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STATE OF NEW JERSE,Y 
Department or·Law and Public Safety 

.. DIVISION OF ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE CONTROL 
.1100 ·Raymond. Blvd. · New~rk,. N. J. 07102. · · 

. - ( -' 

·1. A~PELLATE DECISIONS - MILAN V• HOBOKEN. 

Pedro Milan, 

Appellant, 

·Municipal Board of Alcoholic 
Beverage Control of the City 
of Hoboken, 

Respondent. 

)· 

. ) 

) 

) 

) 

-·..;. - - - - - - -.- - - - - -_) 

. March· 21 196''7 · 
. ' ' . 

On Appeal . 

CONCLUSIONS .. 
AND 

•• ·' 1 ORDER··. 

·:Abraham Miller,. Esq., by Leonard Meyerson, Esq., :Attorney. for 
. · Appellant · · 

._ .·.:·~·, :Norman· Wilson' Esq., by William J·. Miller, Esq., Attorney 
_. . for ~espondent 

:' .. :·:~Y. THE· DIRECTOR:. · .. 

The· Hea.rer has filed the following report herein: 

Hearer's Report 

''' 

Appellant appeals from the unanimous denial by respondent 
··or .a persc>n-to-person and place-to-place transfer of a plenary 
retail consumption license from 'Mildr.ed Roman and from premises 
142 Garden Street to premises 1018 Washington Street, Hoboken. · 

·· · :· ' c · Appellant contends in his petition ofappeal that the . 
·'_: ~action of. respondent was erroneous . because it "was unfair, not in 

· go9_9- .faith;. discriminatory and.without proper basis." · 

, ... ·. - ':i·· •.. ··•· RespOnd~~t denies .the. aforesaid, allegations in the petition 
~-:~·<·>·ot>appeal and· avers· that after due deliberation by members of respon-

;: ·,-dent· Board, it concluded to deny appellant's applica:tion fo~ transfer .. :. 
· ~be.caus~ "Respondent was the .recip-ient of. a petition .signed by over .·· .' 
:'."on~ hundred· (100) residents of the neighborhood' objecting to the ·_.·: 
":transfer; at the hearing several neighbors appeared, were heard, and 
·a._ll ,a.ble.cj;~ci.to t:qe transfer. for various reasons; no one spoke in 
1.::t~y~:m·:o~~:.·th~- '"t'ransfer •. ·:Reasons~ g·iven were ;·the ex1s't1ng ~hinidance of. 
'.,;t~v_f)~:O:(/!:r:~::,the· :a~ea;;' ·the .no~se.: fr~~ the :pr_~~ises~ ·~o?cerned :on previ-:­
.. ~'9-~ .... o.cea~ 101?-s, a~d ·,the co~duct Qf 1 ts_· pa t:;r.ons ;·.:-.the·: ~pp er .. story . ··· · 
•,loc~~~c;m_: of':~·the. premises, etc. n' ' " . '. '~ ... ·>'' ' . . ·· .. 
'}~~}~'!:;·::/'<':·:',/.'.:"· .:.,."(·' ........ '. '· .. ·: ,·' •''' " ' . ' " ' _.,· .... ' ~· .' . ':·: .· 
_r;'·: .,. : ... > :; . . ;.:··:·Appellant. testified. that·: P,e paid· th·~ rent for the. proposed.· 
-:premi~es:, cqnsistin·g .. of a large 'halL_.on .. the second f.loor; ·above a , . · 
:·~.sup,~rmarke:t ·and:beneath. 11a shop _on·_tqp floor" which manufactures .· .· 
~~of:f-~:ce·. furniture}· .that.: the .. · said loc.a.tion was -previqusly ;µsed·. by th,e · · · 

.. :Spanish Merchants' Association,. o.f which he is a .member and former· 
.. pr'e..side_ntr .. tP,a.t. 'the c.lub conducted' social ·:affairs or.Ce ~'month in ' . .' 
:9r.der·~:-.. ~9: .. ·raJse :money;· ~or. '.cha~itable purposes,.· ·at which. _.time·: s.p·eci.al: 
-~,p:e.+arilit,s::::~·were obtain.ad·· to Jlispense -.. alcoholic. ·beverages;· that· ther·e : .. 
. never· .wa:·s' any ... trouble ,or,:·' to his knowledge' any complaints by neigh-
: bor~.,~.,!1~.:r, a~.any-.t~ine were the police .there;· that. he spoke to . - ....... 
J~.11~,~~·Hf?.Y::·::-··~·~ : Amoruso,·. City: _Clerk., and .-Secretary .of .-respondent -Board ;l .. 
·:':anq:/~a;~r. ~.a ·:result · tbE=)reof . til 1ed .. an · application ·for tr an sf er tq. ·him: _o~·. 
\~~A~df~,.;,~ezj:se, a~d published_ :tzi_..a ,newspap~r.· the notice of his· :'.~nt.en~ . 
:,.·,··~:.·,..., ... ~:·it>·"i:J.·~ ... · ".·· .... ,·. "i. '?. ·':":'_~ .. -~' ' ..• ' .. "', ',-:.;· ·_.:: . -.. :· ... ~:.~- .. ~ .... : .... ·.\ 
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tion to seek such transfer. for, the propos&d prem'ises;· that he received 
a letter to appear ·at the City Hall for a hearing at 1:00 p. m. on 
May 12, 1966; that at 12:30 p.mo on said date he personally spoke 
to Mr. Amoruso and was advised that the hearing would be.·.held at 1:00· 
p.m. in the courtroom; tha~ he looked in the c.ourtroom at 1:00 p.mtt 
but saw nobody and again was there at 1:15 and again at 1:20 p.m.-
and saw nobody, and that at 1:40 p.mt; he saw some people leav~ the -
courtroom who stated to him that the hearing was over; that he then 
spok~ to Mr. Amoruso who said that _his application for transfer of · 
·the license· had been deniede · · 

·. Andres Lacapi a physician- -practicing in ~obokep., testif1ed: . 
that- he has kno-vm appe lant since November 1965 and had. on five or. 
·six ·occasions attended social functions at the propose·d premises and 
·that on these occasions.had neyer seen anything improper., Dr. Lacap 
.further stated that since he has known appellant, he has found him 
to be a person of good moral characterq . . 

Philip Cardona,. emtrloyed by the Board of Education of 
. Hoboken, testified that on at least twelve occasions he attended 
·social affairs at the proposed premises and never witnessed anything 
wrong occurring·there. He further said that appellant has a reputa-
tion·of l;>~ing a -law-abj.ding person., . ' . 

Josuf Dela Torre, a sanitation inspector employed by 'the 
City testified that he has knovm appellant for about eight years 
and ihat appellant bears a good reputation; that on about eleven 
occasions he has attended social events at the proposed premises 
and had never see_n anything improp.er take place@ 

Anthony J El Amoruso, Secretary of respondent Board,, testi'­
fied that a petition containing one hundred thirteen signatures 
objecting to the transfer of the license in question was received. 
subsequent to th@ filing of appellant's application on April 4, 
.1966, and tbat a hearing in the matter was scheduled for 1:00 p~m. 
on May 12, 1966; that about fifteen minutes before the meeting was 
to b'e held on May 12, appellant came to his (Amoruso's) office and, 
in response to bis inquiry, was advised that the matter was to be 
heard at 1:00 p!>m., "in the courtroom; 0 that at exactly 1:00 p.m. 
Chairman Arthur Scheffler.called the meeting to order and inquired 
whether the applicant was present; that the applicant's name was 
then called but, there being no response? nthe cha:frman suggested. 
we wait a few.minutes to see if he comes in;" tliat there was no 
appea·rance by appellant or. any person in his beha.lf ~ that four per­
sons testified at the hearing before respondent, obJecting to the 
transfer of the licensee 

. . 

. -Amoruso stated that :within a radius of one block of the 
.proposed premises, there.a=:e three.plenary retail cons~p~ion 
licenses, two ·plenary ret{i1l distribution licenses and· one club . 
license. Amoruso.also testif:J.ed that the dfstance l:?etween the 

. premises at 142 Garden Street and the propose.d premises is approx-
· imately· eleven blocks~ ··He also stated· that a supplementary ordi- · 
nance>was. ·approved by the mrmicipali ty on May 5 ,. 1966, the pertirient . 
·par~· o.f which·· provides tha.t no plenary -retail consumption· license . , .· 
·shall be traris.ferred to other ·persons and premises where the proposed 
premise's are located within'. five hundred feet of another premises 
.covered by a plenary retail: con~~ption license.· · .. . ·. 

· ·. · William J. Ma. tthews testified. that he is ·a councilman · , 
, representing. the Second Ward· of the· City· wherein the proposed licensed: __ . 
premises are lo~ated; that over ·a period of years, he received 

. complaints because of "music· being played a~ all hours of the morn·­
.ingtt when affairs were held at the proposed premises and also because 
of noise as the people awe:re -leaving the place .and in the late hours 
or.ea~ly hours of the morn :G;''·that on one occasion he (Matthews) 
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c~n~acted the po_lice _because of the_ complai11:ts ;· tha·t he forwH::;rly 
r-..~ided on t~e street directly to the rear of the proposed premises 
W~1J..Ch, stree~t is strictly residential iti character; that· he app<::.ared' 
a~ the meeting of re spondenii at 1: 00 pcm., on May ·12, 1966, at whlch 
time Mre Scheffler delayed the. hea1~ing uto see if any. other people 
arrivec1 11 and that hE3 (Me;ttthews) 11m;mt out in the corridor to look 
for· a~1yon~ else who may be interested in attending the hearjrng and 

. I· could find_ no ·one; n that he .voiced his objection before resp6ndent 
to the trm:1sf_er to th,e·proposed site, as did three other per·sonsl) ·. 

_ Chairman Scheffler testified that at· 1:00 pomc-. on May l?, 
1966 1 he opened the meeting but appellant was not there; th~t appel­
lants name was ~alle~ and, when ~here was.no.response, he (Scheffler) 
delayed the hearing; 1,,,hat when neither ·appellant nor any.person in 1 

his b~half appeared, the hearing began; that four persons spoke in 
opposition to the transfer because of n9ise from persons leaving 
the premises in the ea.rl'y hours of the morning and also that the 
premises for _which the .transfer i.s sought is on the second floor 
of the buildinge · 

Chairman Scheffler further testified that there.are five 
, liquo~ out_lets 1 including a club· license, .in the vi.cinity of the 
. location ~ought.by appellant and, a~though aware of the recent 
supplemental footage ordinance relativ~ to d:i,.sta.hce·b.etween premises, 
he did not consider~ this ordinanc(j when be voted to deny. the trans-
fer in questton4) · 

It appears from the record herein that the nearing before 
respondent was conducted. without appellant being_ presento Appellant 
contends that he looked inside the courtroom on three occasions 
between 1;00 and 1:20 pem<l> and saw no one thereo However~ the 
city clerk, a councilman and the chairman of respondent Board. 
testj_fied that the·matter was actually heard and that the transfer 
application was denied~ 

I am satisfied that the hearing had taken place with ·. 
reference to the application for transfer of. the lic:nse to~appel- _ 
lant arid. that appellant failed to appear at the appointed timeo · .. 
However since in this ap.pea1 the matter was heard· de:·.1JJ-OVQ. pursuant 
to Rule'6 or:state Regulation. No0 .15 and appellant.and all persons_ 

· who desired to testify were afforded full opportunity .to be· heard, 
appellant has been fully protectedo ~0A 0 Y@ ~iS11JQ~9-1?£~»...QJ'~llG9~ 
Paterson Bulletin 1702~. Item l'» :Fur-chermore, it m~ght be.well to . 

·_ point-OU:l that ·a local issuing authority, when denying an applica-
.tion for transfer, need not c·onduct a hearing!) , TI;e s~le 12urpose o~ 
a local hearing is to insure that before any app;Lica~ion is ~rantea, 
obj"ectors have an opportunity to be neardo ;Ie:t§.e;y,.,.,9E~ern 
011mers Association et al, Vo Je:r:s~z._Ctty,.,, et aL.E>, Bulletin 1622, -- . -~ - .. - ·' 
-Item 2" 

, An analysis of the testimony presented on app~llant~s 
behalf fails to disclose any evidence whatsoever,that there was a 
need or· necessity for a plenary retail consu111ption license a~ the 
proposed· lo ca ti.on or that it would in any manner . ba a ce>r;venience 
to persons residing in the areao _ The fact is that a .Pe~ition con-

· taining one hundred thirteen names of objec~ors to the t:ai;sfer of 
the License showed ·that m~ny of those who signed ~he pet~tion 
reside in the immediate area of the propos~d pre~i~eso _The rea:ons 
given by the members of respondent Boar~, in addition to the 01?Jec­
tions to the transfer of the license, disclose that they took into· 
accormt other liquor outlets _in the "::icini ty·?. the past improper .. 

·conduct of the persons who had attenaed affairs at the said premises, 
.and that the proposed premises are on the second floor of the build­
ing"' All of respondent vs witnesses were in agreem~nt that there . 
was no personal objection to appellanto 
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Appellant herein, to warrant a reversal of the action· 
.of respondent, must show by a preponderance of the evidence that 
respondent· abused :tts di-scretion in denying the application for tm 
transfer of appellant~ s license!>· To pieet this burden, tt is 
necessary ·that appellant show manifest error .or· some abuse of 
discretion on the part of respondente Jiordg,oJ Inc. v,. st.at~, 43 
N.JQSuper 277; ·Raj,ah L:t.sruor~ Vo _D~v 17 .... .,,,9L.A~lig, J:?.ev 2 Control, 
33 N~J~Super0 598 (Apps Div$ 1955'L 

A· transfer of a liquor license to other premises is nox 
an inherent or automa·tic right~ The issuing authority may grarit or 
deny the transfer in the exercise of reasonable discretion. If ., 
denied on reasonab}.e gr~undsi such action will be affirmede· ~J 
Inc. vt Trenton,,, Bulletin 15oO, Item 4, and cases cited therein. · 

. . . 

· The number of licenses. which may be permi~ted in any 
particular are~ and the·determination as to whether or not a license 
shall be transferred to a parftticular location come within the souna 
discretion of the issuing authority, and the Director's function on 
appeal ·is not to substitute his opinion for that or the issuing 
authority but, rather, to determine whether proper cause e~ists 
for its opinion and, if ~a, to affirm irrespective of his personal 
viewse Rothman v~ Ha~ilton, Bulletin 1091,· Item l; Food Fajr·Store.§. 
pf New JE?rse.x~ Inco v.(I Uniol}., Bulletin 1129, Item l; The Granq Unl:.Q:n · 
Company J!o West O~a~, Bulletin ·1155~ Item 3~ · · . ·.· 

In Fanwo.Q..q v. RopQQ~ Div Q of ... ..J,,J.,.,c_g,hg_lic BeverC\ge pontroi, 
59 N .• JoSuper~ 306, 321.\App\11 Dive 1960), Judge Gaulkin stated: 

"The Legislature has entrusted to the municipal 
issuing authority the right and charged it with the 
duty to issue licenses (R,SQ 33:1-24) and place-to­
place transfers thereof 1L[O)n application made ~here­
for setting forth the same matters and things with 
reference to the premj_ses to which a transfer of 
license is sought as are required to be set forth 
in· connection. with an original_ application for 
license as to said premise.s~ 1 NoJ .. S.,JL. 33~1-26." 

In ~o~t, 16 N.Jci 16j 23 (1954), the Supreme Court, 
dealing with an appeal from a zoning ordinance, set forth the f9llow­
ing general. principle: 

"Local officials .who are thoroughly familiar with their 
community's characteristics and interests and are the 
proper representatives of its people, are undoubtedly 
the best equipped to pass initially on such applica-- · . 

. tions~eeAnd their determinations should not be approached· 
, with a general feeling of suspicion, for as Justice 

.·Holmes·11as properly admonished: 'Universal distrust . 
. creates· universal 1ncompetenc§e 1 Graham Vo United States, 

:·231 u.s~: 474,- l+8o, .34 s6ct. · 148~ .151, 58 LoEd. 319, 324. 
(1913)oil ."' · · 

· , · , · The court stp.ted in E,anw:o_od, s\illr!!,, at p. 320, "No person 
.is entitled to e!ther ·rtransfer of a license or issuance of an 
original license]t as arnatter of law" and "If the motive of the 
governing body is pure, its reasons, whether based on morals,. eco- ·. 

,nomics, or aesthet~cs, are immaterialo 11 
· 

In the matter. §J!Q jydice., the mu11ic ipali ty .did not grant, 
"but denied, the applic·atj~onll> The action of respondent niay not be. 

r· reversed by the· Director. unless he finds nurn act of the board was· · 
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clearly against the logic and effect of tne presented.facts." 
Hudson Bergen County Retail: Liguor Stores Ass·ociat:toh .et al, V! 
Hoboken et al1, 135' N.J .Lo 502, at P• 511. 

It is apparent by .the unanimous vote of the members of 
respondent that in their opinion there are sufficient liquor .. out­
lets to supply the needs of the people in the area of the propiosed 
premises. Moreover, the distance being eleven ·blocks from the 
present location of the transferor's-premises to the proposed loca­
tion would, in effect, constitute placing of another liquor outlet 
in -a different section of the municipality. 

. I· have· fully considered the groilnds· of appeal pontained 
.in· appellant's petition of appeal. 

. · . After reviewing the testimony, I find sufficient evid.ence 
to . support r,espondent' s findings and, in the absence of improper 
motivation by respondent, I find its action did not constitute an 
abuse of discretion or was there ~ny testimony to indicate that 
dis·crimination or bias entered .into respondent's determination. 

. . Under the circumstances, it is recommended that the . 
determination of respondent be affirmed.and that the appeal b~ · 
dismissed. 

Conclusions and Order 

No exceptions to the Hearer's report were filed pursuant 
to Rule 14 of State Regulation No. 15. 

Having car.efully considered the record herein, including 
the exhibits and the argument of the attorneys for the respective 
parties, the Hearer's. report and the recommendations included 
therein, I concur in the findings and conclusions of the Hearer 

·and adopt them as my conclusions herein. · 

Accordingly,. 1 t .is, on this 11th day of January, 1967, 

ORDERED that the action of respondent ~unicipal Board 
of Alcoholic Beverage Control be and the same i.-J hereby affirmed, · 
and that the appeal herein be and ,,the same is t1e:reby dismissed. 

JOSEPH P.? LOHDI, 
DIRECTOR I 
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: '.-.'2:.,:, . DISCIPLINARY. PflOCEEDI.NGS ·- ORDER REIMPOSING .St]SPENSION STAYED ... 
. ' . D.URIN:G APPEAL •. ·" . · · 

·In· the Matter of DiscipTihar·y 
".J'r.C?_ceedings. against · 

Robert ·.w~ Lavin 
.t/a Twin: ·corners Bar & Grill 
·157 East W~stfield Avenue 

· .·' ... ~Of>~e~le. Park; N. J., 
. . . . -

). 

-) 

) 

) 

Holdt:~·r: of Plenary :Retail Consumption ) 
- Lic-ense. C-1, is.sued by the Borough 

· . ·'.C.ouncil of the Borough _Of Roselle Park ) 
. . - . ' -

-r-.- - ~ - - - -- .... - -·--·-·.- --~ -~_,·- -· 

, SUPPLEMENTAL· 
ORDER 

'i 

.:,Johil.: L. ·McGuire,· Esq., Attorney for· Licensee. 
· Edward· ·F. Ambrose,- ·Esqo ,- Appe?-ring for Division G>f .Alcoholic ·: 

· · ·Beverage.Control. 

BY .THE- DIBECTOR: 

.. . . . . ·On October 26,. 1966, r entered conc1U:sions and Order 
. '.'herein suspending the·.Tic.~nse .. for sixty-f_ive days for permi,ttil).g · 
" ... the .. acceptance of horse ·race hets on. the licensed premises.,· · ful 

·Lavin, Bulletin 1707; Item 2 •. 
-_ .-·.' - -· _· - . - .. 

· ·· ·< - ·: : Prior to: the, ·eff ectua:tion .. of the. order or: su:spensiol.1.-, on · _ 
appeal filed, the Appellate· Division of the Superior Cour·t stayed 
·the operat~o_n· of the suspension pending the _outcome of the, appeal.·. 

·. ·-. ~ .. :,_:. ':: .... ~_<Oh January 12~ i967, ·the· appe:al was dis~issed.· by· don~ent~» ··_,:_·. · . 
. '. ·Henc~,; the suspension ma.y notti .be rei~po·sed • 
. . · ' . - . . .·, - . . . 

" · Accordingly,,. ·tt is., . on this. 12th day . of. January,- : 1967, · · 

· · ·. ·oRDERED that.· '.the _stxty-five-day suspension of: lice~se ".-· . 
>·heretof:~re . imposed, and· .stayed during ·the pend enc~ of proceedings ":: 
· .pn _appe_al, be l'einstated a.gainst Plenary Retail Consumption License- :: · .-: 

.. :. (~~.1.1.·· .is ~tied.. by· ti;e Borough. Co1Ulcil of the Bor~ugh o~ Rosel~e ~ark 
: .. <t.o.·Ho"bert·w. Lavin., ·t/a Twin 9orners Bar-& Grill, ·for premises . 
::--:15'? «Ea.s·t, Westfield Av.enue, Roselle Park,. commencing at 2:00 a~rn •. ··.··, 
'·>· Tue·s.day; :·January .17 ,. 196?, and . t.ermina:ting at 2: 00 a. m • Thursday_,. · · .· 
.~·\Mar,ch. ~3', · 1967. ·" · · · -- · · · · . : . . . ... 

. JOSEPH.. P •. ·.LORD II, 
. DIRECTOR·_ . _·.-~ 

.. '.,,. 
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STATE .LICENSES' - Q~JECTIONS_ TO rRANSFER o~ P~ENARY .vffiOLESAI;.E 
LICENSE ~-TRANSFER :APP~OVED. · · · , ~- . · · . . . . · .. ·. 

: Irf the·· Ma't;ter .of. Obj~ectiqns to 
Applicat~on·s· by · . ·. · · . . :·:: 

.. ) 

' ' ) 
·. Kasser: .nist1iiers corp. 

' . ' .. · . . . . . . ·. ) . 
. Holder· of· Plenary Wholesale· Licens·e· 

W-3 for'.premises · ·. · . · . ·J 

Third·. and Luz .. erne Streets 
Philadelphia,- Pennsylvania 

and · · 
161 Fre.lingh'Uysen Avenue 

· · .. Newark, New Jersey 

for adnitional wareshouse license 
for and place~to-place transfer of 
license .. to premises . 

), . 

') 

. _) 

) 

) 

. · 1835.:Burnet Avenue )"· 

: ; . 

CONCLUSIONS. 

-· _Un.ion, N.ew .Jersey . . .. . · :. . '"·" .. · . _· .. : · .. 
..... ;·..:...·...:. --·- - - ·~ ~ ..... - ..:....·:-.,~"·...:.. ~ .·~ :~ .:;..,)·< . .' ,:' < ·;-

' . 
. ' 

., .... .· ... ,·,' .. 
. ' . " . . ,. . ". ;· " . . . ' ·::: ;~y <~t~~~:\:: .;· : ·: 
"Richnia~, ·Berry .. and Ferren~-:· Es.qs_.~·;·' PY .(}rov:.e~:_:"c.~~:· Rfcfun~_, ·'J:r;~-:-,<~sq·~-:~: .. ; .· ... · 
. . . Attorneys for ·Applica.rit. . . ._ . .. . . . . : .· ... · . · 

... ·Fox,_.Y,anrioff and Fox, Esq·s., by Leo._Yanorr,·Esq4!·~ Atto~~feys··ror',-· _ 
. · .. · . Objector, . N..J. Wine & Spiri.ts Wholesalers ·Asso'ci~tl~n;. .. 

. ·.BY. 'THE DIRECTOR: 
'',· _. 

-The Hearer has filed· tbe· .:to'ilo~ring. report ·herein:·;• 

I-tearer' s. ·Report 
. . ' . . :· 

,·-. ,. t· 

.. _ ". . Written objections having been ·filed by1.:the objector: .... -. · ··· 
herein t.o respective applications~af the captioned· cprporation ·.· · .. 

! ·ror :al). additional warehouse license . arrl. ·for· :a pla.ce~to-pl~ce · t;~ans~ .·•. 
fer of its existing plenary wholesale licens:e, a hearing was h,~ld " .. "' 
thereon pursuant· to Rule 12 bf State Regulation No. 1. . ~-: 

. . 

The issues raised ·1n this"·matt.er m,ay be ,mQre clearly. 
focused if the licensing history of the appliican~ is first out­
lined.. Applicant now holds and has held a plenary whol~sale. 

· license since July 1, 1957. Prior to November of 1964., ·applicant 
did not maintain any licensed premises in this .state. Since the 

. ".latter date, and following appropriate applications and advertis- .· _ 
· ing. thereof', .. the applicant has·. been licensed to m.ainta:tn. a· war.e.hou~e .. 

·under its· plenary wholesale "license at .161. Frelinghuysen Avenue, ·:. · 
. Newark,-.. and to· niaintain an additi,.onal. warehouse ·at 926 Haddonf':teld · 

.R9ad; Cherry Hill •. , T!te ·objections· herein ·relate to. its·.p~ndirig :· ... 
,··applications_ (1). for a. separate license .. to mairi.taln .. an ·_additional 

·wa_rehouse and: ·salesroom- pursu~ri~;~;~~o::~R~ S: ... 3.3 :)~.-.-~5 ·. ~t,' )-~35 Burnet .. · 
. Ayenue i. Union·, New·. Jer·sey · anq "{2}.- f·?r, .·a .. ~ tran~rrer_··pttrs11ant .to. R~ S• · •. ; 
33: 1-26 of . its-. pJ,.enary wholesa:te · li'cens_e_·: from ·the forego~ng N:ewarH,:0:_:· . 
. ·warehouse and ·to·, ·maintain .. licensed· .p±'emis'es:: 'arid·-,,saae·sroom. at .. the,~··."·): .. : .. 
aforesaid Unio~ location. ·. ·, .'. · . ... . .. ::_, .. :.". · · · · · · , _ . . ... c ... - ·>.<.::E}~ti·.-.: 

. ~ •. ~ . l ·. ·Tl?-e .objectqr· alle~·e·s-:; ·.: · ... ::. .. ' ... '' ::·:.:::-_.-;_ · .. ',.. ". •>. -·"._.'·:(·~/-. 

. . · . . . .. . L There is llo publ~c need or n~~es~ftf tor ;~~ gi'.9,n~~': , 
· .-ing .· ~~. these "applica ~ions. an¢l' t.in, ~ac~~f tl;l.e · :.gr~p_ting ... ~ ~.f. th~. ap~_l~~\::'·~:'.-;~/;: ""· 
•

0 cations will .be detrimental ·.to/the··pU;blic :·good,"and.· weif.are~ ..... · ··:.:·:·'·_:', 
,o·:;'· ,·: .:""·· '.;_," ......... ' ." ...... ·-..::.".--·~· •.',:_· ·;:· ~-'·" ,-!_·' .. :'_..>.-· ... ··: ... ·" ;_.'.:·.,,\_.._: 

~ .1: . ~ 
·,·.,i. 
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2. An enforc_ement and control problem may be created 
contrary to the intent a·nd spirit of Revised Statutes 33:1-1, et 
·seq. and in such case the applications should not be granted. 

3. The applicant, a Pennsylvania corporation, was not 
authorized to .do business in the State of New Jersey in compliance 
with the.provisions of Revised Statutes 14:15-3, and has not paid 
~corporate franchise taxes. 

4. Applicant has falsified certain of its ·license appli­
ca.tions 111 answering nyes" to the question reading: "If not incor­
po:vated under the laws of the State of New Je,rsey," is the corpora-

. tion authorized to do business in New Jersey?" . 

5@ In other respects applicant has committed acts or 
failed to fulfill statutory requirements as a result of which it 
is not ·entitled to receive the transfer referred to above. 

In the conduct of the hearing I chose to develop, 
initially, the background facts surrounding the third and fom·th­
obj ections recited above~ 

As to 3, it is.admitted that applicant is a·roreign . 
corporation, did not become registered with the Secretary.of .State 
as.authorized to do business in this state until October 3,·1966 
and has not--at least to the date of hearing on October 4, 1966--

. paid New Jersey corporate franchise taxes~ 

There is nothing in ·the New Jersey Alcoholic Beverage 
,Law requiring registration with the Secretary of State or the 
payment of corporate franchise taxes as a conditionprecedent to 
the Director's grant of a license or license transfer applica,tion. · 
Objector arguesi·nevertheless, that the failure to do so operates, 
as a matter of ·aw, to bar applicant from obtaining here what· is , 
essentially a· transfer of an existing license to other premises in 
this state. In support of this contention, the objector relies 
strongly on Gaines~ & c,

1
v, State Boarg. of Ta:x Appeal.§., .122 N.J.1:·.· 

334 (Sup. Ct. 1939·, aff d 124 NcJ.Lo 128 (E$ & A~ 1939)0 Such 
case,,.,however, dealt only with the narrow question whether the 
prosecutor ther~in, a foreign corporation, was "doing business" _ 

·in the State of New Jersey, subject to franchise tax, and contains. 
no express or· implied authority that 'a license issuing.authority 
must- decide' or is the proper forum to determi~e, in the first 
instance, whether an applicant is required to comply with the pro~ 
visions of R.S. 14;15-3 or has paid franchise taxes pursuant to 
R.S. 54:11-1 et seq. Grant of the pending applications: woul,d not, . _ 
and could not,. dives-t other state ~gencies or the Courts of primary _. 
jurisdiction in the enforcement of. the provisions of the Corporation 
A6t. (Title 14,-Revised- Statutes) or Title 15 dealing with taxation, - -
.or. in the· imposition of the penal ties prescrlbed therein for ·yio- -·. 
1ation. N::a:-·.would it gainsay the Director taking affirmative_.· 
action~against an issued license if adjudication of violation is. -. 
made by the .agency, or .the Courts, having original . jurisdiction over_· : 
the subject matter. er-•. Bulletln 126Q.Jtem 5.~ · In any. event, -· .. · .. · , 

_·applicant is now certified by the Secretary of State as . being in .· · .- , 
p01npliance with .T~ tle ll+. · 

. ~- . ' ' ·, 

·· · As to 4, applicant had. re.sponded negatively to .Question .7 
·'(inquiring if applic-ant corporation was authorized to do business 
in.New.Jersey) in its initial application for plenary wholesale- . 
license commencing July 1, 1957 and in its applications for the ~- · 

·succeeding six re.newal years. Following the 1963-64 renewal,. - · .· -
:application was filed for t~ansfer of its plenary wholesale.license 
. t-o ~,include the aforernentloned Newark premises as its .warehouse , 
. thereunder-, with -such tr;- "1Sfer application containing an .affirm~ 
atiye response to Questlo (',.. Similarly, Question- 7 in t.he 196l~-
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6'5 and the 1966-67 renewal ·applications, and in the ponding trans­
fer application, was answered in the affirmative.· While, techni­
cally, such answers -were not then correct, I .do not believe there 
was any deliberate int~nt to deceive or mislead this· Division but, 
rather, the err.ors occurred through carel8ssness in preparat:J.on 
by applicant's office staff and lack of proper examinatlon .of the 

· application by its executing officer. In this respect, it is 
significant to note that applicant's renewal application for 1965-
66 (intervening between its 1964-65 and 1966-67 applications) 
correctly sets forth a negative answer to Question 7. 

. ·Following the conclusion of testimony with respect to 
3 and 4., counsel for the objec.tor was requested to proce.ed with 
respect to his client's allegations encompassed in 1, 2 and 5. · 
However, counsel did not produce any witnesses nor offer any tes­
timony with respect to the allegations.last referred to, contend­
ing that the burden of going forward with evidence on such 
remainder of objections is upon the applicant. Over objection 
of counsel, the hearing was then terminated • 

. In considering the instant applications, !·lay stress 
upon the fact that the applicant is alJ:S1..~9..z the holder of a n1 .. ~XJ.J~~~X 
whol.§ .. e..aJ..Uic™ and seeks only ll_ tJ:.,ansfeL_of tts sitl1$.. in tJds 
state to another location. I cannot conceive how the public can 
be prejudiced by a place-to-place transfer of this type of license 
(which contains no privilege of selling to consumers) or how such 
transfer would create an enforcement and control problem "contrary 
to the intent and spirit of Revised Statutes 33:1-1, et cetera. 11 · 

Bulletin determinations and cases cited by counsel for the propo- · 
sition that the burden is upon the applicant are not factually 
a pr9~os to the instant case, involving, as they do, licensees. 
having consumer privileges and conducting.1 in most instances, a. 
tavern t-ype of operation with a substantially different impact 
upon the public interesto .Nor does my examination of either the 
transcript in the matter of Sanford Kalb or the Director's Con­
clusions therein (Bulletin 1387, Item 5) lend substance to the 
claim that such matter stands for such proposition. More control­
ling is the Division policy of mrw years standing, ~1hich has been 
to_ require any applicant for a Ilfili plenary wholesale license to 
attend a hearing--even in the absence of objectors--to establish 

.. that its contemplated mode of operation would not be detrimental . 
·.,to the' public interest. -Conversely, applications for place..;.to- - · 
.plac:e· transfer are granted, after investigation,but without hearing;: 
'as a matter. of ·course.· Evidential are num.bers of place-to-place 
tr~rt~f~rs·grant~d to the·plenary wholesale members of the obj~ctor· 
.association without _hearing or affirmative establishment by them . , 
th~t' public ne'Cf?SSity is served by the transfer grants. Too, it 
.is·interest;tng _to note.that the instant objector--invariably 
objecting to·~w wholesale licenses-was silent with respect to 
applicant's 1961+· transfer and additional warehouse license app~i­

. cations. - In all fairness, the objector should have, under the 
·circurnstq.nces here present, come forward affirmatively in support· 
.of·its conclusionary.objections and. thereby afford opportunity of 
rebu~tal,' to the" applicant. . 

.,;· .. . . ··coUn.sel, _in his. brief, also refers to ~ .• s. 33:1-26 ·and . 
~'O State. Regulation No. 6, which, dealing only with the .form-.and ... 

·content of transfer applications, have no .relevancy to· the issues.:·:· 
_herein·.· · .. ·, 

· · . r,: therefore, recommend that the pending application 
:for plaq~~to-place transfer be granted. 
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Since the application for additional warehbuse license 
embraces the same premises sought to be licensed under the place­
.to-place application, I further recommend that the place-to-place 
transfer shall not become effective unless and until the applic~tion 
for additional warehouse license is withdrawn • 

.Qonclusion§_ 

After a careful reading, study and consideration of the 
entire record herein; including the transcript of the testimony, 
the matters introduce~ and received ~n evidence, the briefs filed. 
by the attorneys for the applicant and the objector, the Hearer's 
report and the exceptions ·to the Hearer's report filed by the 
·attorneys forthe objector, I concur in the findings and· conclu­
sions of the Hearer and adopt his recommendations. To elaborate, 
however, I have the following comments: 

Assuming arguendo, that it is within my jurisdiction 
to make an original determination. that the applicant "transacted · 
business" in this State within the meaning of the Corporation. 
Act without having obtained the· requisite certificate of the 
Secretary of State prior to filing the place-to-place transfer 
application now under considere:tion, the impediment, if one did 
exist, has been removed by virtue of the fact that applicant is 
now autho:ized to do business in New Jersey. Me~~~ sll.d Jqm~~ 
LaboW9r1<? .. §., Ltq, v., Voi:,nado; Inc., 90 N.JoSuper. 1+01+. As to 
the corporate franchise tax issue raised by the objector, I agree 
with the Hearer that assessment of the amount, if any, of corpor­
ate franchise tax for which the applicant may be liable is a 
matter falling within the original jurisdiction of the Division 
of Taxationvdthin the State Department of the Treasury9 R.Sg 54: 
lOA-1 et seq. I should not assume that, if and when such an assess­
ment is made, the applicant will not honor its tax obligations or 
abate any delinquent tax statuse 

. I see no compelling reason to withhold grant of this 
application for place-to-place transfer pending tax assessment, 
if any, made by the proper State agency with opportunity afforded 
by such agency for the licensee to purge itself of any franchise 
tax delinquency~ Adequate remedy exists if the licensee should. 
fail to do soQ Cf. Bulletin_J.260, Itfil~~ . · 

I·am of the further opinion that the grant of a place­
to-place transfer to this applicant, now the holder of a license 
with an operational situs· in this State from ·which it is already 
privileged to ·service, and does service; the retail trade and, £!. 
_fortiorar1,· the public, would not be. detrimental to the public 

· good and. welfare •. The .objector 1 s allegation tha. an 11 enf,orcement 
and contr.ol problem may be created contrary to the intent and 
.spirit of .. Revised Statutes 33:1-1,·et seq." is conjectural and 
insufficient to support objector's contention that the applica- . 
tion -should be denied. Violation of·. the Alcoholic Beverage Law 
or State Regulations would subject the licensee to appropriate 
action \·rhether occurring at the present or the proposed new 
situs. , 

• 1 -~ , .. 

. . .. Accordingly, i hereby gr~nt .the application of Kasser· · · 
Dis tillers Corp. · for tr an sf er:. bf its plenary wholesale lie ens e 
-:w-:-3 to ·the: premises lo.cated at 1835 ·Burn~t,Avenue 1 Union (Union 
County), ·New_ Jersey, and accept ·its offer of withdrawal of its · · 
application for. additional warehouse. license for such premises. · 

JOSEPH· P •. LORDI, 
"DIHECTOH 

,. t • 

Dated: January 10, .1967 



BULLETIN 1720 PAGE 11 

4e· STATE LICENSES-- OBJECTIONS TO TRANSFER OF STATE BEVr~AGE 
·.DISTRIBU~rOH'S LICENSE - TRANSFEH APPROVED~ 

In the Matter of Objections to 
the Transfer of State Beverage 
Distributor's License SBD-30 

·. issµed. to 

·Louis Cohen Inc. 
Highway _130· 

,, - · · Washingt-on Township 
. P ~ . O. Windsor, N. J •. 

to premises 

:Route #130 
East Windsor Township 
P •.. o. 'Hightsto~fh, N. J,. 

. ·-·· ...... ..- - - ~ ~ - - ..., - - - - - --

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

-Applicant, by_ Louis Cohen, Presiden·t, Pro se. 
Jean _Carquner, Objector, Pro se •. · · 

- . 

BY THE DIRECTOR:- l 

CONCLUSIONS'. 

\· .. ' .. 

. · . _- . ·-on No.vember 18 1966, Louis Cohen Inc~ filed an applica-
tion for place-to-place transfer of _its state beverage distributor's 
license from premises on Highway 130 in Washington Township, Mercer 
County, to premises on Route #130, East Windsor Township. 

. . _ Written objections to the said transfer were filed on 
·behalf of the East Windsor Township Committee and a hearing was 
-duly set. thereon. The reasons set fo;rth in the ·objections are as. 
follows: 

'."l., Are.a ~s ·a commercial area. 

·u2~ Committee is aware of this company's former 
operation and know as personal fact that the .operation 

. is not conducted in a manner condiisi ve to or -·in ··c!'ciinform­
i ty- with business operations currently being --operated on 
Route #130 and would deteriorate the overall value and 
attractiveness of the community in the area." 

. : . At the ·hearing herein, Louis Cohen, pr~si~ent of the cdrpo-
·r·ate applicant, testified .that it ·sought transfer of the license. 
because its· pre:sent premises, located approximately a mile and_ a . 
ha1r:from.the proposed premises, are unsatisfactory for its operation • 

. The "applicant presently occupies an "old and broken down" 'building · '.. 
which is impossible to heat and has suffered· considerable damage.by 
·vandalism, which·has been a drain on his time, finances and energy. 

'. 

, . _ -.:· .'. The propos·ed building is a one-story cinder bloGk building· 
,former~y used as a repair shop· for lawn mowers and is a rea·sonably .. 
·modern:_facility, located in a commercial·area.- -Next door to this-
. buildifrg is an empty lot which forme1•ly was a used car lot. In ·the. 
immediate· -vicinity are "a hot-dog stand,_ custard stand, bowling · .·. > 

_ all_ey-,, and·. gasoline· station."' Directly across: the. street is a· gaso.;.;.. · 
. line:· station, and. a junkyard is located near~y. · · · · · 

'" -: ;.:: ~ 

··- · . : :" .Tlie ·applicant ·is _essentially a one~ma·n operation, ·owns one , 
. truck, _and is: prilnarily engaged in selling soda," as :well as warm· . 
beer., .It services Monmouth, Mercer and Middlesex co~ties; only .. 
· 10% .of .its ·sales are in East- Windsor Township. , 
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~ean Cardlu1er testified· that alth9ugh he is a member .of 
the East Windso.r Planning Board, he appeared at the hearing in hj_s 
personal capacity as a resident of the comm.unity. His prilmary 

' objection seems to be that the applicant stores some of its 
merchandise 6n the outside of its present premises and he fears 
that 1 if the transfer is granted,. the applicant will contlnue that · 
practic~. He tried to convey the: impression that the use of the . 
proposed premises by th~ applicant would not improve the commercial 
area. He did· not quite define or explain clearly how the a.pplicant' s 
business would deteriorate the area or be a liability. 

It should be further poj_nted out that no representatlve 
of the Tmmship Comrni.ttee appeared or testified in support of its 
opjections4> · 

. A:fter considering the testimony, I am persuaded that· the\ 
objections to the grant of the transfer have not been adequately 
·proved; that they are of insufficient weight to warr~nt denial of 
the application; and that a sufficient ne:ed exists for the grant 
of the said application. 

Clearly, this is a commercial~area, and it is reasonable 
.. to assume that this building, when occupied by a reputable enter~ 
>prise, would more likely be an asset to.· the area. It seems obvious 
that the applicant's business would have greater value to the area 

.thah either an empty building or the lawn mower·repair shop which 
"·previously occupied tbe said building.. How this operation would 
;. deteriorate the area completely escapes me,, .since it is aclmowledged 
. ·that the area contains a junkyard, a hot-dog stand, ·a custard stand,-. 
; a parking lot for trailers and gasoline statibns. 

The·appllcant has been in business for over nineteen years 
and, so· far.as this record indicates~ enjoys an unblemished reputa­
tion. Coheri has stated that he is prepared to comply with all regu­
lations of the- municipality so far as the operation of the business 
is concerned. · 

The applicant is permitted to sell only warm· beer in 
·quantities of not less than 144 fluid m:nces., There is no evidence · 

·::to· suggest-that these·premises will incr~ase 9ompetition_by reason 
·of ·the said transfers State beverage distrj_butor licensees may · 

.:.aeiiver throughout the State and, as a rule, do not conduct any on~ 
.. ·premises retail business of any substanceG RetBuchalliil!, Bulletin 

· +548, Item. 5; Re Kalb, Bulletin 1457 ~ Item 5 •. After considering all 
_of the evidence, it is my considered judgment that the objections 

. ·_;are without meri to 

. _! 

. Accord'itigly, the pending application is approved and the . 
_a~propriate endorsemefit on the license certifi6~te may be made, upon . 
. . ~ompliance with the prerequisites -of this Division. 

JOSEPH P~:-LORDI, 
DIRECTOR 
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5~ ADV.l!:HTJr)J}.](~ - rmrrnTN OF HADIO ADVEWL'ISING BY HETAIL LICl:~N[jEJ:;s ..,, 
1rn11.AifLIWil•.:D POLICY OF DISAPPHOVAL HJ!:JlFFIH.MED., 

Arnold. 1,.· Zucker 
Executive Director 
New Jersey Broadcasters Association 

. New Brtmswj.ck, New Jersey 

January 13, 1967 

. I have. given my most studied consideration to the reques.t 
of your association for change or modification of long ... standing · 
Division policy with respect to radio advertising by retail liquor 
licensees. · · 

;J ' 

. Historicaliy, disapproval of advertising over the air by 
retail dealers.in alcoholic beverages extends back to the repeal 6f 
prohibition in December of 1933. It has been the unanimous view of 
my predecessors in office -- Commissioner Burnett, Commissioner and 
Governor Driscoll, Commissioner Ho9k, Director Cavicchia and · 
Director Pavis -- that it is undesirable from the viewpoint of 
sound liquor control to allow retail dealers to use the air as a 

,·means of entering the home to promote· their establishments as places 
where the family may obtain alcoholic beverages. Analogy has be.en 
drawn between·this manner of advertising and the ban on licensees 
soliciting from house to house, personally or by telephone (Hule 3 
of State Regulation No. 20, copy enclosed), on the theory that the 
privacy of the home should not be invaded in this way for the 
'purpose.of induqing the purchase of alcoholic beverages. In similar 
vein is our re~traint upon alcoholic beverage. advertising in local 
mot~on picture theaters. Bulletin 203, Item 1 a.nd Bulletin 6'+o, 
~tem 5, copies enclosed. 

Among otper arguments raised in support.of request for 
liberalization of our Division policy has. been the contention that 
alcoholic beverage manufacturers may advertlse their products over 
.the air while advertising by retail liquor dealers is deprecated. 
This argumeht_maybest be answered by stating: 

. 1. Manufacturers using the air engage only in brand _ 
· a_dvertising (mention of any specific retailer's establishment-as 

·"a place. to obtain such brands is prohi-bi ted), w~ereas a retailer's 
. p·romotion would advise the family, gathered around the radio or 
television, of the very place where they may go to obtain alcoholic 
beverag~s. · · 

. . ,, -2. Since we have no control over out-of-state manufacturers 
·broadcasting advertisements of' their products into New Jersey over 
out-of-state ·stations, it is deemed unfair to prohibit New Jer .. sey 

-manufacturers from similarly advertising their ,products over stations 
. 'in this State., In view of the interstate angle, the question of 
manufacturers advertising over the air can be competen:tly handled· 

· only: on a federal. level. ; , -

3Q As you know, _it has only been manu:facturers ·of wines. 
or malt alcoholic beverages who a~vertise over the air by virtue of 
(1) .self-imposed restraint by most of the large manufacturers of liquor 

. (t1hiskey ,· gin, rum or other distilled spirits or compost tion thereof)~ 
(2) theself-tmposed policy of many radio and television statiops_ to 
refrain from the acceptance of liquor advertising, and (3) the 
·unfavorable a tti tuffe of the Federal Communications Commission toward · 
liquor advertising. Wb.ile dealing with this aspe~t, ·I note, fol­
lowing an announcement last year ·by a certain TV ·station - not a 
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subscriber to the NAB Code prohibiting liquor advertising - that 
'it would broadcast rum commercials,· warning was immedj_ately given 
by certaln United States senators that they would seek appropriate 
legislation to ban, by edict,, such a.dvertisingo Such proposed . 
liquor advertising was also vie'\'.red with, and I quote, "concern and 
serious.criticism" by the Televlsion Code Review Board of the· 
National Association of Broadcasters. And, you will recall that, 
in the past, various c.ongressional committees have given serlous 
consideration to proposals for legislation, within the federal 

. province, :· .. to curb or prohibit alcoholic beverage· advertising" 

Relaxation of the Division policy is also urged on the 
greund that advertising over the air is as proper a medium as 
advertising in newspapers or other publicationse It must be 
recognized~ howeve~, that alcoholic beverage advertising has a 
broader social impact than adve~tising of other commodities and, 
in my opinion a reasonable distinction may be made between this 
mode of advertising and advertising which commands the attention 
of the en.tire family group listening to or viewing broadcasts in 
the· home~ 

· Accordingly~ while I am aware of, and am sympathetic with, 
the efforts of broadcasters in seeking new sources of revenue to 
sustain.their oper~tions, .I must view your request in the light of 
what I consider to be in the best interests of the public and, 
after giving the matter my"· most careful and studied consideration,, 
I find that I must deny your request for relaxation of the long- .·, ~(-,. 
standing Division policy~ · My disapproval of retail dealers adver-
tising over the air is not intended in any way to reflect upon the 
radio and television industry ,and I appreciatd your sincere offer 
to supervise most carefully any material submitted by retailers for 
broadcaste My disapproval stems solely from my appraisal, which 
has led me to the belief that no appreciable convenience to the 
public would result and that such advertising would not be in the 
best interests of the publtc., I am hopeful that the members.of 
your association and others in your industry will understancl my 
positiono · 

In closing, and for completeness, it is observed that if 
a retail licensee conducts another bona fide business upon his 
licensed premises (restaurant, hotel, bm'lling alley op~rati.on, 
grocery or. other mercantile store), such other business may· be 
advertised over the air without objection from· this Division where 
the advertising makes no reference of any kind ~o the alcoholic 
beverage business and does not ident~fy the premises as a place 

. ·to obtain.alcoholic beverageso 

JOSEPH P. LORDI; 
DIRECTOR· 
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6.· DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS - GAMBLING (HORSE RACE BETS)· - .LICENSE 
SUSPENDED FOR 6~ DAYS, LESS 5 FOR PLEA• 

1 ,1' ·,.. 

In ·the Matter of Disciplinary 
rroceedings against 

. FRANK LUDWICZAK · 
607·Grove .Street 

·Jersey· City,. N~ J. 
: ·, ·(. ' . ' . . . . . ·,·· 

. · · Holder .of. Plenary Retail ConsUrn.ptiori . 
. · Lioen.se C-63, issued by the Municipal .. 
· .. Board of Alcoholic Beverage Control of'·. 

tb.e .. City of Jersey· City. · · · 
~~~-----~--~----------------~~-~~---~-~---

), 

) 

) ' 

) . : 

) · . 

) 

CONCLUSIONS 
AND OHDER 

James. F o Ryan,. Esq·.:., Atto.rney fol" License€f •. ·· · · · 
. _ ·Edward F ... Ambrose, Esq., Appearing for Division of Alc.oholic. 

· Beverage Control~ · . 
,•· ' .. ' . 

.. '..BY. THE'DIRE.CTOR.: 

·., · Licensee pleads !!9..Il vult to a charge alleging that on 
·.,March 31; ·.Apr.il 1, 6, 15 and 2'8i1966, he permitted ·acceptance 

,·_a.f horse· race bets on -the licensed premises, .in violation of 
",.,:Rule . .7 of· State Regulation- No. 20. 

,,·,, 

. ·' 

: . ·Licensee has a previous record of susp~nsion of license.' 
by the·,Director for five days e·ffective January 16, 1961 for _ . . . 

" ·po9session of an alcoholic beverage not truly labe:ied. ·. Re Ludwicza,k~ 
· Btj.lJ._etin 1377, Item 4. . · · 

';The prior record of suspensiori of license for dis-
. similar violation occurring more than five years agq disregarded, 

the license will be.suspended fbr sixty days with remission of · 
five \days for .the plea entered,- leaving a ne{ suspension of f~fty• 
fiv~ days~· Re· Sokol, Bulletin 1707, Item J. ·, · .. 

. " ·-· .. , 

. Acco~dingly, it is·, on this 24th day of January,. 1967-, . 

. . .. . ORDERED that Plenary Retail Consumption :License c~63, >. 
·i·ssued· by the. Municipal Board or- Alcoh_olic Beverage· Control of . 
. the Clty· of Jersey City to Frank Ltidwiczak for premises._607 Grove · 
.'~:Street;~·Jersey :City, be.and the ·same is hereby' suspended for .. 
·.·fifty~fi~e (55) days, ~ommencing at 2:00 a.m. Tuesday1 January _ .. 
~;31,:·:1967, .and terminating at 2:00 a.mo Monday, March 27, 1967 •. 

···!·'' ' . 
.. 

JOSEPH P. LORDI 
DIRECTOR 
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·7·. . DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS - SALE TO A MINOR .... LICENSE SUSPENDED 
FOR 10 DAYS, LESS 5 FOR PLEA. 

In the.Matter of Di~ciplinary 
· . Proceedings against .... 

· Holly Distributors .Ince 
·. 36 East South Av.enu:e 
·Mount Holly, N. J. 

' ) 

) 

,.. 
Holder of State Beverage Distr1bu-
tor} s License SBP-83, issued by the ) 
Dir:ector of the Division of Alcoholic 
·:sever age Control ) 

CONCLUSIONS 
AND 

ORDER 

.Lillian Forman-Neubauer; Esq9, _Attorney for Licensee. 
Edward.Fe Ambrose, Esq., Appearing for the Division of Alcoholic 

BE T~.DIRECTOR: 
Beverage Control. 

Licensee pleads ll.Q.ll vul t to a charge alleg_ing that on 
· June 21-, 1966, it sold two half-barrels of beer to a minor, age 
·20, in violation of Rule 1 of ·State Regulation No. 20. 

. . Ab~ent prior record, the license will be suspended for 
ten days7 with·remission of five days for the plea entered, 

. ·leaving a net suspension of five dayso Re .,Cari be Hilton Louit€t~, 
Inc.; Bulletin 1704, Item 3s · . 

·. j\ccordingly, . it is, ?n this 16th day,. of January, 1967, 

.ORDERED that. State l3ever_age Distributor's License SBD-83, · 
issued by the Director of the Division of Alcoholic Beverage Con­
".troL to Holly Distributors, Inc., 36 East South Avenue, Mount Holly,. 
be and the same is hereby suspended for five (5) days, commencing 
at 9:00 a.m. Monday,_ January 23·, 1967, and terminating at 9:00 a.m. 

__ Saturday , January 2~, 196 7 o 

. . 

JOSEPH P~ LORDI 
DIRECT CR 

··a-.· . STATE LICENSES _- ·NEW APPLICATION FILED~ 

· . Wilen Brothers, Inc 41) 

250 Wo Cambria Street 
·. Phi;I.adelphia, Pennsylvania 

·, ... · Application filed March 1'5, 1967. for place-to-place transfer 
-. bf clicensed warehouse from 926 Haddonfield Road, Cherry Hill, 
-_· New ·Jersey, to 131 Jersey Avenue, New Brunswick,. New Jersey, 

· ... :.·.pperli~eq under Wine Wholesale License WWR!ll8. 

·New Jersey State Ubrary 


