-12 from Carmine Coccaro and. Annette Coccaro,, . 
t/a Millville Beverage, Snyder Avenue, ·v;neland,, ··~:;; ~. _ 

·~ ~ ;~-----
William Howe ·navia·· 

.Direc.tor. 

I 


