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_ The opinion of the court was delivered by
SCHETTINO J. :

_ : The Boss Co., Inc., and the District Director of
,Internal ‘Revenue appealed to the Appellate Division from the -
*;Conclusions and Order of the Director of the Division of
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vAlcoholio Beverage Control dlsmlssing thelr apoeala Jnd
~affirming the action of the Board of Commissionsvrs of the
... City of ‘Atlantic. City in refusing . to grant ar-application by
... Boss that liquoin” license C-188 be: trafsferred o 4it, and ‘in
?Lrantin' ‘the application of . Clock Bar & Grille; Inc., -to renew
o said:- 1lcense and: to transfer.it to Sycur, .Inc. :While the appeal L
owas pendlnb, e . certlfled the case on our own motlon.x, 3

St Whlle Clock was the holder of. *ﬁllquor 11cense for

AR mises ‘known -as: 19-21 . Sotith TennesseeiAVTnue, Atlantic- City,

”f?1t~became indébted to ‘the federal: government.in: ths ramount of

S §2s, 914.76,. plus: interest; for unpaid excise’ ‘taxes which were

f.yjassessed on August 15; 1958 By virtue of section 6321 of the

~ Internal Revenue Code of 1954, a lien arose in favor .of the

~ United. States upon:"all property;and rights to property" belonVing
to Clock. 26 U S.C;&, § 6321. On-.March 15, 1961, a’ revenue
~§_6 3 " attempted to -

That

4 on the ‘ground
Person . transfer )
‘a. separate

censee;- Clock _
of the.oplnlon o

'?¥;becausefBoes'aenplication was. not ff";
'written consent‘to th ' ;

* “tolSyeur ﬂﬁAgain,' v
‘ DiV1510n of Alcoholic

jthe issues in :
mbined -and. decided
ﬁpéal binding~theff
‘Director of ‘the -

‘or “the: denial of\.f
0 ‘grant the. application

: "1idense subject to ":.
levy and sale by the federal government _yere found valid, and -
k the Director affirmed the actions of the ﬁunlolpal board..,_;;
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The sole issue before us 1s whether a liquor
license and any rights thereunder are property or rights to
property within the meaning of section 6321 of the Internal
Revenue Code. The United States Supreme Court has held that,
in determining whether and to what extent a taxpaper has
property or rights to property to which a federal lien can
attach, state law controls; but once it has been determined that
state law has created a sufficient interest in the taxpaper to
satisfy the requirements of section 6321, federal law governs the
attachment and priority of the lien. Agquilino v. Uniltesd States,
363 U.3. 509, 4 L. Ed. 2d 1365 (1960); United States v. Bess,
357 U.S5. 51, 2 L. Ed. 241135 (1958). Our Alcoholic Beverage Law
in R.S. 33:1-26 provides: "Under no circumstances, however,
shall a license, or rights thereunder, be deemed property, subject
to inheritance, sale, pledge, lien, levy, attachment, execution,
seizure for debts, or any other transfer or disposition whatsoever,
except to the extent expressly provided by this chapter.m

_ The language alone of our statute is not dispositive

of the issue, for a state legislative pronouncement in and of
itself is insufficient to determine the existence or non-
existence of a property interest within the meaning of section
6321. 1In Fidelity & Deposit Co. v. New York City Housing Authority,
241 F.2d 142 (2d-Cir. 1957), Judge Medina noted that in adopting
legislation regarding federal liens for taxes, Congress took for
granted the existence of state laws creating and maintaining
various interests, but fashioned the statute to require the
courts to determine for federal purposes whether a state-created
interest was property or rights to property. "That classification
of interests is a federal guestion; the existence of the interests .
to be federally classified, however, is solely a guestion of state
law." 241 F. 24 at 144. 4And in In re Halprin, 280 F.2d 407
(3d Cir. 1960), Judge Hastie said that the application of section
6321 involves a two-step inquiry in which both state and federal
law must be consulted. "State law creates legal interests and
defines their incidents, but the ultimate question whether an
interest thus created and defined falls within a category stated
by a federal statute requires an interpretatlon of that statute,-
which i1s a federal question." 280 F. 2d at 409. The court in

- Halprin applied its understanding of the nature and characteristics
of property rights in order to decide whether the intangible right
in issue was one Congress meant to include within the phrase
"property and rights to property." '

- A liquor license in New Jersey vests a personal right
in the licensee to conduct a business otherwise illegal. As such,
it is merely a temporary permit or privilege. Maszza v. Cavicchia,
15 N.J. 498, 505 (1954); In re Schneider, 12 N.J. Super. 449, 456
(App. Div. 1951). But once granted, it is protected against
arbitrary revocation, suspension or refusal to renew. See

Blanck v, Mayor & Borough Council, 38 N.J. 484, 489 (1962);

R.5. 33:1-22, 1-31.

, ThHis license has value--not merely the personal value
to the licensee that inheres in the right to engage in the business
of selling intoxicating liquors, but also the monetary value that
arlises from the power possessed by the licensee to substitute,
with the municipal consent, some other person in his place as
licensee. Moreover, in limited situations, the personal nature
of the license is sacrificed so that this value can justly accrue to
the benefit of third parties. R.S. 33:1-26 provides that if the .
operation of the business covered by the license devolves by
operation of law upon a person other than the licensee, the
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i Juthority may, in its discretion, "extend said license
%giuiﬁ%iggted‘ﬁi%e, gét exceeding its term, to the executpr%h
administrator, trustee, receiver or other person upgn whoggh e
same -has devolved by operation of law as aforesaid: If he

" license is extended, the holder thereof can exe;cibewthu sgmi
riechts as .the original licensee, and by conducting the business
oruconvérting the license into money by consen?ing to a person-
to-person transfer, the estate of a deceased licensee will 11
benefit or the assets available for creditors of}a.ilnanc;a v
troubled licensee will be increased. Thus the liguor license 13
a legal interest in the nature of an economic asset, creatgdian
protected by statute, and because it has'monetary value anrt.s
transferable, either by consent of the l}censee~or by operation
of law (in the special statutorily-described sense), it
possesses the qualities of property.

The somewvhat unuspal situation before us--the question
whether a liguor license can ,be classified as '"property" for
federal purposes despite a -legislative pronouncement to the
contrary--has arisen in .two cases. In Midwest Beverage Co. V.
Gates, 61 F. Supp. 688 (N.D. Ind. 1945), the licensee sought an
interlocutory and permanent injunction to enjoln officials of the
State of Indiana from enforecing provisions of a statute which
would cancel the license before it was due to expire. Plaintiff
argued that the statute deprived it of its property rights
without due process of law in violation of the fourteenth
amendment. The officials moved to dismiss for lack of jurisdiction
of the court to hear the cause on the ground, inter alia, that no
property rights of the plaintiff were involved. The statute under
which plaintiff's license was issued provided that no person was
deemed to have a property right in a liguor license, nor was
the license itself or the enjoyment thereof to be considered
a property right. ‘

The District Court conceded that while the license

as such may not be property, the use and enjoyment of it gave
. its possessor something of value which had all the qualities of
property. The court noted that under Indiana law the license
could be transferred from one holder to another, subject tc the
-terms and regulations of the state liquor commission, and that an
administrator or executor of an estate of a deceased licensee or
a receiver or trustee in bankruptcy could continue the business.
Once granted, the court declared, "the use of the permit *¥¥ has
the elements of property irrespective of what the Legislature
may declare about the permit itself, and #*#% is property within
the meaning of the due process clause of the Federal Constitution.®
61 F. Supp. at 691. ' ' "

. The rationale of Midwest was adopted and applied to
a case arising under section 6321. Deitsch v. PRoard of Liquor
License Comm'rs, 58-1 U.S. Tax Cas. par. 9496, at 68, 334 (Md. Cir.
Ct. 1958). Like Boss, Deitsch purchased a liguor license from :
~the District Director of Internal Revenue, which the latter
seized when the original licensee became delinquent in payment of

“federal income taxes, and his application to have the license-

- transferred to him was denied by the respondent board on the sole _
ground that the license was not property or a property right. o
A Maryland statute declares that licuor licenses are not to be
regarded as property or as conferring any property rights. On

~appeal, the court determined that:the legislative purpose was.to
make clear that a license, at least insofar as the state was concerne
was not entitled to the ordinary protection of the constitution
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: ually afforded propertv rights. However,: the- court was. of the.

'-vopinlon that, except for that purpose, the license could-.be con-
‘sidered property.  Noting that other sections of the statute pro-

. vide for the trdnsfer of a license by the personal representative ,
. of the estate of a deceased. licensee and for the sale or assignment

of ‘a license by the licensee or a receiver or trustee, the court

- stated: "There is no doubt that the license in this case is

- something of value, and the 'something' has attributes of property "
'58-1 U.S. Tax Cas.par.’9496, at 68,335. In the opinion of the court,
the liquor license was "propertv" within the meaning of section

. _6321, subject to seizure and-sale by the federal government, with
" the rights of the purchaser contingent upon his being approved

- by the Board of Liquor License Commissioners and meeting any"

- other requirements of Maryldnd law and . regulatiomsadopted pursuant
thereto. , o

' : A liquor 1icense was held to be "property" within the
meaning of the Bankruptcy Act in In re Quaker Room, 90 F. Supp.
758 (8.D. Cal. 1950), despite judicial pronouncements to the

: contrary in cases decided in California state courts. Those
cases were distinquished in Golden v. State, 133 Cal. App. 640,

- 285 P. 24 49 (Dist. Ct. App. 1955), and a liguor license
_ was declared "property" within the meaning of section 6321, the

court emphasizing its transferability and its substantial. value. SRR

-~ " Accord, Division of TLabor Law. Enforcement v. United States, 301 e
- F. 24 82 (9th Cir. 1962). : , : ; R

: ~. -~ - We agree with ‘the sound reasoning of the above cases,
and in light of the property characteristics incident to the
legal interest created by our statute, we conclude that the
liguor license in New Jersey constitutes "property" within the
meaning and for the purposes of section 6321. Thus, as far as the

'\ federal government is concerned, R.S, 33:1-26 cannot immunize

©~ - liquor licenses from the attachment of federal liens, for, as
- stated in United States v. Bess, supra, 357 U.S. at 57, 2 L. Ed.

* . 2d at 1141, "state law is inoperative to prevent the attachment : -
of 11ens created by federal statutes in favor of the United States.® -

: ' Our dec151on is also consistent with the suggestlon
" of Judge Francis that "the public interest requires liberal

- interpretation and application of the lien statute [section 6321]
because such money 'is the 1life blood of government," Tanenbaum -

" Textile Co. v. Vogue Foundations, Inc.,.36 N.J. Super. 572, 581 °
T>pp. Div. 1955), and in no way marks a departure from the -
principles which have guided our courts in liquor license - ;
‘litigation. ©See Blanck, supra, 38 N.J. at 490-92. The liquor -~
license, although transferable, is still to be considered a

.~ temporary permit or privilege, and not property, as it always has [ -
been, even before our Legislature so declared by statute, Voight v.
‘Board of Excise Comm'rs, 59 N.J.L. 358, 360-61 (Sup. Ct. 1896?, and

© . this consideration is to continue to govern the relationship
" between state and local government and the licensee. Likewise,

- the vitality of R.S. 33:1-26 is in no way diminished and will
continue to protect the liquor license from any device which.

- would -subject it to the control of persons other than the -

- licensee, Mannion v. Greenbrook Hotel, Inc., 138 N.J. Eg. 518,
520 (E. & A. 1946); Rawlins v. Trevethan, 139 N.J. Hg. 226, 230 .
(Ch. 1947); Walsh v. Bradley, 121 N.J. BEq. 359, 360 %Ch 1937),

* _be it by pledge, llen, levy, attachment, execution, seizure

for debts and the like. 4And finally, the sound discretion of: the

~ issuing authority to issue, renew or transfer liguor licenses
will not be disturbed, for the seizure by the federal government =
merely obviatee the necessity of - seouring the consent of the
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licensee to the transfer- Boss, as transferee, must still ‘make
application to the issuing authority as is required in the case
of d@n original application for a license, R.8. 33:1-26, and '
mist measure up to the qualifications reouired of licensees
“as set out in S 33 1-95 See Deitsch, supra.

Reversed and remanded
‘:u;é.V COURT DbCISIONS - OAK INN INLORPORATED v..DIVIbION OF ) o
~ ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE CONTROL,AND &LIZABBTH - DIRECTOR AFFIBMED.-

SUPERIOh COUHT OF wa JERSEY
' APPELLATL DIVISION -

o ) . A-122-62
- OAK INN, INCORPORATED, | )

- a New Jersey Corporation, - ' ‘ «) ’

| " Appellant, ~ -5;‘

STATE OF NEW JERSFY DEPARTMLNT -

OF LAW AND PUBLIC SAFETY ‘DIVISION OF ).

ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE CONTROL THE -

BOARD OF ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE CONTROL )

OF THE CITY OF ELIZABETH, NEW JERSEY, ‘5‘ .

?~Respondents._

—-——-——-———————-_———.————.—.—w-..-._..._.....—_——--..——_-

'Argued June 10, 1963 - Decided: July 12, 1963
Before Judges Sullivan, Lewis and Labrecque.
“Mr,. Harold G. Smith argued the cause for the

.appellant (Messrs. Wilentz, Goldman & Spitzer,~
attorneys; Mr. Smith, ‘of counsel).

Mr, John M. Bovle, City: Attorney, argued the.
cause for the respondent The Board of Alcoholic
‘Beverage Control of the City of Elizabeth. -

~ Mr. Herbert S. Alterman argued the cause for the .
- State of New Jersey, Department of Law and Public
Safety, Division of Alcoholic Beverage Control -
(Mr. Arthur J. Sills, Attorney General of New .

Jersey, attorney)

PER CURIAM

: - This is an appeal from an order of the State Division
of Alcoholic Beverage Control affirming the refusal of the
Elizabeth Board of Alcoholiec Beverage Control, to renew the

tappellant's plenary retail consumption license. :

o ' In June 1962 the appellant Oak Inn, Incorporated, o
‘which ‘had operated a tavern at 1023 Magnolia Avenue, Elizabeth,
for several years, made application for renewal of its license
for the year beginning July 1, 1962. -On June 26, 1962 the
municipal board met for the purpose, among others, of acting "
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~on the application. It had directed Mr. Epstein, appellant's
president, to appear before it earlier on the evening in question.
He appeared in response to the summons and was asked to explain why
the board should renew appellant's license. His attention was
called to some 14 items appearing in the police blotter for the
license year relevant to the operation of the licensed premises. .

- One of these was a sale after hours' conviction on September 29,
1961 which, as hereinafter noted, resulted in a 90 days' suspension
of appellantts license. Mr. Epstein stated that he personally
was at the tavern only between the hours of 11:00 a.m. and 5:00
p.m. each day and that he had no knowledge of any police calls
to the premises. Thereafter a resolution denying the application
for renewal was unanimously adopted.

~In the resolution, the board found, in:substance,
that the licensee was unfit to operate the licensed premises by
reason of having conducted the same improperly and in violation
of the Rules and Regulations. It further found that it would be
contrary to the best interest of the public health, safety, welfare,
and morals to approve the application for renewal. Annexed to '
the resolution was an itemization of the police calls referred
to and a 1list of prior admitted violations of the Rules and
‘Regulations. The latter comprised the following:

(1) September 18, 1958, license suspended for
five days, October 5 to October 10, 1958, upon pleas of
non vult to violation of Rule 5, State Regulation No. 20
(nuisance) and violation of Rule 1, State Regulation -
No. 38 (sale in original containers after hours).

(2) November 13, 1958, license suspended for
20 days, December 1 to December 21, 1958, upon plea of
non vult to violation of Rule 1, State Regulation No. 38
(sale in original containers after hours).

N.B. On this violation, the licensee was placed on prd—
bation for the period frem November 14, 1958 to January

1’ 19599

‘ (3) February 25, 1960, license suspended for
55 days, March 7 to May 1, 1960, upon plea of non vult
for violation of Rule 1, State Regulation No. 38.
(sale after hours).

(4) September 29, 1961, license_ suspended for
90 days, October 2, 1961 to December 31, 1961, upon
entry to plea of guilty to violation of Rule 1, State
Regulation No. 38 (sale after hours).

: A timely appeal was taken to the Division of Alcoholic
Beverage Control on the ground that the denial of the appellant's
application for renewal of the license was arbitrary, capricious,
and in violation of the constitutional rights of the appellant and
was not based on facts justifying the denizl. A '

_ At the hearing in the Division, Mr. Epstein, appellant!'s
president and its only witness, was specifically interrogated by
its attorney as to a number of the police calls referred to above.
He denied that he or anyone employed in the tavern was involved
in any of the incidents mentioned except one dated September 29,
1961 for selling after hours and one dated March 26, 1962 involving
a complaint by one of its bartenders against a patron for dis-
orderly conduct. In addition to these, the ccmplaints in question
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referred to the alleged picking of customers! pockets on the -
premises; assaults, some allegedly committed within and some
without the tavern; and nuisances committed outside the tavern
by patrons thereof.

Sergeant Alfred R. Goegelman, who was currently in
charge of the confidential squad of the Elizabeth police, testified
that complaints for A:B.C. violations were within his jurisdiction.
Up to November 1961 he had been engaged as a police field '
supervisor. He was familiar with the licensed premises and had
vigited the tavern in the line of duty. The police were under
orders to check it at least once each shift. He considered the
tavern to be a trouble spot and it had been warned that checks
were being made-of it by the police. He was not personally

" familiar with any of the police calls to the tavern which had
occurred during the license year.

Following the hearing a report was prepared and
adopted by the Director which affirmed the board's refusal to
renew the license. In it he found, in substance, that the
licensing authority had "exercised its discretion reasonably, circum-
spectly and in the best interests of the community,"' that there
was substantial evidence to support its determination and that there
was no evidence to indicate improper motivation on the part of the
members thereof. He also found that any contention that the
appellant had been deprived of due process at the municipal level
was without effect in view of the trial de novo which had been
afforded the appellant before the Division.

The sole baslis for the present appeal is the appellantt!s
contention that it was deprived of due process at ;the hearing
before the licensing authority. This is premised upon the con-
tention that it was not afforded the opportunity of presenting
evidence or cross-examining witnesses and that hearsay evidence
in the form of the police reports was considered. We find the
appellant'!s contentions to be without merit.

Initially, we are satisfied that the licensee received
a fair hearing before the municipal licensing authority. Its
president received a wriltten notice to appear on the night of the
hearing. He was there advised that the police investigation of
licensees had revealed that there were 14 items on the police
blottéer bearing upon the operatlon of the tavern and he was
afforded an opportunity to be heard regarding these. There was no
request for an adjournment to obtain counsel or produce witnesses,
Mr. Epstein electing to rely upon his own explanation and assurances.
The issuing authority was not sufficiently impressed. The five
admitted violations of the Rules and Regulations which had
culminated in a 90 days' suspension during the license year were
adequate to support the refusal to renew. .
But assuming that the hearing at the municipal level
did not conform to the requirements of due process a reversal is
not indicated where the facts in issue are not in dispute
Nordco, Inc. v. State, 43 N.J. Super. 277 (hpp. Divi 19573 ;
Dovnie v. Somerdale, 44 N.J. Super. 84 (App. Div. 1957); Boots N
Saddle v. Newark Municipal Bd., A.B.C., 44 N.J. Super. 38 (App.

Div. 1957); or where there has been a subsequent de novo hearing,
Nordco, Inc. v. State, supra, at p. 287; Davis, "The Requirement of
a Trial Type Hearing," 70 Harv. L. Rev. 193, 271 (1956); cf. In
re Masiello, 25 N.J. 590, 600 (1958); Benzoni v. Dept. of Civil
Service, 10 N.J. Super. 103, 106 (4pp. Div. 1950): or where it
appears that substantial justice has plainly been reridered,
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Boots N'Saddle v. Newark Municipal Bd., A.B.C., supra, at
p. 41,

In the instant case the appeal to the Division

resulted in a de novo hearing. Cino v. Driscoll, 130 N.J.L.

535 (B. & A. 1943); Fanwood v. Rocco, 33 N.J. 404, 314 (1960).

The Director'is review is plenary and results in independent
findings which supersede the action taken at the original
hearing. Neiden Bar and Grill v. Municipal Bd., etc., of Newark,
40 N.J. Super. 24, 28-29 (App. Div. 1956). The present appeal
~is from the action of the Director. Essex County, etc., Stores -
Association v. Newark, etc., Bev. Cont., 64 N.J. Super. 314,

- 324 (App. Div. 1960).

At the hearing in the Division the appellant was
represented by counsel and was afforded every opportunity to
present witnesses and to examine and cross-examine. We note. '
that previous thereto it had been furnished with a copy of the
resolution denying renewal of its license to which was attached
the 1list of 14 . notations from the police department. The con-
tention that its burden at the hearing was greater than its o
burden before the local authority has no pertinency in the face . -
of the absence of evidential facts to establish that there had
been an abuse of discretion below. Cf, Fanwood v. Rocco, 59
N.J. Super. 306, 314-319 (App. Div. 1960). Notwithstanding
the burden of proof incumbent upon it, Downie v. Somerdale,
supra, at p. 87; Nordco, Inc. v. State, supra, at p. 287, L
the appellant chose to rest upon the testimony of Mr. Epstein, . .
its principal owner, rather than to call the bartenders who
had been in actudl charge of the premises during the disputed
hours. ,

' Nor do we find any substance to the appellant'!s - -
contention that the receipt of "hearsay" evidence by the - <
Director vitiated his findings. It was the statutory duty of
the Elizabeth board to M#*¥% investigate applicants and to
inspect the premises sought to be licensed ¥¥#¥ W R,8. 33:1-24.
It was proper for it, and also the Director, to take into
account not only the licensee's conduct but also conditions not .
attributable to its conduct which rendered the continuance of the.
tavern in a particular location inimical to the public interest. R
Nordco, Inc. v. State, supra, at p. 282. Where, as here, there
was testlmony in the appellant's direct casé referable to the _‘”

= notations in the police blotter, it was not improper for the.
- Director to consider such notations so leng as his ultimate Lo
determination rested upon legally admissible evidence. Mazza v.
Cavicchia, 14 N.J. 498, 509 %1954) In any event, appellant
... appears to have disputed only the locatlon of the occurrences e
S ,mentioned Thus Epstein. testified: I

"Q. The question is, sir, whether it is your = -
your contention that these alleged police reports
and violations during 1961-62 did not occur on the
" premises. A. That is correct.™”

 We accordingly find that there has been no denial of due prbcess;if

The question of whether a license should be renewed
rests in the sound discretion of the local issuing authorities
and  of the Division on appeal and courts will not interfere in .
the exercise of that discretion unless it appears that there ~
was manifest érror, clearly unreasonable action, or some more B
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untoward impropriety. Rajah Llouors V. Div. of Alcoholic Bev.
Control, 33 N.J. Super. 598,600 (App. Div. 1955). As was

ald)ln Zichelmdn V. Drlscoll 133 N.J.L. 586, 587 (Sup. Ct
1946

"The primary cuestion presented is the right.
of a holder of a plenary retail consumption license
to a renewal.of that license for a subsequent term.

The guestion of a forfeiture of any property
right is not involved. R.S. 33:1-26. A liquor
license 1s a privilege. A renewal license is in
the same category as an original license. There is
no inherent right in a citizen to sell intoxicating
liguor by retail, *¥*¥ and no person is entitled as

. a matter of law to a liquor license. *¥% No licensee .
has vested right to the renewal of a license. Whether
an original license should issue or a license be
renewed rests in the sound discretion of the
issuing authority. Unless there has been a
clear abuse of discretion this court should not
interfere with the actions of the constituted
authorities. ¥¥%¥# The liguor business is one that
must be carefully supervised and it should be
conducted by reputable people in a reputable manner.
The common interest of the general public should be
the guide post in the issuing and renewing of licenses.

3¢ Under the duty imposed upon it the board:
is required to consider an applicant's past record
as a licensee, N

The action of the Director sustaining the refusal of the
municipal authorities to renew appellant's license did not
constitute an abuse of discretion. On the contrary, in view
of the five admitted violations of the Rules and Regulatiomns,
the last one resulting in a 90 days' suspension during the
current year, we are satisfied that substantial justice has

- plainly been rendered. Boots 'N Saddle v. Newark Munlclpal
Bd., A.B.C., supra, (44 N.J. Super. at p. 41).

Affirmed.



.3, RECAPLTULATLON OF ACTIVITY BY QUARTERLY PERIODS FROM JULY 1, 1962 THROUGH JUNE 30, 1963
‘Ist Quarter an Quarter %rd Quarter - uih Quarter . '
July Aug. Sept. 0ct.Nov.Dec. Jan.feb.Mar. RprnMay June - Total
ARRESTSs. ‘ . .

. To#al number of persons arresfed , . 72 . . 68 o L3 : 81 26
Licensees and employees, : C 32 N U 31 : 68 ‘ 176,
Bootleggers - : A 38 2 12 3 . 1oz
ABC Agent Impersorators = T 2 A T - S 5

: SELZURES: . o . o _ S : 5
Motor vehicles - cars R : . " o 2 : 1 3 10

© Stills - over 50 gallon: SRR 2 , 2 . = 2 ' 6
.= 50 gallons or’ under : b B L - 2 4 10
"~ Mash - gallons 2,525 . 19230 Co- LWS 11,750
. Distilled alcoholic beverages - gallone ‘ 339.512 147.843. 13.040 25.260 . 525«656
Vine - gallons - ©18.945 . 39.323 22.350 8.093 83,711
, Breued malt alcoholic. beverages -.gallons . 55.878 - 24472 3.843 - 52.241 _ 156-h5h ‘
RETAIL LICENSEES: ‘ ) ' ‘ ; . : :
Premises inspected . 2,119 2,570 2,942 3,190 - - 103821
‘Premises where alaholic. beverages were gauged 1,910 . 2,029 1,802 S 1,87y 7,615
Boffles gauged 29,839 - 31,226 . 26,899 - 28,131 116,095
Premises. where violatlons were found - 24k - 290 420 B2 1,396
. Violations found , 394 : 358 500 - 05 -
Unqualified employees : 210 85 91 . 169
‘Reg. #38 sign not posted 62 . 8l 132 135
Application copy not avallable co W7 = 48 99 105
- Prohibited signs . . ‘ 8 23 26 36
Other mercantile business , 6 s 20 39 . 27
Disposal germlt necessary - S, . 8 : 1 6 . 19
Improper beer taps . - A -8 o 6 : N
Questionable. liquor - . - ( : 7 - - . <5 R TR
Other violations =~ = . D nn 83 96 ‘ 106 -
STATE LICENSEES: L L o E -
" Premises inspected ' 32 R 1 -7 . 83 -
- License applications investlgafed L 27 - 23 18 , 65 0
COMPLAINTS: ’ ’ ) : B
Complaints assigned for investigation - 1,176 1,063 L2711 : 1,28
‘Investigations completed ~ " 1 228 1,077 1,235 . 1;29
Investigations pendnng ' 169 (185) (196) o 130
LABORATORY 5 o : T - o
Analyses made 699 221 S 309 365
Refills from licensed premises - boifles 2 - 2 190 .- 131
Bottles from unlicensed premises B | 1% 1 . 50 - 16 T
IDENTIFICATION: ' L .
Criminal fingerprint. identifications made 30 33 R 11 . 27
Persons fingerprinted for non-criminal purp.. 1,019 - 665 - 629 - 1,252
Ident. contacts made wfother enforcement ageny. 689 505 1480 823
MV identifications via NJ.:State:Police feleiype 1y ‘ - 8 6
DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS: : . e : N
Cases transmitted to munacipallftes _ 9 - 517 5. 27
Violations involved - ) 52 - L0 36 32
Sale during prohibited hours’ L 26 ' ‘19 21 11
Sale to minors co21 iy -8 . 10
Possessing chilled beer {oL licensee) o2 L 2 2. b
Failure to close prem. during proh. hours o2 3 T 1
Sale 1o non-members by club - R | 2. 2
Sale outside scope of license 1 - 1 3
Permitting brawl, etc. on premises- - - ~1 1-
-Employing female bartender (local reg.) - 1 L. -
Failure to afford view Into prem: dur. proh. hr- . - "0 - . -
Cases instituted at Division ) 65 - - is8 o bb 68% -
: Vlolaflons involved ' , 92 . . .10 90 . Lo 106
., Possessing liquor not truly labeled 17 T TR £ T AR
Sale to minors 12 S § TS o y 12
2+ Sale during prohibited hours 13 013 e 10 R 11
" Permitting lottery activity on premises 5 3T 7 S8
Hindering investigation 7 6 - 2 ‘ L
Sale below filed price ' 7 . 2 o e 17
Permitting immoral ectivity on premises ' 2 8 1 6 7 -
Permit{ing bookmeking on premises N - T3 5 2
Conducting business zs a nwisance 1 RPN 1 .3 3 AT
Unqualified employees : - ‘ 3. 3 Y- -
Fraud and front - - 2 1 - .
Permitting ﬁﬂmblung on premises - - - 2 6 g
- Permitting hostess activity on premases 2 5 - 1 oL 8.,
- Unauthorized transportation 2 .2 1 2 7
Fraud in applicetion .3 L2 - 2 .
., Beverage Tax Law non-cempliznce - - I 3 C3. A
< Permitting foul language on. premlses A 2 1 L2 Y A
<. Sale outside scope of license : 3 . e 1 2. -6
... Sale 1o intoxicated persons N 2 . 20 5
37 Sale to non-members by club 3 ! S T -
- Possessing indecent matter ' L= 2 1 2 L5
Failure fo close prem. dur. proh. hours 2 - - 2 i

wcludes one cancellatjon procegding - license improvidently I ssued foxélub'not bona fide
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st quarter 2nd Qu rttr srd Qu rier "yih Quarter -
July Aug.Sept. ch Mov.Dec. JLn.Feb Mar. - Apr.tey Jure . Joial

o1 SCIPLINARY PhOCEEDINGS (COm‘nmd) _

Cases instifuted at Division (Confinved) - o
Failure- to afford ‘view into prem. dur.pro hr. e
Purchese from improper source - . .- :

~ Possessing confraceptives on premises-
Applicetion copy not on premises
Permitting female impersonators on premises -

. Failure 1o file notice of change in’ appl.

- Unlicensed purchese by solicitor
Solr. &iding & abetting unlicensed sale
Retailer-to-retziler sales
Delivery vithout bona fide invoice
‘Single instance of other viclations

Cases brought by municipzlities on own ;nlflaiuve and

reparted to Division v Lo Sl
Violaticns involved - o : 59
-Sale to minors o S 1T
Sale during prohnblfed hours '
- Pernitting brawl, efc. cn premises T
. -Failure to close prem. durihg proh. hours
ermtfflng minors unaccom.néy parents or
vardians on premises (local reg.)
Conducflng business as @ nU|acnce
- Hindering investigation ,
Permitting bookmaking on premises -
Permitting %amblxng on premises -
Pernitting foul languzge on premises
Permitting persons of i1t repute on premises
Sale to intoxicated persons
Permitting lottery activity on premises
Pernitting immoral activity on premises
Unqualified employees
Failure to file notice of chge ‘in appl.
Act of violence
Sale outside scope of llcense
Employee working while lnfOXICEted
Employing bartender w/o permit (local reg. )
Permitting female impersonators on premises
Single instence of other violations

HEARINGS HELD AT DIVISION:

Tofal number of heartngs held
Appeals -

Disciplinary proceedlngs

Eligibility

‘Seizures

Tex revocations -

" Applications for license -

" . Orders fo show ceuse

Hearings on petition :

STATE LICENSES AND PERMITS ISSUED: . o ,

Total number issved u,zzo S 4,680 2,711 22,048 . 34,225
Licenses . . 9 8 5 647
Solicitors' permits 162 122 ny 2,82 35227 -
Employment permits ' . 1,007 ’ : i
Disposal permits _ ) 233 : » ,
Social affair permits l,sul ,315 1,005 , ,312 o u,973
Wine permits _ v . o : :

Miscellaneous permits : 535 '

Trensit insignia L . ) '

Transit certificates - 44

OFFICE OF AMUSEMENT GAMES CONTEOL: : .
Licenses fssved - , . 177
Premises inspected ‘ 1,023

"Premises where violations were found C- 25
Number of violations found 25.
Enforcement files established . T2
Disciplinary proceedings instituted o

Violations involved

. Operating contralled game
Redemption of prize for money
Hindering investigation -
Operating wnlicensed game
Avarding free geme
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Acfing Dnrecfor of Alcoholic Beverage cOntrol N
Acfing Commissioner of Amusement Games Control

Dateds uly 15, 1965
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# DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS - SALE TO A MINOR - LICENSE
: ..~ ~SUSPENDED FOR 15 DAYS, LESS 5 FOR PLEA. = .

_ ‘In the Matter of Disc1plinary
~ - Proceedings agalnst

)
)
JERSEY CITY LIGUOR MART, INC.
t/a JERSEY CITY LIQUOR MART ) ‘
478 West Side Avenue , : S
- Jersey City 4y N T, , ) . CONCLUSIONS . .
o Ca -~ AND ORDER. :.
' Holder of Plenary. Retall Distribution ) RO
" “.License D-99, for the years 1962-63 and
+ 1963-64, issued by the Municipal Board - )
. of Alcoholic Beverage Control of’ the-
- City of Jersey City. ) .
“Licensee, by Thomas M. Falkowski President Pro se. C
~Edward F. Ambrose, Esq., Appearlng for Dlvision of Alcoholic
: . « Beverage Control N _ TR

'BY THE ACTING DIRECTOR 7 | |
Licensee pleads non vult to a charge alleglng that

;on May 25, 1963, it sold two plnts of wine to a minor, age 18, ﬂ
:1n vlolatlon of Rule 1 of State. Regulatlon No° 20 A o L

¢
AR :

Absent prior record the license w111 be suspended
for fifteen days, with remlssion of five days for *the plea . =~ = .
“entered, leaving a net suspension of ten dajs.- Re nghthouse RS
Tavern, Inca, Bulletln 1517, Item 7,. L T

Accordlngly, 1t is, on thls 24th day of June 1963,

. ORDERED thau lenary Retall Dlstribution License D 99y1
_issued by the Municipal Board of Alcoholic Beverage Control  of = -
“the City of Jersey City to Jersey City Liquor Mart, Inc., t/a o
- Jersey City Liquor Mart, for premises 478 West olde Ave.; Jersey
‘City, be and the same is hereby suspended for ten .(10) days,

- ‘commencing at 9 a.m. Monday, July 1 l963,,and termlnatlng at
19 a.m. Thursday, July ll 1963, . RS

" EMERSON A. TSCHUPP =
ACTING DIRECTOR -
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:}5°' DISQUALIFICATION REMOVAL PROCEEDINGS ~ PETIT.LARCENY
EQUIVALENT TO LARCENY - ORDER REMOVING DISQUALIFICATION.

In the Matter of an Application ‘,)

to Remove Disqualification CONCLUSIONS
because of a Conviction, pursuant ) AND ORDER

to R S 33:1-31.2
V‘Case No. 1753

BY»THE ACTING DIRECTOR:

_ On December 21, 1956, petitioner, after pleading
guilty in another State to a charge of petit larceny
($927.00), was given a suspended sentence and placed on

probation for an indefinite term and ordered to make restitutiongt‘t’ 

‘Such conviction, in view of amount involved, is tantamount to a
conviction of larceny (high misdemeanor) in this State. Since
the crime of larceny involves the element of moral turpitude

~ (Re_Case No. 1659, Bulletin 1436, Item 8), petitioner was s
thereby rendered ineligible to engage in the alcoholic beverage »
industry in this State. R.S. 33:1-25, 26.

At the hearing held herein, petitioner (33 years old)
testified that he is married and living with his wife and four
children; that for the past five years he has resided at his
present aédress and that he has been employed as. a truck driver
for nine years.

Petitioner further testified that he is asking
for the removal of his disqualification to be free to accept a
job in this State as a part-time bartender in order to supplement
his present income and that, ever since his conviction on December
21, 1956, he has not been convicted of any crime.

‘ The Police Department of the municipality wherein’
petitioner resides reports that there are no complaints or
investigations presently pending against the petitioner.

The petitioner produced three character: witnesses

(a truck driver, an embroidery spanner and.a retired porter)

who testified that they have known petitioner for more than five
years last past, and that in their opinlion he is now an honest,
law-abiding person with a good reputation.

- Considering all of the aforesaid facts and circum-
“vtances, I am satisfied that the petitioner had conducted him-
self in a law-abiding manner for five years last past, and
that his association with the alcoholic beverage industry in
this State will not be contrary to the public interest.

Accordingly, it is, on this 27th day of June 1963,

ORDERED that petitionsr's statutory disqualification
because of the conviction described herein be and the same is '
hereby removed, in accordance with the provisions of

R.S5. 33:1-31. 2.

EMERSON A. TSCHUPP
ACTING DIRECTOR
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6. DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS - ALLOHOLIC'BEVIRAGES NOT TRULY
LABELED ~ LICENSE quPbNDED FOR- 30 DAYS, LESS 5 FOR PLEA.

" In the Matter of Dlscinjlnary
Proceedings agalnst

RIVEREDGE RESTAURANT, INC.
185 River Road B
North Arlington, N. J. | CONCLUSIONS

AND ORDER
Holder of Plenary Retail Consumption ‘
License C-2 for the years 1962-63 and
1963~64, issued by the Mayor and
Council of the Borough of North
Arlington.

-——o-.-—--.———--u-—-—u‘w—w‘"—-”uu‘—nnﬂ.w—” T A e D ol [CH B S it e oS e D B

N’ p—‘ N N’ N N

Licensee, by Charles H. Eagan, Pre51dent Pro se. .
David S. Piltzer, Esq., Appearing for Dlvision of Alcoholic
: Beverage Control.

BY THE ACTING DIRECTOR:

Licensee pleads guilty to a charge alleging that on
May 13, 1963, it possessed alcoholic beverages in eight bottles
bearing labels which did mot truly describe their contents, in
violatlon of Rule 27 of State Regulation No. ?O

Absent prior record, the license will be suspended
for thirty days, with remission of five days for the plea
entered, leavinc a net suspension of twenty-five days. Re Rosg'
Blue Lantern, Inc., Bulletin 1470 Item 3.

Accordingly, it is, on this 24th day of Juhe 1963,

, ORDERED that Plenary Retail Consumption License C-2,
.« 1ssued by the Mayor and Council of the Borough of North Arlington
.- to Riveredge Restaurant, Inc., for premises 185 River Road, North
“Arlington, be and the same is hereby suspended for twenty—five
- (25) days, commencing at 2 a.m. Monday, July 1, 1963, and
.termlnatlng at 2 a.m. Friday, July 26, 1963,

f‘ ‘ EMERSON A. -TSCHUPP
| ACTING DIRECTOR
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7. STATE LICENSES - NEW APPLICATIONS FILED.

V. H. Stratton, Inc.

t/a Anthony Bottling Co. ’

Brown Street, between 5th and 6th Streets

Cambridge, Delran Township

P. 0. Riverside, New Jersey
Application filed August 5, 1963 for
person-to-person transfer of State
"Beverage Distributor?s License SBD-35
from Anthony Bottling Co.

" Sunshine Brewing Co.

N. W. Corner West Elm and Gordon Streets

Reading, Pennsylvania
Application filed August 5, 1963 for
person-to-person transfer of Limited
Wholesale License WL~-2 from Sunshine
Brewing Co. (This corporation is being
dissolved and license being transferred
to new corporation with same name).

Victor Fischel & Company, Inc.

960 Springfield Avenue

Irvington, New Jersey
Application filed August 6, 1963
for Plenary Wholesale License.

Ark Beverages, Inc.

121 Meadow Street

Hackensack, New Jersey
Appllcatlon filed August 8, 1963 for
place-to-place transfer of State
Beverage Distributor's License SBD-17
from 254 Railroad Avenue, Hackensack
New Jersey.

R. & P. Distributing Co., Inc.

. 292 Third Street

Trenton, New Jersey
Application filed August 8, 1963 for
person-to-person transfer of State
Beverage Distributor's License SBD-77
from Ritchie & Page Distributing Co., Inc.

i Qi?'f‘aﬂ"évr/gl Yy

Emefson A. TsthiOpp
Acting Director
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