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license was fil·ed by James Decker .·and thereafter by Marcella 
Decker fl Administr·atrix, and whereas the objection to such issuanc'e 
was filed on behalf of Marcella Decker, Administratrix,· application 
of James 'Declrnr for renewal in his individual name. be and -the same· 
was the~eby denied-$ · 

. The petition further alleges that the action of ."the 
respondent was erroneous in that the intereS:tof Arthur H. Decker 
(deceased) in the aforesaid license ceased upon·his death and no 
formal application for renewal was requested. It further asserts 
that the administratrix had no vested right in the said license 
and that the appellant James Decker had sole legal and ·equitable 
r.ights .in said license •.. Thus he advocates that the action of 
respondent was ''arbitrary, capricious and an. abuse of discretion 
in refusing to allow his renewal application."'· He therefore 
prays that the action· of the respondent be reversed and that it be 
ordered to issue a renewal license to him individually GI · 

Marcella Decker, Adminlstratri'x of. the.Estate, of Arthur 
·H,. Decker,_· also filed a pet1 tion of appeal wherein she states 
that the license was extended to the estate and to her as admin­
istratrix thereof; that she did on July 6, 1964 file an applica- . 
.tion for renewal of the license as administratrix but that James 
Decker refused to join with her in the joint application for such 
licensee The respondent thereupon denied her application ·for 
renewal as admin:J.SttatrixG 

She asserts that the action of the respondent was erroneous 
in that she was entitled to renewal of the license· upon the 
refusal of James Decker to join with her, and that the action of· 
the respondent in denying such renewal was "arbit~ary, capricious 
and an abuse of discretionv" She similarly urges.that the·action 
of respondent be reversed and that it be. ordered to issue· a renewa.:1.­
of the ~aid license to here· 

·. The premises in question are located at ·Highway 36 near.. 
the inters.ection of ~aurel Avenue, West Keansburg, in the Township 
of Raritan. · · · -.. · · ·· · . ·. . . . 

. . ·. . . ' . . . ' ' 

No answers were filed· by respondent· to either of the 
. petitions of appeal.. · 

. . . . ' . . 

· These· were appeals de !!Q.YQ, wi t}l full oppOP..tuni ty for 
counsel to be heard, to .present evidence unde~ oath and ·cr·oss 
examine witnesses,_ pursuant.to Rule 6 of State Regulation No._.15. 

. The appellant· James Decker appeared pro ..§.!?. at·. this 
plenary de novo .hearing, the attorney who appeared and filed the 

. petition of appeal, having been discharged by him prior ·to. the : 
hearinge Marcella Decker was represented by counsel~. 

. The record developed at. this _hearine; _reflects .the following 
established facts:· Arthur Decker (deceased)' was the original , 
licensee for this tavern, having first obtained his license . . .. 
in 1946 or 1947s In 1951 he incorporated his brother (the· appellant 
James Decker) as an equal partner in this business, and thereafter·· 
they operated the· business· as co-licensees. Arthur Decker died on 

«August 16, 1963, and his wife '(the appellant Marcella) _became the 
administratrix of his estates She testified that her brother-in- · 
law James refused to permit her to participate in· the business and 
he managed the bhsiness by himself Q 

Upon application to the respondent, the license was 
extended to Jamas Decker and Marcella Decker as ad~inistratrix of 

/ 
I 
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·the estate" Howeverj at the time of renewal James refused to 
permit his sister-in-law to join in an application and made·a 
.renewal application t0 ~espondent in his individual namee 

' \ . 
') 

Thereafter Marcella Decker, as administratrix, also filed -
an application in her capacity as adminstratrix of the estate, 
and sought renewal of the license to her, setting forth in such 
application that her brother-in-law refused to join in her · 
application and, therefore, the license should be issued to her~ 
Accordingly the respondent denied bo~h applications for renewal • 

. , 
At the plenary hearing before me James Decker irtsisted 

that he did not join as an applic~nt with his sister-in~law for 
· the issuance of this license, and would not do so "unless the 
law adjudicates she has equity [then] I would accept her." . 

Marcella Decker testified that she has been willing and 
is presently willing to amend her application to include James 
Decker as a· joint applicant,·and has only applied in the ma~er 
above indicated because or his refusal to join in such applicatione 
It was f'Urther developed .that there is presently an action in the 
New Jersey Superior Court (Chancery Division) for an adjudication 

: of the equities of these parties and for an accountingo At the 
same time an order was entered in that court restraining James 
Decker from\transferring the licenseQ · 

RsSo 33:1-26 provides in part that: 

"In ~ase of death ~OQ of _the licensee, ·or if for any 
other reason whatsoever the operation of the business 
covered by the license shall devolve by operation of law 

·::.upon. a person other than the ?tiicensee~ the director or 
other issuing authority may, in his.or its discretion, 
extend said license for a limited time, not exceeding its 
term, to the executor, administrator, trustee~ receiver 
or other ·person upon whom the same has devolved .bY 
operation of law as aforesaidei Under no: cfr·cums-tancesl' 
however, sha.11 · a license, or rights there'W'lder'.l' be deemed 
property, subject to.inheritance~ sale, pledge~ lien, levyD. 
attachmerit,-execution, seizure for debts, or any other 

·.transf~r or dispo$1t1on wbatso~ver 9 except to the extent 
expressly provided by this chapter.an 

i. In accordance with the provisions of that section the 
.. respondent extended the license to include the names of James. 

·.:: .. ·,.Decker and Marcella Decker as Administratrix of the Estate of . 
··.,_Arthur Decker, deceasedq) It is well established and axiomatic·,·: · 

.·that, under these circumstances, both appellants have an e,qual 
· right to the license and neither is entitled to the license to· 

.the exclusion of 'th$ other in the absence of a waiver or consen.t 
·or the other party9 

As the- former Commissioner Burnett· stated in Re Nordheim~ 
/.'"' .... Bulleti:p. 310» Item 7:. · 

.• '/. . ,-r 

"It may be tnat, the partnership being terminated, 
each partner plans to continue the_ business for the. next.: 

·year.each'in his own name and to apply· for the successive 
licensee However, the license may be granted only to the 
:one having the right ·to immediate and exclusive possession 
of the premises now licensede Should each have an equal 
right .to possession, then nei the1"1 may obtain the licenseo 

.The municipal limitation of the number of licenses is not 
_ to be augmented because of partnership frictione The 

i license cannot be halvedq. If the partners can0t agree, 
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then both will have to go without. 

u(2) You ask whether, 'if one partne~ refuse& to 
operate with other partner', can such other partner 
continue to conduct the business under their partner- . 
ship· license. 

"If the partnership remains in existence and con- ! 1 

tinues to ·own the business, and all that happens is that . 
the p~rtners are on the •outs• or in combative mood, it 
is immaterial, so far as this Department is concerned, 
how they arrange between themselves as to. who shall.manage 
the business. Either partner may, under the partnership 
license, manag,e the business so long as he is doing so 
pursuant to the partnership. Their· internal fights must 
be s·ettled between themselves or in the ·courts. 

"However, if the partner who Wrefuses to operate·i is 
actually withdrawing from the business, t_he remaining 
partner· may continue to conduct that business under the 
original· license even though now conducting it for · · 
himself, but he must immediately notify the municipal 
clerk of his partner.' s· withdrawal so that an endorse-ment to 
such-~ffect may· be made on the license (which thereupon 
stands in his name alone) and so that adequate notation may 
be entered in the municipal clerk's records. See 
Re Baumgartner, Bulletin_ 165, Item 10. At renewal .time, 
he may renew the license as though.it had 'been ·in his.name 
throughout. 11 · 

Under the facts of this case I am persuaded that the 
·action of the respondent was erroneous indenying both applications& 
What the respondent should have done, in the absence of dis~ · 
qualifying factors involved with respect to either applicant~: 
was to have moulded these two applications as though they were 
OD:e application and to have renewed.the license to bothappl~cantso 

Obviotisly, so far as the position of James Decker is 
,-concerned, it is clearly untenable. It is not the duty or 
obligation~ nor within the province of the issuing authorityj to 
adjudicate the equitable rights of the partners herein under their 
partnership agreement. That is a matterfor judicial determination 

. in the courts~ As the court stated in Mannion v. Greenbrook Hotel, 
· Inc • , : 1 ~ S N. J • Eq • 518 : 

. , .'. ~ '\ ' 

"The legislative policy is limitational, but it was 
·not. intended to abominate all the contractual. or ~Legal . 
·obligations of such licensees in anywise related ,to_ the 
business of selling liquor I)~· ·\, 

.· The.position of the appellant James Dec.ker presupposes a 
false hypothesis that the license is property in which the issuing 
authority may require the administratrix of the estate to transfer 
h~r inte~est therein to th~ surviving partner. Takacs v. Horvath, 
J N eJ., Super. 433. 

I therefore conclude that both appellants had a right to 
renew~l of this license as co-licensees, and. that the respondent, 

~.in the absence of any stated substantial reason for denying the 
same, should be directed to renew the lieense to both appellants~ 
If James Decker ·refuses to continue as a co-licensee herein, his 
-remedy is clear.. He may express such intention in writing to the 

-respondent, advising it of such intention;~and request that his name 
be omitted' from the license and the said license be issued solely 
to Marcella Decker as Administratrix of the B~state of Arthq.r Decker. 
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Notwithstand1.ng Jame·s Decker's expression at the hearing on appeal 
that he would refuse to·join in the application for renewal, I 
believe the Director is without authority to cancel his interest 
therein.. Circumspect action is indicated especially where he is 
not represented by counsel. The proper procedure should be that 
such expression be made by him, in writing, directly to the 
respondentQ 

' It is therefore recommended that an order be entered· -
reversing the action of the respondent with respect to both 
applications ana· directing that a renewal license be is.sued to 
James Decker and Marcella Decker as Administratrix of the Estate 

. of Arthur HG Decker, as co-licensees o 

· Conclusions and Order. 

"Pursuant to Rule 14 of State Regulation No. 15, written 
exceptions to.the Hearer's Report were filed with me by appellant 
James A. Decker~ . In the. exceptions it is contended, in effect, 
that, while Rule 2 of State Regulation.No. 5 calls for application 
for extension of license to be made.in the form of a petition, no 
."petition" was made by appellant Marcella Decker, Administratrix; 
that; while Rule 8 of State Regulation No~ 5 calls for endorsement of 
extension on the face,of~the license certificate, no endorsement of 
the extension herein was made on the ·face of the 1963-64 license 
certi-ficate;· that, "contrary to R.S. · 33:·1-26, the administratrix 
still deems the license to be property and demands to be my partner 
in the license ••• ;"and that·the application of the administratrix 
for a 1964f65 license was filed after the· 1963-641icense.had 
exp_ir~de · · 

No form of "petitionn is prescribed .in Rule 2 of· State 
Regulation No. 5 Q Respondent Commi ttee~~s extension-granting 
resolution of June 19,.1964 sets forth clearly that the adminis-
tratrix had made ''application" for the extension, and the. · 
application was legally suf.ficiente · 

. Strictly;· of course,. pursU8.nt to Rule ... 8 of. State 
Regulation NQ. 5,.endorsement of the extension should have been 
made on the face of the 1963-64 license (and also on.the license 
stub -- RQJ.e 9, State Regulation Noe 5)~ It is not, however, 
the ministeris.1 act of endorsement which grants· an. extension but 
the issuing authority's resolution ;(here the resolution of June 19, 
1964) $ . . - . . . 

Quoted in the Hearerws Report are the here pertinent 
provisions of R.Sc 33:.i-26, a careful reading of which will serve 
to bring out appellant Decker's· misunders.tanding concerning the· 
alleged misunderstanding on the part of the administratrix with 
respect to her deeming the license to be property "contrary to · 
R.Se 33:1-26$" The quoted language of that se¢tion negatives the 
"propertyn concept as to a license but then continues with a pro­
scription of v1any ·other transfer or disposition (of a license) 
whatsoever, except _to the exten.t ex:r;resslx. prpvid_ed by thi_s chapter'~ 
(underscoring added)e The extent so expressly provided is by 
person-to-person transfer (R.S. 33:1-26, Para~raph 4) or by ex-
tension of lic~nse (R.So 33~1-26~ Paragraph 2)o -

The application of the administratrix for a 1964-65 license 
was filed well before the deadline date (here July 31, 1964) pro-

· vided by law -- in RoSe 3J~·l-12e13 and OR.8$ .33:1-96e 

After careful consideration of the re.cord herein, including 
the transcript of the testimony, the exhibits, the arguments of 
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. counsel and of appellant James A.. Decker, and the Hearer•·s · 
Report an~ written exceptions thereto, I concur in .. the conclu­
sions and recommendation of the Hearer and adopt them as my· · 
conclusions herein. · · 

No new application.for· the 1964-65 license and no new· 
publication of Notices thereof will be required. 

A:ccordingly, it is, on this Sth·a.ay cf June 1965, 

ORDERED that the ·action of respondent Township Committee 
with ·respect to both 1964-65 applications is hereby reversed· and 
it is further ' 

. ORDERED that the.· respondent Township. Committee issue a 
1964-65 plenary retail consumption license in the names of James 
A. Decker and Marcella Dec~er, _Administratrix of the Estate of 
Arthur H. Decke~, deceased; and it is further . 

qRDERED-:that my Conclusions and Order herein are subject 
to the outcome of· the action pending in the Superior Court · 
·(Chancery Division). . · 

JOSEPH P. I.,ORDI 
DIRECTOR·· 

2. APPELLATE DECISIONS - REED v~ SOUTH TOMS RIVER and STOP-INN, INC. ~ 

. EDWINA s. R~ED, ) 
; 

A;Ppel+ant, ) 
ON APPEAL 

v. ") CONCLUSIONS 

MA¥0R and BGROUQH CGUNGIL. of the 
AND ORDER 

) 
BOROUGH of SOUTH TOMS RIVER, and 
STOP-INN, INC~, . ) 

Respondents. ~ ------------.---..... --._. ............ -- -------~------.-.-------... ~ 
Appellant, . Pro se. . .. . . -. 
No appearance. _for Respondent· Mayor and Borough Council 
James F. McGovern, Jr., _Esq., Attorney for Respondent Stop-Inn, Inc. 

BY THE DIRECTOR: · · 
.·'I' 

. The· Hearer· ha_s_ · r11_ed the .following. Report. herein.:"·~· ____ · 

. ' ·~ ' 

-" Appellant -appeals·. from the ·action: of respondent Mayor and· 
Borough Council wher·e by on February 8, · 1965 1 t. approved a place-to-· 
pla.ce. transfer· of ·resp.ondent licensee 1 s plenary retail , consumption 
·license from premises .on· Flint·. Road to premis·es 389 Dover Road, . 
South Toms River .... :Four of the Council members voted in favor of the 
transfer, two voted to. d.eny, and.:. 'l;;he Mayo.r· did not· .. vot~· in the ... · 

. matter~··· -· · · .. ·- · · · · .. ·.·., · _, .. · : : · · 
,-··,. -. 

''; '·' 

·. :,: .. · . App.ellan t. contends· 1n .·her · p.e.ti tioi-i ·of. appea,1 · trui.t. },he ac tlon · 
of. r·espondent Mayor and Council in granting .the ·~ransfer. in question 

. was, ·erroneous on the :followi~g. grounds: · · ,. · ' · · ·: · 
'.;_. 1' • 

. ,,, · ·.··•.tao _The loca1i_'.i~y being .a place in:· the· c·ent~r of homes 
and stores where sniall .children.· congregate. and pass · 

.. through, on,'er~ands.· ·· · · 
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fib., \rJe are questioning the legality of this license 
renewal as it was not advertised locally twice 
before renewal., 

-"c~ . We were not given an 6pen hearing when· the transier 
··was granted by Borough Council in February, 1965." 

Appellant testified that in the shopping ·center wherein 
the proposed premises is located there are a number of stores, viz., 
"confectionery, barber shop, hardware, and bakery, and dry cleaner;" 

· that there are "about 900 homes surrounding· the shopping center;" 
that children visit the stores and, because of the location of the 
proposed premises, additional traffic problems will be created; 
that appellant resides "about three blocks down" from the proposed 
site. and that the nearest liquor outlet to the premises in question 
is approximately 6,ooo feet distant. · 

Henry Reilly, residing "within five hundred feet" of the 
proposed premises, testified that he was apprehensive that the 
operation of respondent licensee's establishment "might possibly 
create ·a public nuisance in the area being it ·is primarily 
residential;·" that "it can create quite a traffic situation" and 
parking facilities are insufficient;- and that, because there is 
"just a. part-time police department, 1 t is volunteer", in case of 
disturbance it would be difficult to contact the members of said 
department.· Mr. Reilly agreed that the State Police was available 
to render assistance if any untoward trouble arose. 

Two other witnesses residing a distance away from the 
site of the proposed premises in substance corroborated appellant•s 
testimony.. · 

Appellant and some of the other witnesses were in sub­
stantial agreement that there would be no objection to a plenary 
retail distribution license in the shopping center because of the 
earlier closing hour for such type of license. 

It will be unnecessary· to consider grounds "b" and 11 c" 
·set forth in the petition of appeal. In so far as "b" is con-
0 cerned, no appeal·has been taken to renewal of the current license· 
·for . the r.ormer premises. As to "c", since the appeal was hea!dd 

·. de .!lQ:!Q., . full opportunity was afforded counsel and others to 
· present testimony under oath and to examine and cross examine 
witnesses.· ·Rule 6: of State Regulation No. 15; Roltay Wines & 
UiquorsJ Inc," L __ Pass,ai_£_, ~ulletin 1198, Item 1. Appellant's 

. assertion,.unsubstantiated by proof, that a liquor outlet at the 
proposed site.will create a tpaffic and parking_ hazard in.the 

·. area;~,is .. ineffecti'Ule. ·· 

. . ·.The question whether ·a. licens·ed- premises shall be permitted 
.in a particular section of. the municipality is a matter: confided to 
the sound discretion of the local issuing authority. Carriell 
v. Newark et als., Bulletin 1043, Item 2&· On appeal the burden 
of showing that the municipal issuing authority abused its dis-

. cretiqn rests with appellant. ~' Rule 6 of State Regulation 
No. 15. ·The Director's function on appeal is not to substitute 
his opinion for· that of the issuing authority but, rather, to 
determine whether cause exists for its opinion and, if so, to 
affirm irrespec.tive of his personal views. DeStefano~t als. v..L 
;ftrsey City et al., Bulletin 1289, Item 4, and cases cited therein. 

The ·holder of a plenary retail consumption license may, 
of hi~: own volition, ·close the licensed premises earlier than the 
closing hour set forth in a local ordinance with reference thereto. 
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However, ci. municipal issuing authority has no power to impose a 
discriminatory closing hour in individual cases. In Cesar v • 
.:t!:§_nt.Qll, Bulletin 951:1 Item 2, former Director Cavicchia held, 
when cortsidering a similar condition imposed by a respondent, that: 

·nour State Alcoholic Beverage Law (in R.S. 33:1-40) 
empowers the governing bbdy of each municipality to 
limit, by ordinance, the hours between which the sale 
of alcoholic beverages at retail may be made. It 
.would seem clear that the in·cendment of the statutory 
authorization in this regard in R.S. 33:1-40 (taken 
together with R.S. 33:1-94) is that a given munici­
pality• s hours for the sale of alcoholic beverages may 
be fixed by ordinance only and not by a special con­
d1 tion under RoS. 33:1-32. It has long been held that 
municipal hours of sale and closing must be uniform 
with respect to all licensees of the same class. 
(See Re Grillo·, Bulletin 253, Item 4; Re Harrington, 
Bulletin 118, Item 13; Re Lamson, Bulletin 118, 
Item 6; Re Wenzel, Bulletin 19, Item 7.)n 

I am satisfied· that in all respects proper consideration 
was given.by respondent Mayor and Council before action was taken 
on the application for transfer. There has been no evidence 
presented herein to indicate that there was an abuse of discretion 
or improper motivation·on the part of any of the members of said ( 
respondent. General objections to the issuance .of a license in a 
business area, filed by residents of side streets which are 
residential in character, are not in themselves a sufficient 
reason for denying the transfer of a license. Brummer v. North 
Arlington, Bulletin 426, Item 11; Pistilli v. Bernardsville, 
Bulletin 1030, Item 2. 

After careful examination .of the evidence, I recommend 
that the action of-respondent Mayor and Borough Council in 
granting .the transfer of the license in question to the pro!'"" 
posed site be affirmed, and that the appeal herein be dismissed. 

Conclusions and Order 

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

Having carefully considered the entire record herein~ 
including the testimony taken, the Hearer's Report and the 
;recommendations therein, I concur in the findings and conclusions 
of the Hearer and adopt them as my conclusions hereine Hence I 
shall enter an order as recommended ... 

. Accordingly, ·1t is, on this 9th day of June 1965, 

ORDERED that the'action of respondent Mayor and Borough 
Council be and the same is hereby affirmed, ·and that the appeal 
herein be and the same is hereby dismissedo 

JOSEPH P. I,ORDI 
DIRECTOR 

• 
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:J"' RECAPITULATION OF ACTIVITY BY QUARTERLY PERIODS FROM JU...Y 1, 1964 THROUGH JU?£ ,O,. 1965 

. ~st Quarter 2nd Q~rter · ~rd Quarter ~th Quarter: 
:tfvlY Ayg. Seet. ,oct.Nov .. Deq._ Jan .. Feb.Mar. 1\erl1ay June · Iofal 

ARRESf Ss 
Tofal nvmber or persons arrested 

Licen~,oes and employees 
Bootle~gers . 

SEI ZIJRESa 
Mofor vehicles - cars 

- trucks 
Stills - over 50 gallons 

.. 50 eal lQns or under . 
Alcohol - ~allons · 
Mesh - gallons · 
Distilled alo:>holic beverages - eallons 
Wine - gallons 
Brewed malt alcnhol ic beverages .. ·eaHons 

'RETAIL LlCENSEESs . · 
Premises inspected · 
Premises ~here alcoholic beverages were gauged 
Bottles ~auged · 
Premises where violations were found 

Violations fotrld 
Unqtiallfied employees 
Application copy not available 
Rego 1~8 sign not posted· 
Other mercantile bUsi ness 
Disposal permit necessary 
Prohibited signs 

- Improper beer taps . 
) other violations 

- STATE LlC.EMSEESs · 
Premises inspected 
License applications lnvestlQated 

CCMPLAI NT Si 
Complaints assigned for .investi~ation 
Investigations canpleted 
Investigations pending 

LABOHATORY 1 
A~lyses made . · . 
Refills from licensed.premises - bottles 
Bottles Fran unlicensed premlses 

IOENTIFICATIONi . . . 
Criminal fingerprint identifications made . 
Persons f ingerprlnted·for non-criminal purposes 
Ident.contacts mede Q/other enforcement agencies 
MV identifications via N.J.State Police teletype 

DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDIN';S1 · 
Cases transmitted to municipalities 
·Violations involved . . 

Sale during prohibited hours 
Sale to minors · · · 
Failure to close prem. dur •. -proh. hours 
Single Instance of other violations 

Ceses institvted at Division · . 
Violations Involved . · 

Sale during prohibited hours . · : 
Possessing liquor not truly labeled··: · 
Sale to. minors . . . . . 
Permitting lottery activity on premises· .. ' 
Permitting bookmak t ng .·.on. pr em fses :., . ·. · · 
Sales below filed price · . · .. ·. 
Beverage Tr:1x Law ·non..eompliance . ·· · 
Fraud in appl icatlon . · · · 

· ·. · · Fat lure tc;> close prem. dur. ·prohibited hours 
Conducting business as a nuisance . 
Hlnderi~ Investigation. ·. ·•. . . . · 
Unqual I rs ed employees · · · · · 
Fraud and front · . .·... . · : 
Permitting immoral activity.on premises · 
Permitting hostess activity on premises. · · 

. ·Permitting gambling on premis.es · .. : . 
Permitting foul. laigua~e on premises .· ·. 

· , .- . Possessing pinball maChlne on p_reml ses. ·: 
netal I er-to-retailer sales . · ··. 

·;,. ,; . Substitvtlrig alc •. bev. other .than ordered. 
unauthor I zed trensportat I on · · · · · · · . · 

_, Sale fo Intoxicated persons ·· · ·· · 
".: · · Single .lnstan~e of·othe~. vJolatlons 

. : ''. ,'·;• 

51 5, 
·25 32 
26 21 

1 2 

1 2 
2 2 

16.105. I 287.80 
300 1,:m 
;64.990 62.40 
41i.2s1 
91.952 

2io.1459 
6.5;552 

1,5~, 
· l, l 

1,917 
1,655 

1e,51; 24,1ao 
172 168 
241 219 
94 a:s 

'' 25 
51 32 
1, 16 
9 12 

11 6 
2 

28 45 
56 28 
38 27 

1,012 - 1,11, 
983 1(067) 

(16;) 2;; 
46o 298 
142 136 
86 ;; 

26 l; 
1,119 759 

690 521 
2 5 

34 28 
32 28 

.2& 16 
9 10 ., 
1 2. 

74* . 48 
87 78 
8 12 

14 ·a 
8 14 

16' .. ti 
I~ ·2 

2 
1 ·' 2 . , 

. 1 4 
2· .1 .. 2 '3 
1 1 
1 . l 

.2 
2 r: 
2 2 
1 ' . 2 
. 2' 1-

' 1 2. 
2 

.8" .. -7 

78 
40 
~8 

1 
l 
6 

36.0l~l 
1,165 

121.051 
14.25 
27.s5 

2,057 
1,678 

211.,213 
181 

2~~ 
;9 
22 
18 
14 
7 
2 

70 

35 
18 

1,065 
1{047) 

197 . 

295 
119 
50 

20 
. 76o 

466 
1 

29 ;2 
15 
11 

. 3 ., 
~~ 
14 
15 
12 . 

' 10 ·. 
If 

10 
·2 
. 5 

3 
·l 

' 2 .. 
4 
1 

. 2 .... 
1 

. .l 
1 
1 

. ~ ; - •',\ 

·7 
... 

a, 
49 
~~ 

5 

' 2 
l 

. 70.697 
2,250 

24.241 
14.o;a 
15.511 

. 2,032 

.l,616 
21,765 

197 
2~~ 
58 
2; 
19 
14 
7 

58 

69 
54 

1,157 
. 1 1~01 

214 

480 
156 
64 
;6 . 

1,;55 . 
890 

' 22 
. 28 

1; 
11 
4 

11• 
88. . 
14 
15 .. 
10 ·····' 

'·: .· 

9· 
2 

-~ 

5 
1. 2 .. 

265 
146 
119 

8 

~ 
11 

410.611, 
5,01~6 

572-682 
;1; • .:rni9 
~l.6462 

7,581 
6,107 

88,671 
718 
940 
~06 
155 
12B 
66 
49 
31 
4 

201 

... 188 
137 

tt.,~47 
4;498 . 

214 

1,55:5 
55; 
23:> 

95 
:s,9~' 
2,507 

11 

11; . 
127 
70 
41 

"12 . 
267~ 

~~-
. . . . . . 52 
••• > ,) 

: 44 . 
. ;; 

19 
lb 

. 15 ... 
.. 12 .. 

11 
... 9 .. 

·a 
. .. 8. 

4 
2 

' ... ··_ .. 7 
'.'11,, 6 

.6 
6 

·6 

2· 
1 
2 

. ' 1 ·' . 
2 

: ..... ·' ~ .. :. 

; 
-5 ., 
2· 

'. 2 
'26·· 

.. ··' 
; ', l ''' ~ • I : ~ 

•In~lude3 three .. cericellatl on ... proceedl'nis ~- l lcenses lntprovlde~tly Issued to licen~ees,. and st~·ckholder,· ·convioted 
· <· · ·' ' · · of,_.oriQles lrwolvlnQ mo~el turpitude and non·resldent stockhOlder.: ,'_ .. 
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1st Quarter 
JulY Aye.SeRt• 

DISCIPLiNARY PROCEEOI~S (CONTitllEO) 
· Cases brought by municipalities on own Initiative 

and reported to Di.vision 13 
Violations involved 98 

Sales to minors -,7 
Permitting brawl etc. on premises 17 
Sale during prohibited hours 13 
Failure to close prem. dur. prohibited hours 10 
Conducting business·as a nuisance 5 
Permittlne minors on premises unaccomp. b,t 

parents or ~uardlans (local ree.) ; 
Hindering lnvestlgatlqn 1 
Permitting loHe:l activity on premises · ·l 
Permitting bookma Ins on premises 
Failure to afford view Into pranlses dvrine 

prohibited hours ; 
Permitting Immoral activity on premises 1 

·Employing persons w/o indent. cards (local res.) -
Act of violence · ·1 
Employing female bartender (local reg~) 
Employee working while Intoxicated 
Unqualified employees · 
Single instance of other violations 4 

HEARHt;S HELD AT DIVISI~s 
Total nunber of hearlflls held 109 

Appeals 23 
Discl~linary proceedines 61 
Eliizi I li ty 21 
Seizures 2 
Tax revocations 1 
Applications for license 
ryrder to show cause 

STATE LICENSES ANO PERMITS lSSUEDa 
Total nunber Issued 5,26~ 

Licenses 75 
Solicitors' permits 173. 
Employment n · 1,090 
Disposal " -270 
Social affair permits i,:544 
Wine permits -
M iscellmeous " 667 
Transit insiynia 867 
Transit cert ficetes 97 

OFFICE OF AMUSEMENT GAMES CONTROl.t 
L i ce.nses I .ssved 23' 
Premises Inspected · 
Premises where violations were follld 

1,094 
20 

Nunber of violations found 27 
Enforcement files established 76 
Olsclpl lnery proceedin~s Instituted ' Violations Involved ' Charge In excess of 251 3 

Operating controlled gane 
Redemption of prize for money 
Operatin~ unlicensed ~eme 
Non-registered employee 

: Oateda July 15, 1965 
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2nd Quarter ;rd Quarter ~th Quarter 
Qct .Nov .Oec •• Jan.Feb.Mar •• Ae.r .l1ay Jun~ 

70 69 65 
94 79 74 
41 ~8 33 

8 10 11 
4 6 8 
4 7 i ' 4 

2 5 
6 2 
4 l 

·4 l 

1 ,, 
2 1 
l l. 
2 

2 
2 

3 4 3 

106 125 119 
15 26 17 
58 n 64 
26 2ll 
2 5 4 
3 2.: 8 

·2 2 2 

4,515 3,06, 22,280 
7 9 11 

1;6 l~O 2,a61 
705 556 ~,617 
170 '208 165 

1,2;6 j,087 l,~07 
893 15 4 
571 ;62' 749 
741 554 12,270~ ' 
56 1;2 1,296 

'9 272 2.70 
325 

89 
128 

55 1; a; 
1 1 
1 ' 

l 
! 

JOSF;PH P. LORDI 
OlhctQ.f of' Al'cohol I c Beverage Control 

CQinm I ssfoner of Amusement GliAles Control 

Jot al 

277 
;45 
149. 
46 
31 
24 
18 

10 

i 
5 

4 
4 
4 
3 
2 
2 
2 

l(J 

li59 
81 

257 
87 
13 
l~ 
1 t 

,5,122 
783 

3,310 
6,968 

813 
~.974 

912 
2,~9 

14,4;2 
1,5a1 

81\ 
1,419 

109 
155 
227 

5 
7 
; 
i 
1 
1 
1 
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L.,. DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS - SALE TO MINORS - I.ICENSE SUSPENDED 
FOR 20 DAYS. 

In the Matter of Disciplinary 
Proceedings against 

MARY RIPER 
t/a "Pleasant Valley Inn'' 
wfs Delsea Drive, north of Franklinville 
Franklin·Township (Gloucester County) 
PO Franklinville, ·N. J. 

)' 

) 

) 

) 

Holder of Plenary Retail Consumption ) 
License C-3, issued by the TO"tmship 
Committee of the Township of Franklin, ). 
transferred during the pendency of these 
proceedings to ,) 

EDWARD & STELLA KEEGAN ) 

for the ~ame premises. ·) 

CONCLUSIONS 
AND ORDER 

F1rank MQ Lario, Esq.·, Attorney for l.icensee Mary Riper. 
Edward F. Ambrose, Esq., Appearing for Division of Alcoholic 

. Beverage Control. 

BY THE DIRECTOR: 

The Hearer has filed the following Report herein: 

: Hea1--er 9 s Repor.t 

Licensee (Mary Riper, hereinafter the licens·ee~: ·pleaded 
not guilty to·the.following·charge:: 

"On s·unday, October 18, .1964, you sold, s.erved and 
deli.vered and allowed, permitted and suffered the 
sale, service and delivery of alcoholic beverages, 
directly .or indirectly, to .persons under the age 
of .twenty-one (21) years, viz.,.. Richard ---·, age 
.17 and ·navid .-.,..~, .age 17, and allowed, permitted , 
and suffered ·the consumption of alcoholic ·beverages 
by such persons in and· upon your: licensed premises;·.> 

·1n violation of Hule. 1 of State Regulation. No. 20." 
, • r • I , · , 

The" Divisio~l' sought to es ta blfsh the charge· .:·by offering " 
the testimony of.the minors David --- ·and Richard~-- in .addition 
to the testimony 9f Agent L.. - · · · · 

The testimony indicated th.at.David and Richard hitched a 
ride from a. stranf£er in ·Glassboro at ·about· 11:40 p.m~ Saturday; ~ -

·October 17, 1964: (David testified he was 17 years ·of age on that. · 
date, and was born o~·F~bruary 28, 1947), and were.let off.in .. · "·· 
front of another'· licensed premises in Franklin at about 11:50 p.m. 
David entered.these· premises a1on~ and, ·upon being refused a 
drink, he made l:J.is exit.anq·he and.Richard walked to the Riper 
licensed premises.' , David entered the Riper premises on Sunday, · . 
October 18, · 1964, _ sl)ortly after midnight, ordered a .beer rr·om a> · 
male bartender, received the beer·'. and consumed it .. After-ordering,. 
receiving and· consuming another beer,. he shot a .game of.pool and·· 
then went·outside and rejoined Richard. ·Arte~ talking about ~ · · 
fifteen minut.es, both· minors entered the licensed premises (which 
was rather crowded)· .at abqut 12:45 ,a~m. ·and. ordered, were. ·served ... 

I ' ' \ ~ ' • • • ' ' ' ' • • ' \ I • .' I ' ' • ' 
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and consumed .about,fifteen beers each, Richard also consuming 
"a couple of shots." Both made their e~it at 4 a.m. 

. David testified that there were two bartenders on duty;. 
that no one questioned him· as to his age; he was not requested. to 
make any written representation as to his age, and he heard no . 
one question Richard as to his age. He further testified that he 
could not identify anyone.in the hearing room as being one of the 
bartenders that nighte On cross examination David furnished a 
detailed·description of the interior of the licensed premises and 
its contents, and stated that the bartender who served him the 
first time he went in.had blond hair, the other bartender had 
dark hair. 

Richard· testified·that he was born on September 8, 1947; 
was seventeen years·or age.on October 18; 1964, and corroborated 
the story relateq by·David.which cullhinated in the entry of both 
minors in the licensed pre~ises at .about 12:45.a.m. on October 18, 
1964. Both minors ordered, were served and consumed beers, and 
neither was .questioned as to age. Richard estimated he drank 
about twenty ·beers· ·and about four whiskeys-.;_ that both left at 
closing time (4 a.m~) and that,, upon leaving, he was inebriated~ 
An exhaustive and most. searching cross e~amination by the attorney 
for the licensee failed to produce any material ·inconsistencies in 
the testimony o:f the two minors ·relating to the charge. 

Richard testified on cross examination that iD November 
1964 he yisited the licensed premises in the company of Division 
Agents L and H and identified Edward Keegan as the tall man with 
the crew"~ut·as the bartender who .served the minors, and Fred 
Tecklenburg as, ·the other bartender on duty, both of whom were in 
the hearing· ·room~._· Keegan. has light colored hair. · 

•A'/ ' • 

·Agent L testified that', in the course· of investigating the 
charge against.the.licensee,·he.visited the licensed premises on 
four occasions --.on.November 10 and 2.0, 1964, ·and on two . 
occasions prior th~reto •. · On.November·10, 1964, Agents Land H 
drove David to the.licensed premises to attempt to make identifi­
cation·of .. the pr.emises. Agent L. testified that two or three 
days prior thereto he visited the.licensed premises and spoke 
with .. the licensee;· he .had· asked ·the licensee ~ho her employees 
were;' upon. being. advised, .. he 'asked the licensee as to when it 
would be ·convenient· for he.r ·to arrange for a meeting with them;. 
that·, upon arriving· at.· the licensed premises· on November 10, he 
spoke with the licensee and arrangements were made to see the 
bartenders. in the· ·kitchen;· that, after "the bartenders Edward 
Keegan and Fred Tecklenburg entered the kitchen; the agent had 
David and· Agent ff.come into.·. the ·kitchen;· at· that time the·· 
licensee.· and·. the . two bartenders·- were informed as to the purpose of 
the visit_and.-asked them as to who .was .tending· bar on early Sunday 
morning Octo'be~. 18;. he was told that they were. the tw·o that were 

. tending bar .on _that date; that David did not.identify either Keegan 
.. · or Tecklenburg. as the bartender who served the minors· on the night 

in questibn; however, in the presence of the license~~ David 
stated:tbat this was.the tavern he was in. . . 

. On.riovember 20, 1964, Richard.directed the same Division 
agents to the li.censed premises. after arrangell)r2nts had been made 
to meet with the two bartenders Keegan and Tecklenburg. 'Richard 
identified .. the licensed premises after the· group passed. several 

·other taverns. on Del sea. Drive in Franklinville o . 1'he agents and 
Richard met .with the .licenseej. Keegan,· T.ecklenburg .and ~(~egan 1 s 

,· .. 
. ... .. 
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mother (lat$r identified as Mrs. Stella M. Keegan). Richard 
stated tha~ the licensed premises was the tavern in question and 
Keegan was the bartender who then served the alcoholic beverages 
on October 18. Bot-J.;1 Keegan and his mother denied he (Keegan) 
was there· that night. Agent L further testified that he there­
upon said to the licensee, "'Well, when I first came to you, it 
might have been the 6th, 7th, or 8th of November, and I asked 
you for your employees you gave me Keegan's name and Fred's name,' 
and she sa~d to me, 'Well, at.- that time they were the only two 
I ·could. think of, and they were the names I gave you•, but she 
said he wasn't worlring at that time there." On cross examination 
Ag~nt L confirmed that both David and Richard directed the agents 
to the tavern operated by the licensee; David did not identify 
the bartenders; Richard did identify Keegan as the bartender who 
served them; that,. when Richard made the i,dentifica tion, firs·t · 
the licensee, then Mrs. Stella M. Keegan, and then Edward Keegan 
denied that he was on duty on October 18, 1964, maintaining he 
had had an operation on his shoulder. It was also brought out 
on cross:-;examin»J. tion that Richard. de.scribed the. bartender who 
served hi~ as being tall, thin, crew haircut, about twenty-two' 
or twenty-three years of age. · 

In her. defense the licensee.called upon Edward·Keeg~n,. 
Albert E. Kuhs, Fred Tecklenburg and Stella Me Keegan. 

Keegan testified that he was employed by the licensee 
as a bartender since April or May of 1961; that he.was on the 
pitching staff of the Philadelphia National League baseball club; 
that he sustained an injury to -·his· right shoulder; entered the 
Jefferson. Hospital in Philadelphia on Sepctember 3, 1964; was . 
confined at the hospital for ten to eleven days; tried to work one 
Tuesday afternoon about two to four weeks after release from hospital; 
his arm hurt, he ·quit after about an hour, and he did.~not return td> 
work at.the licensed premises until.the 28th or 30th df October. . 
He stated he.was not in the licensed premises on October 18, 1964, 
and therefore could not and did not serve alcoholic beverages to 

·navid and Richard. On cross examination he was asked, "Was there 
any.bartender who worked in this tavern either on October 18 or 
at any other time other than yourself ·~rho had a description similar 
to that given by this young man?" Keegan responded, ."No, . sir. n 
Keegan testified that he was six: feet three inches tall, weighed 

. about 170 pounds· on October,18, and was twenty-five years of age •. 
·His hair· was blond and crew cut. 

. ·Albert g. Kuhs .testified that he worked· as a bartender 
at.the licerised premises every week-end including Friday, Saturday 
and Sunday evenings, until closing at four o'clock in the morning, 

.···.commencing Friday, ·september 4, 1964 to October 25; that he was so 
employ~d on Saturday evening October 17 to Sunday October 1$ at · 

.4 a.m.;-that he never saw the minors David and Hichard until:he. 
-met. them in the hearing room; he did not see them in the licensed· 
premises; that Fred Tecklenburg was the other bartender during 
tha.t. period, -and Edward Keegan did not perform any .bartending . · 
while .~e was so.· employed.· · · 

.. .. · . Fred Tecklenburg~· employed as a bartender by the licensee.:;~· 
testified.that he was so employed on the da tie in question and denied 
seeing.either·navid or Richard on that dateo · 

··: . Mrs. Stella M., Keegan (a sister of the ·11censee and mother 
of Ed..~rard ·Keegan) ·testified that she helps her sister manage the 
place; her son was not engaged as a bartender due to physical 
incapacity. from early September to late October 1964; she was· 
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in the licensed premises Saturday evening October 17th until 
· -closing time, and that David and Richard were not in the licensed 

premises _on that occasiono 

.Due to the sharp conflict in the testimony presented by 
the Division and by the licensee, I have set forth in detail a 
large quantum of, th,e material and vital testimony adduced herein 
so that we may develop. "a proper perspecti'l'e of factual issues · 
involved in this _proce.e~ing. _ 

At lhe outset it should be indicated -that we are dealing 
here with a pur~ly·disciplinary action, and· such action- is civil 
in nature, _and.not criminal •. In re Schneider,-12 N.J. Super. 449 
(.App.Div. 1951)~-. Thus the proof must be suppo.rted by a·fair 
preponderance-of the credible evidenceG Butler-Oak Tavern v. 
Division of Alcoholic.Beverage,Control, 20 ·N.J~ 373 (1956jG · 

. . -

. Since this :ts s:trictly a factual, situation,. the credibility -
bf witnesses must-be weighede Evidence, to be-' believed, ··must not 
only proceed.from the· tnouths.-of-credible witnesses, but must be 
credible. in itself, and must be such as common experience and 
_observation or·~~aJ;tkind ,can_app.rove _as probable in t_he circumstances. 
Spagnuolo v<;· Bonnet,: 16 NGiJG 546 _(1954); Gallo vG Gallo, 66 N.J. 
Super. 1 (App. J?i v '< 1961) e " _ ... ·•· · · _ . · 

· I .have.'. '118.d ·ari.-_ opportunity to observe the demeanor· of 
the wi tnesses<as· 'they· testified and~ in view of the conflict in - c· .. 

the testimony; ·I have.made a .. careful analysis and evaluat~on of 
their testimon.y c: .. ·:· : , · · 

Al th6ugh"°t"$·t.ron.gly· _deplore th~ conduct of both_· minors . _ 
on· the date in" question, -none- the. less. I am. imperatively persuaded 
that their versi9ri had .·a substantial ring of truth with_ respect to 
the alleged. pure.has es_· and, consumption of the alcoholic "beverages · 
upon the lice!lsed_premiseso 

. . . . : ~ ' 

·I --~e-je'ct::. th~ arguments advanced by ,the licensee's_ attorney_ 
in his memorandum and reply memorandum" As _to· the argument_ that 
the age o:f tbe-minors was no~ established, it has-long been 
held that 't,esti'mony ·py. the mi:p.or himself· is legally .sUfficient to 
¢stablish hi~. age~- .. : >Briefly, summarized, the balance of the arguments 
i.s directed, to;'. the.:«": theory that the Division. has. failed· .to· prove the 

. charge by a'>.ra1r::preponderance: -of the evidence·~-- - . ' 
. ;:· .. :<. ':. ' . . .: . '. ·( __ _ 

, .. I ~m'·::·_:·1mp'f.e.ssed_
0

.by·'' the ·.ract· that: both ~inors "tinequivocally · _~":---: 
·identified the·l1censed~premiees~: One.minor·made positiv• identifi~ 
" ~ation of the: bartender- _who ,_·served them. ·: Assuming (for the· purpose ·: 

of argument· only) .·tpat _both·· minors had failed to .identify the .. " .-
:particula:r ··employee· making the, sale or service, it has long· been -· 
established_ that ·-.the -failure --to identify the .particular employee 

·making the· sale,·: ot~_.·.service of ·alcoholic: beverages :to _a minor is· 
not fatal in;disciplinary proceedingsi provided it be ·established 
that the minor· purchased, had. served to him or was permitted to . 
consume an alcoholic beverage .in the licensed premises;. Re Kurinsky 
and Ancel,-Bulletin 1100, Item 7; Re Dante, Bulletin 771, Item 9; 
Ott•s Incorporated·v,, Division of Alcoholi_g_ Beverage Control · 

· App.~1v.), decid~d M~~ch 29~- 1962, not officially reported,~ 
reprinted in. Btilleti11 1444, Item· -1~ : .· . . · . · . -_ 

. . ,, ·. . . . . 

I ha·v~ ·crireruily noted the demeanor ·of the >minors ,and 
carefully examined the entire record herein,-. and I failed to 
detect any .semb:t.ance: of. 'improper motivation on. their ·part,, 
Additionally, a s~ar~ning cros_s_ ·examin.ation by _the. licensee's. 
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-·.attorney r~·i1ed. to ·-reveal impro·per · ino.tiva tion, ot~ ::th~-':'~PC1~~ .. -C>-f the 
.. minorse . . . ' 

.· __ .',·' 

. . .· . . ~hi le. ~·:· f thct.i'rig' o'r: .. gtiti t'' sb.oUi·d not:-i;( Iricfde _:~he~e . the 
evidenc~ is in s·er1ous ·conf1.fc.t artd : equally as". con~lsteri't.- with 
innocense ·C3-s with guilt, ___ never.theles·s :a· ·ca teg«:n~ieaL qen+.al by the 
licensee and. hi-s->wi triesse's ;'.shotild' no~ 'be· pertnlt't'eg.:_ to· ·.dvercome 
cl.ear and_. logic·ar..:eyideri;ce:_ ... t·o'< 'the ... coritra·ry".:~::'.~: 1:· .. att,i:0.of · ·tl).e .. qpini()n 
that af fai:r :.e~~l~-~J.qn ·~:~.f:_·:~tlj.a· ··;evi(le'n#_e ·:cle~~1y:·:Je~id$,:··.·t:6. the·.· · 

-·con9lusion that: the>:~v:tde.nc:e':·,df:;th'e·,minor:·s .. :::pr:ep.ond~-ra.te;s· iri .favor 
of a finding·_ o.r -.gu:+1 t-, ::.~riq·.;._·:+>;:~:p_ ·'.~:¢q~mm~rtd_.::;·:-:_<:<<·::~~-':.· >;._·/. :_ ·._.·: /:: :· " .· · . · 

.· · .... The n~~#s~e'h~'.§.~~.:.fe~6fd 6:r:susPEihiirori·Qr/{i~~nse. prior to 
· the. viola tiort alJ.,~g~d, ~~t:e.~ni;:·.a1:JJ~i t ~he-~ liqe~se·:.··~p.:S :_sµspended (for · · 
undisclosed· int'er.es:t·$:-·Qf -.~Q.~ar.<f.::~nd: Stell~· -~~~gari. in .the· license) 
for the balance·: qf_J.ts.: t·e~nr, .: ·:ef·fe¢tive April:· ?9 ,.··1965_, · wl th leave 
to apply for lifting.· of: .. >the-: $-ii'spension ·upon. p"rodf··cof.~:c.or-redtion 
of: the unlawful .... sl.fl.la tidn·::~r-tet;,.:tw_~nty da#sY: froJ,n· :L t_s, >commencement. 
Re. Riper,_ Bu11e,~in.:.:J~9ts·,_;::·:r.t·e.nl-/i~~:.::·'. r "rur-tlier_.--;·:recfonini~nd .. -that the .. 
license be sus"t»ended. for: ·,.tw·entY::.:;·.aays.. Re·:· Li'e.bert-,:., Buile·tin 145'3, Item. 3. · · · · .. , .. :·.-._,.,·· ... , :; ><"·-.-;-...· ._ .. · _ .... · · · · ·· .. ·:. 

' . ':. . . . ; ' •,• . ~. - ' ' ··.: ,- .... --_. ,., ,·. :_,, 

r'·,·-· 
. ,., ... 

',:, .·. -.cohi::tusio.ns: ~·:rta :0-~der.· :·. '· .. 
'· ... 
('. 

Written "<ei:eep~f9n.i,.i9·::;the: _Heare~~ s. ·R~port·-·and ·argument 
thereto were r~.led··.·by .· tJ:ie· lt9ensee ~ s ·atto'r.n.ey. p:Ursuant. to Rule 6 
of State .. Reg~ation No,• :)6 ~ ~- _:..... . · -: .. .... · · ~:-· · · 

I.icen~,~~ti·~tfo;~~;r\d~~~~s,in h±~ sEicoh~i·excePti~n that 
the Hearer erreq: ·~n: ref1is.ing·: ... t6_.·· allpw :hirii._ to'- exa·mine the<' minors 
a.s to their ... c_ondi ti on of..:::sobrHfty and ·a bi:Ui ty ·: t:o·:..:remember ·what 
transpired:. ·ral:1owing · the:;n~ .. -. a1legeddepar1tl.ire.:':froni: t.he licensed 
premises~-·· .· The·:~"-~rE11).·s·c_tiP:~·,\l#q_~{c~i1'?s.> tha·t .:on.~ ·c~'C~·s;s·_':~ exam~na tion both 
minors testif~ed ·a:s .. to .:~t~eir>·.!':qondi tid~1·::of.·. S:cf9r'ietY,." . Further, 
the record pl'al'P.lY:.':lndfcate·s ·that. the. libense_e :was. ac·_corded ample 
latitude in· cro~s ·.examihlrtg .the.· minors as to slibsequent acts .• 

, Th~. aH()r~~y fcn:<i~~,·.iJbense~' :~om~i~in.S )lmt he was not 
afforded an• opp_or,;tU!fi ty\'._ta·_.. .. 1?.citr.<?w .' -'~h~ ,·:.t.J:-~n-~qr+pt:_.:-.·sR, thfl t tn~ · · · 
consistencies. 1:.1'.].:(,the tes.tiinony~~:could. be .. -~et~iled:• . ·As to this,. 

· I am -infor~ed -PY.:~a.-, staff./l;n~1Ilbe.r~:.tha t· l~certs~e •:::s· ·a ttorn~y- was 
'afforded full, :op.p~rturii,,ty\·'·t'O. ex~mirie' .. tp,e~'/.trB.:ri$c'~ip,t. 'during' the 
normal working::>hoU.f's".·or:-~~the:,·;Div.1'$ion aridj · ·:as.:a:: 1,1i'a ~.ter· .of f~ct, 
he did avail ,hims el~ of s-tich ·opportunity •. :: _: ·-:. ::: · · 

. I find·.: .. t~a·{.·the :ni~:t-t,er.s.·.··coritai'rted iri·:ihe· other exceptions . 
· had been ·considered· in ·deta11 . b.Y the ·Hearer.' in his .report; and the·y 
are without· :merit.~·,.. . · · · · , . · · · · · · 

.. ConsequEint1Y, : bll.v1;g .~~hi:iide~~d ·.·.the ,.~ntire re~ord herein, .. 
i.ncluding the ·e·xceptioris .;filed, I concur in·:.·the- findings· and 
conclusions of: the. Hearer· and adopt them as. my :conclus.ions herein. -
. ~ ' . .. . . . . ' . . . 

. Division· .. r,~~ords· ·:·ihdicat~·.::that.·,~ th.~· ·si.1spens-ion :of. ·11cense 
. for the balance:~' of: :i~S'.;iterm_ ... a:s· ::,-rnentioned '.:'in.-~ th~ Hearer's ·report 
'(Re· Riper·,· supra).'has ... ·been ·lifted· effective May· 19; 1965 by _· 
supplemental order dated June 7, 1965, Re Riper - Keegan, · 
·Bulletin 1627, Item '_7 e . J . 

Accordingly.;_ ~t::_is,. on- this lOth,.day· ,of June ·1965, 



.;;._· .·. ' ~ : 
.. ~ . -< - . : 

.·· .·' 
. . 

.BULLETIN i628 . PAGE i6 .. : .. · 
. ti,_.·::," 

' • • • .• ' "-" • r 

::-'_ .. 

1

• • ORD.ER~D that Plenary Retail Consumptio.n License C-3, · 
·_. issued by the Township Committee 9:f the·. Township_ of Franklin· to 

· Mary Riper, t/a "Pleasant \Talley_· Inn", fo.r premises w/s Deis ea· 
. Drive,· north of Franklinville;-.. FJ;'anklin Township (Gloucester 

County), and transferred to ·Edward & Stella Keegan for the same 
premises during the pendency ot these proceedings, be and the 
same is hereby suspended for the .balance of 1 ts terrn, viz., until 
midnight June_}O, 1965, comme.ncing at4 a.m. ~hu11 sday, June 17, 1965; 
and it is further · 

ORDER.ED that anf renewal lide.ns.e . that .may ·be granted 
shall be and the same is hereby susp_ended ·until. 4 a.m. Wednesday, 

· . July 7, 1965. · · ·. 

5. 

JOSEPH.P. LORDI 
DIBEC.TOR 

. STATE LICENSES ~. NEW APPLICATIOn ·FILED,.. 
' . ' ' ' ,' . . 

Flagst,af;t L'iquor'" c~. 
536 ·rayette Streat 
Perth Amboy,, N. 3,. ... . · 
· ·Application til'ed August 61 1965 for plaoe-·to-plaoe transfer 

·or Ple-nary Wholesale ~1cense W-22 to include additional spaoe • 

. ·a· -·4 . ' . ··~ . .4. '"~' .. · .. · .... ,.':Jf:~~ .. ,.. "rr112· •\"··· r1'~~ · , ....... ~ J~s~ 1 Pr Lo:r0i ··. v .... •·tree.tor . 


