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1. NOTICE OF A!.{ENDMEI{T TO BF.AT'ID REGIST&ATION STATUTE

N. t.S.A.33z!'2.

on December 27, :-gg5, legislation was enacEed amending Ehe

State's brand registration stsatute, N"J.S.A' 33:I'2 ' This law
.iiei*fines the idminiscrative process and reduces paperwork for
.ff Uta"a registrants. The fee for each brand regisEnation has
been changed to $23.00 per brand. Repeat vi,ntage wines of the same

brand no iottger are tequited to be registered and are not subject
to Lhe brand-regi st rat ion fee. overalf, the legislatior-t- 

-reallocates revenues and. in fact, will resuIts in a smalL loss of
revenue Eo Ehe Division of Alcoho1ic Beverage control'

As parE of Ehis reform, the Division has revlsed itss brand
registraiion application so thaE muLtiple products may be listed on
on6 application-. In addition, the Division will no longer require
that iegistrants file $rith the Division BATF approvals or. fegters
of auth6rizaEion. Please be advised, however, that the Division
will expeet that upon demand, all registrantss produce this 

-documeniation go tshe Division immediagely. Thj-s change will- resulg
in a significant reduction of paperwork for the industry.

with respect to the permilting process, the Division will
offer license-es the option Eo oblain one permi! that will alLow
thac licensee to engage in Ehose activiti-es authorized by sampling
permits, product inioimation permits,- gratuilous gifE permits and
gratuitoui service permiEs. Ragher than having to appLy for each

iermit numerous t.imes over the course of Ehe year. licensees will
irave the option to obtain an Omnibus Permit for 9500.00 tha; will
allow a }j.-censee to engage in the acEivities of all four Permits as
many times as they want during tshe year. This will also
srgnificantly reduce the paperwork of many ]icensees- Lj'censees
will srill bL able to obtain perrnits on an individual basis if they
so desire, The fee for sampling permits wiLl be raised from $25'00
to $4O.Oo and the fee for piodu-t information, gratuitous gift and
gratsuitous service permics will remain the same.

IAFFS kr Jeao, Drrrrrnlnr 0*rr t hbirc 3rt*t
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Ms, Carol Katz
PubIic St rat egies,/ ImPacE
195 WesE SEate Street
Trenton, New rfersey 08508

Re:
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COMBINATION SAI,ESOPINION LETTER - CI,ARIFICATION
N. J.A.c. L3 z2 -24 .6 .

SeDtember 24 ' 1996

Dear Ms. Katz: _

Thank you for your recenE leEter to Director HolI concerning
y""r i"!"."t tor clirificagion of the Division's recenEly amended
i.r.,:.a.c. !322_24.9. The Director has asked me to provide you wiEh
a reply.

on Monday, June 17, 1995, Ehe Division adopted Regulation
!3:2-24.9 (c) which Permit s:

The holder of a Class A or B license auEhorized !o sel"l Eo

retailers,maysellanycombinationofdistilledspirits,malt
alcoholic beverages and wine provided Ehat the combined
product.s offered for sale are al] within one of the three
noted categories.

This regula!ion also requires that:

No licensee shall SeI1 Or Offer to se11 any alcoholic beverage
product upon terms ehat Permit purchase of chat product, by
iize and iri.ce only when- purchased in conjunction with,a
ai i t.t".tt' product tr the iame product in a differenc size'
N. J. A. C. !3:2-24 -9 (a) .

Youhaveaskedifawholesalercanofferapricediscoun!for
produc! A and Product B at the 1oo case price discounE if. the
RetailerbuysatotalofloocasesofeitherProducts.Youstace:

suppose thaE Prior to the new regulation being adbpted, a
wh'oiesaler ofiered a $40 per case discount on wine A if
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retailer bought 100 cases, and a $ro Per case discount on Wine
B also for loo case purchase. Further suppose thaE now the
wholesaler offers those discounts as 1on9 as the retailer buys
a total of 100 cases of either or both wines ' ThaE is, the
retailer may buy 50 cases of A and 50 cases of B. 40 of A and
50 of B, zo-of ir and 30 of B or any other such combination,
and receive the same discounE per case ($40 off each case of
wine A and and $10 off each case of Wine B, as she would have
had she bought 1oO cases of eitber product'

Please be advised Ehat the Division interprets tshe current
regulation to permit a wholesaler tso offer to reLaj'l-ers the
nninrrlni rw ro- -eceive a 100 case discount price on Producc A and
pilaucr B if ghe retailer purchases a EoLal of l-00 cases of either
nrnrl,rr-f nrowi rjed the lrholesaler of f ers ehats same discount to
lJf vsqv u

ietailers-*ho purchase 100 cases each of Product A or Product B'
In other words-, the Divisj.on would prohibit a wholesaler from
afforina: n^mhiref l^- ,ri --^.,qr- far l-ha Durchase Of a Set nUmber Of
'.,!J-ErrrrY 

!v! elae !

two proEucts when the wholesaler does not make the same discount
avaiiable to retail_ers who purchase only one product. aE the total
set number of cases. In the scenario presented, the \dhol-esaLer
would have to offer Product A and ProducE B at the discounEed rate
if the retailer bought 1OO cases of Produc! A or 100 cases of
Dr^drr-f R

Next. you ask if Ehe wholesaler would violate N.J.A'C'
13:2-24.9 ii a retailer chooses !o buy 15 cases of wine A and 85
cases of wi-ne B, (and receives the discounEed rate of a l-00 case
purchase) , must that. whofesaler then make the discounted 15 case
iate of Wine A generally available to any other reEailer "whether
or not the retailer also buys wine B?"

Please be advised thaE Ehe Division does not interpret Lhe
.-lrrrpnf reou l af i ons l-.r rerrtti re f hat the of f er in this scenario,! eY ufq s 

-v^.e(the 15 caies of Wine A at Ehe $40 per case discount) be made
avaifable tso any retailer who purchases 15 cases of product A'
However, the Di;ision interprets N-J.A.c. !3:2-24.9 (a) to prohibit
a wholesaler from offering a combination discount t.hat dicEates how
much of each product the retailer must buy in order to receive the
discounEed price, In oEher words, the wholesaler may not require
retaifers t-o purchase 50 cases of Products A and 50 cases of Product
B in orCer to receive the discount. Thrs example would be
considered a tied-saLe violation.



Accordingly, Ehe Division would prohibiE, for example, a
greater discount offered to a retailer who purchases a total of LO0
cases of two products, but thaE discount i6 not avai-lable t.o the
retailer who purchases 100 cases of only one product. In other
words, a wholesaler would be prohibited from offering to retailers
a $50 discount on Product A and a $20 discoun! on Product B if the
retailer buys 50 cases of each product, buE, che vtholesaler
otherwise offers a $40 discount on che purchase of 100 cases of
ProducE A or a $10 discount on the purchase of 100 cases of Product

we hope this information provides assistance to you and your
clienc.
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APPEAL NO. 5377
VISIONS LOTINGE, INC..

PRCL # 2004-33-09s-003

APPELLANT,

MUNICIPAI,, BOARD OF ALCOHOLIC
BEVERAGE CONTROI, OF THE CITY
OF ELIZABETH

RESPONDENT.

BUIJIJETIN 2472

FINAL CONCLUS ION AND ORDER
ACCEPTING IN]TIAL DECISION
AND GRANTING REOUEST TO
DE-LICENSE PREMISES

OAL DKT. NO. ABC 5715.96

AGENCY DKT. NO. 6J?7
MUN. REV. NO. 9520

very t.ruf y yours,

/s/ANALISA SAlilA HOLMES
ANALI SA SA}IA HOLMES
DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL '

REGULATORY BUREAU ,

VISIONS I,OI'NGE, INC. V. MI'NICIPAI, BOARD OF AI,COEOLIC BEVERJAGE
COMTROI, OF THE CITY OF EI,IZABETII - FINAI, CONCLUSION AND OR.DER
ACCEPTING INTTIAI, DECISION A}ID GRAN|ING REQUEST TO DE.I,ICENSE
PREMISES.

STATE OF NEW JERSEY
DEPARTMENT OF LAW NiID PI'BLTC SAFETY

DIVISION OF AI,COEOLIC BEVBRJAGE CONTROL

Charles Kaess, Esq.,
Rocco DiPaofa, Esq.,

for Appellant.
for Respondent.
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INITIAL DECTSTON BEIJOW

HONORABLE MARYLOUISE LUCCHI -MCCLOI,D, ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE

naai zlaA ' co^tahl'\or 9? I qq( Pono i rroA. caht-aml-\ar ,<

BY THE DIRECTOR:

Writt.en Exceptions to the Initial Decision were filed on
behalf of the ResDon.lanl- .\n n^j..,har ?? 1995 in accordance with ther\eePvrrser.e

provisions of N.J.A.C. l-:1-18.4 (d). Counsel for the Appellant
filed Replies on November 19, 1995. The time to render a final
decision was extended by a properly executed order; therefore, the
Final Conclusion and Qrder must be issued on or before Februarv 10,
1997.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Respondent denied the AppellanE's applicaEion for
de-licensure by Resolution adopted on April 29, 1996. On May 10,
1995, the Division of Alcoholic Beverage Control acknowledged the
f iJ-ing of Appellant's Notice and Petition of Appeal. AddJ.tionally,
the Appellan! moved for relief by way of Affidavit. and order to
Show Cause requesting the Director to hear the matter in an
expedited fashion. By Order daEed May 24, 1995, I denied che
Appeflant's request and transmitted the matter on June 5, 1995 to
t.he Office of Administrative Law for determination as a contest.ed
.:sF nri?'srranf f..) N,l .S.A. 52:14F-1 tso -13.

FINDINGS OF FACT

As noted by the Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) , the facts in
Ehis matcer are not in dispute. Both parEies have stipulated Ehacj.t has been the Appellant's incention tso close its business and
de-license the premises located at. l-213 Magnolia Avenue, Elizabeth,
New Jersey. The application for de-licensure was heard by the
Respondent on Aprj.l 29, 1995. A Resolutsion was approved by tshe
Respondent which denied the application. A review of the
Resofution and the tsransclipt of Ehe April 29, 1995 meeEing of the
Respondent fails to show that any reasons were offered. to support
the Respondent' s action.
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The Initial Decision indicates that testimony was taken before
Ehe ALJ from a manager of the AppelJ-ant. Although I have not been
provided a transcripts for review, the A!'J noEes, and I accept as a-firraing of fact, that testimony revealed that Appel-1anE's business
had noi made a profit bellteen September, 1995 and Apri1, 1996, the
date of its c1o;ing. The rnitial Decision does not set forth any
other testimony that was considered and there is no record of any
evidence offered by the Respondent to support its acEion.

EXCEPTIONS

I noEe that Exceptions must specify the findings of fact or
1aw go which exception is taken. N.J.A.C. 1:1-18(b) (1) .

ExcepEions must state supporting reasons. N.J.A.C. 1q.4 (b) (3).
Further, Exceptsions to factsual findings musE Epecify the wilness'
testimony relied upon. Id. Moreover, the excepEing party has the
burden of providing the necessary transcripEs for revj"ew. ln re
Morrison, 215 N.J. super. 143, 15?-158 (ApP. Div 1987). I again
note that no transcript of the hearing before the' ALJ has been
provided in Ehis case.

Counsel for the Respondent has filed Exceptions. The
Exceptions assert that the tesEj.mony before the AI,J, regarding the
loss of profit of the Appel-lanE, was given by witnesses who have an
inEeresE in a proposed incoming tenanE of the premises seeking
de-licensure. Counsel for lhe Respondents asserEs that Ehese
witnesses have an interesE in a "juice bar" Ehat will be located on
the de-licensed premises. Counsel then concludes, without supporE
from any evidence in the record, Ehat the RespondenE's broad
discretion go protecE t,he public hea1tsh, safeEy and welfare
justifies the denial of the application for de-licensure.

Counsel for the eppellant. replies that there is no factual
basis in the record for the assertions made by RespondenE. r
concur and note thaE Responden! has neither cited witsness testimony
wiEh specificiEy. nor staEed any auEhorities to supporL its
Exceptions. Therefore, based upon the 1j-mited record before me, I
rejecE E.he Exceptions.
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CONCLUS ION

The municipal issuing auEhority has the primary responsibility
of enf orcing alcoholic beverage cont.rol lal4rs . I-,vons Faqrn Tavern v,
Municipal B6ard of Alcoholic Beveraqe Control of Citv of Newark, 55
N.,f . zs2 (19701. Local authorities have wide discrelion in
performing t.his responsibility, and should use the public interest
is their principal guide. Lubfiner v. Bd. of Alc. Bev. control, 33
N.J. 428, 445 (1950). Actions of the municipal issuing authoricy
are reversible when they constitute an abuse of discrecion, a
manifest mj-stake, or are clearly unreasonable. The Grand Victorian
u^i6t 1, pnrnrrrrh f.nrrn^.i 1 .\f i. hF Eo-nrroir .t€ qnrino T,ake 94

N.'l .a.n.2d (ABC) 43 (1993). Thus a ruling wj-1l be upheld if there
is reasonable support in the record. Lubliner, suDra at 446. The
burden rests wilh the Appellant to establ-ish that the municipal
issuing authority acled in error or in bad faith, and should
therefore, be reversed. Pilon v. Board of Alcoholic Beveraqe
Control of Pat.erson, 112 N.,J. SuPer. 435 (App. Div. 1970).

Appellant has suscained j-cs burden in this case. Beyond the
assertions of counsel for the Respondent, there is nothing in the
record which establishes reasonable support. for Ehe action of
RespondenE in denying Ehe application for de-licensure. The
Resofucion adopted by the Respondent does not offer any reasons in
support of the action and the scipulated facts before the AL.T do
noE reflect any proffer of evidence in support of RespondenE.

The voluntary expansion or any de-ficensing of all or a
portion of Iicensed premises can only be accomplished through an
application for a place-to-place transfer of lhe l-icense. N.J.S.A.
33:!-26 and N.J.A.C. :-3:2-7.2(dl . Regulations require that a full
nl:r.'F-f ^-nl a/-p J-ra.sf Fr f rcdrrnri 

^-r nf nremi ses) ann: i r-al-ion bePrqus ru Pfqus Lrq4e vrr vr l/rv,,,+
fiLed for a voluntary de-ficensure. A licensee must provide
:nnronri are details nnnne*ni nn l-he n-nnoS€d reduCtiOn. The locai-a}/}JLeYL I er.v !,-vFv

issuing authority is then able tso review the application with all
rel,evant facts before it and take appropriate action. Counsel for
the Appellant cj-Ees a recenE case which confirms chis procedure, f!
Pa ,r f,, M RFq-errra'rt. 95 N.J.A.R,2nd (ABC) 11, and attempts Eo
distinguish this matter by noting that the application here is for
the entire premises and not a portion lhereof as in,f & M. The
limited record before me in this case. which does not presenE any
support for the action of the ResPondent, allows me to rufe
ac-ordingly without having t'o address whether a de-licensure of an
entire premises presents issues which are distinguishable from the
hold!-ng in J & M.
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For the reasons noted above, I adoPt the Initial Decision of
the ALJ and reverse tshe action of the Respondent i.n denying the
application of the APPellant for de-Iicensure of its l-icensed
primises. This rendeis any issues with resPect to tt-Ie inactive
it"tus of the license t.o be moot and any furLher applications for
renewal of Appel-Iant's inactive license shal1 be guided by N.J.s.A.
33 :' -:-2.39 and pertinent case 1aw.

Aceordingly, it is on this 3rd day of January, 1997

oRDERED that the action of RespondenE, in denying Appellant's
appl j.cation for voluntary de-licensure of its licensed premises by
Rllolution dated April 29, 1996 is hereby REVERSED. and it is
further

oRDERED t.hat. che application for de-licensure of Plenary
Retail Consumption Llcense No. 2 0 0 4 - 3 3 - 0 9 5 - 0 0 3 , located at l-213
Magnolia Avenue, Elizabeth, New .fersey is hereby GRAIIIED.

4.

/s/John G. Holl
.'OHN G. IIOLL

Direc tor

A.II:IOINE SERVICES , INC . , T/A AN:TOINE' S SPORTS CITITB AND
RESTAIiRA}CT V. MI'NICIPAL BOARD OF ALCOHOLTC BEVERAGE COI{TROL OF
THE CITY OF I,INDEN . FINAI, CONCI,USION AND ORDER E.DOPTING
INITIAI, DECISION.

STATE OF NEW 
'TERSEYDEPARTMENT OF I.,AW AND PUBI.,IC SAFETY

DIVISION OF ALCOHOI.,IC BEVERAGE CO}iI]TROL

ANTOINE SERVICES, INC. ,
T\A ANTOINE'S SPORTS CLUB
AND RESTAURANT

Appellant,

MI.INI CI PAI, BOARD OF ALCOHOLIC
BEVERAGE CONTROL OF THE CITY
LINDEN,

Pacn^hdcnt

FTNAL CONCLUSION }O.ID ORDER
ADOPTING INITIAL DECISION

oAI, DKT. NOS. ABC 0552-95,
347r-95, 7299-96, 9965 - 95

AGENCY DKT. NOS . 6222,
6245, 526t, 6383, 54 00

)

oF)
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Gerard Antoine, Pro Se, for appellant
Louis Di Leo, Esq., for respondent

(Municipal Board of Afcoholic Beverage Control
Linden )
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^F t.h6 r'i i\r ^F

INTTIAL DECISION BEIJOW

HONORABLE LINDA BAER, ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE

DECIDED: SepEember 12, ).996 RECEIVED: September 18, 1995

IJI 1]1.E, IJIlallLIUra:

Ir'Jri f f Fn p).r-prlf i ons Eo Lhe Init j-a1 Decision were f il-ed on
behalf of t.he appel-l-ant, AnLoine Services, Inc., t/a Antoine's
qh^ric Er:"- haldcr nf nlenarv retail con<ttmDl-ion license.uPvr Lr vr yrsrrq! i
2oo9-33-032-oo8 ("AnLoineu), in accordance with the provisions of
N.,J.A.C. 1:1-18.4. The Respondent, the Municipal Alcoholic
p61'6r.^a p^>a-d f .\r the Cirrr nf T,inden {uT inderr). filed a renlwDc v sr qJe LirE eJe]

The time to render a Final Decision was extended by Order until
December 19, 1996.

For the followj.ng reasons, I rejecE the exceptions filed on
l-rahr'l f nf rho :nnel I 

^nf 
:n.i ,ad.)nf f he f a--"-r---- --eLuar r rrrurrty- arrLl

concl-usions of 1aw contained in the Administrative Law 'fudge's(ALJ) Initial Decision and incorporate tshem at fengEh herein. As a
result, appellant's appeal is dismissed.

This case chronicles the notorious activities of a li.censee
who created a chronic nuisance in a residential neighborhood. In
'if c firqr anneal Anf^inF nhellenoed an n.l-.llrar 11 1q94 T'rndenql/t/euf errqr rLrr! eg

resolucion suspending the license for 25 days for remaining open
and selling alcohol afcer closing hours, permitting 50 patrons Eo
remain on the premises afEer closing hours and hiring two employees
to work without the requisite Linden permits-al1 in viol'ation of
1oca1 ordinances. In its second appeal, Antoine appeals a March 1,
l-995 Linden resolution revoking its Linden entertainment permit and
suspending its lj,cense for 5 montshs for immoral acEivities,
disturbances and nuisances in violation of Division regulation
N.,f .A.c. a3;2-23.5 (a) (2) & (3) . In its tshird appeaf , AnEoine
=nnc:l prl e M,a.r 10. 1995 Linden resolut ion revoking it.s license for
continued disturbances, excessive noise and nuisances in viofation
of N.J.A.C. !3:2-23.6 (a) (2) & (3) and for employing three employees
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not on Ehe E-14L form in violation of N'J'A'C' 13:2-23'13' In its
fourth and fifth appeals, AnEoine appeal'ed a ilune 20, 1995 Linden
resolution denying- the renewal of its license for tshe 1996-97
license term for operating "in an irresponsible manner" in
viol-ation of N.J.s.A. 33:1-32 and for violaEing Linden's prior
resolution by-having i11ega1 entertainment on numerous occasions.

For the first three appeals, I issued slay orders permitEing
the licensee to remain open pending a fu).1 hearing and disposition
on appeal . On May 23, 1995, Linden filed a motion to immediately
.racali the stay oiders and immediately suspend the license.to
protect the puLlic's health, safety and welfare' This request was-granted permitting Antoine tso seek an emergent hearing on. the
iatter. After an emergent. hearing, f vacated the suspension under
the general condi!ions thaE Antoine cLose lhe licensed' premises aE
11:OO P.M., and that no entertainment whatsoever, music or
otherwise, take place on the licensed premises. A subsequent
motion to lifE these special conditi-ons by Anloine was denied.

After six days of hear!.ngs. the ALJ found that there was ample
evidence to suppor! t.he actions of Linden Eo suspend and ultimately
revoke Ehe ficense of Antoine. The ALJ concluded tha! Linden
provided suf f j-cj,ent. proof t.hat this license constitsuted a nuisance
and perpetual trouble spot in the community. I wholeheartedly

I reject Ehe apPellant.'s exceptions as unpersuasive or
irrelevant. on behalf of the license. Mr. Gerard Antoine filed
excepEions that rebut the findings of fac! of the ALJ and raised
new iacts in conE.roversy. The Office of Administrative Law Uniform
AdministsraEive Procedure Rules require that exceptions of fact mus!
be specific, supported by witnesses' testimony or documentary
evidence. N.J.A.C. 1:1-18.4 (b) (1) - (3) . Exceptsions may not consj-st
of new evidence nots presented at. the hearing. N.,l .A.c. 1:1-18.4(c).
The excepting parEy bears the burden of providing the relevanE
portions of the Eranscript when challenging the ALJ's factual
findings. fn re Morrison, 215 N.J. Super. 143, 157-58 (App. oiv.
r,987) .

T TFiF.1l- aooel lant.'s exceptions based on new facls nc! on
appeal. AppellanE failed to provide me wiEh a hearing transcript.
thus, r also reject appelfants's exceptions that disput€ the ALJ's
findings of fac! without specific references tso hearin'g tesEimony
or hearinq evidence.
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Appellant also alleged in his exceptions that the Linden
u""i"li'"i Court dismi"".d ".11 noise violatj.ons" and therefore the
issuin.gauthoritycouldnotsuspendthelicensefornoiseandmusic
.rior.tlorr=. Thi; exception is meriEless. No evidence was offered
.;-;h; hearing before Ln" er,,f or me ro support the allegaEion that
Ifr.-ilrra.t t:uiicipal Court dismissed "al1 noise violationsu.
lle.rerttreless, a., id*inistsrative charge is not barred because of a

criminal dismissal of summonses. see, e.q., Division of Youth &

Familv Serv. v. V.K., 235 N',f . Super' 243, 252 (App' Div' 1989)

@b1e jeopardy principals do not bar a civil
actioil a= a resulE of a criminal lcquittal due Eo different burdens
of froof), certif. den. 121 N.J. 514 (1990), cert ' den' Ll-0 S' ct'
2L?'8, 4g5 u.s. gfe (l-990); In re Pennj,ca, 35 N'J' 40:- , 418-19
(rrei) (acquirEal_ of criminal- charges does not bar subsequent.
administra'tive disciplinary proceedings based on same conduct or
charge) . Accordingly, tfris exception is rejected'

ResnordenE's reply to the exceptions urged that the ALJ's
decision be adopted 

-to-protect the public's heafth, safety and
weffare. I accePE Linden's rePIY.

Appell-ant has failed to sustain its burden tha! the issuing
authorily, s suspension and revoca!ion of its license \tas erroneous.
N.,.I .A.C. 13t2-f7.6. See, e.q., Lvons Farms Tavern' Inc' v'
r,.n.,-i -i n;l Foard of ll^^L'^1i- p.a1zF*a.ra C.)n!_I-q_L, 55 N.J. 292 (1970) .

'r'hF -Fqn.]n.lenf of fer;d well documented Proof aE the hearing that
this 1i-cense at this location constituted a trouble spoE. Nordco,
Inc. v. New ,Jersev, 43 N.J. Super. 277 (App. Div' 1957) ' In lighE
;f the o"en"tr.ltning evidence oi the licensee's continued violations
f cannot rule t.hats L.,inden's actions !o suspend, revoke and not
renew this ficense were unreasonable, an abuse of discretion or

A licensee is responsible tso maintain control of its paErons
and its licensed and surrounding premises. In re Nathan's RealEv'
Inc., 95 N.J.A.R.2d (ABC) 25 (,fan. 1995) . This licensee alfowed
TEE-p...i..s go become a den of degeneracy which_ spilled over into
a relidential neighborhood. For a period of at least tvto years the
premises were the site of brawls, violence and underage drinking.
ilrl=ic ras played so loudly Ehat it made.the neighborhood wa1ls
vibrate- ih"- 1i"ens"e's iesidential neighbors were Fubjected to
screaming, drunken patrons urinating on their properties ' . They
lefc proihylactics, empty bottles and.broken- glass -in their wake '
fl.it1rfo.'= were subjectid- to fights, disorderly conduct. arrests and
on Erro occasl-ons, riotss. These rj-ots necessitated the assistance
of six neighboring poli.ce deparcments. There were injuries to
numerous patrons and police ls a result of the licensee's conduct..
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Linden police report.ed 95 limes Eo the licensed premises in
t.he first year of opeiacion. Policemen, municipal employees, two
counci,fmen- and 22 citizens Eestified thaE the Iicensee was a
nuisance. More telling was the diary of a neighbor who kept daily
noEes of the ongoings it Ancoine and its patrons. -what- 

j.s.most
distressing was the licensee's deliberate, repeated violations of
municipal 6rdi-nances and Division rules in tshe face of mounting
rnunicJ.pal charges. Despitse Linden's revocation of Antsoine's
enEert;inment permit, Antoine continued !o have enteltainment
between Ju1y 2-9, 1995 and May 19, 1995, with 22 l,inden police
viofations lnd r3 municipal summonses for i1Iega1 enEertainment.
Antoine demonstrated its utster lack of regard for local or' state
authority in tshe operation of its license and pu! both patrons and
the community at serious risk.

This license j.s a trouble spot witsh demonstrated'- persistenE
disregard for the Iaw. The City of Linden acted correctl-y in
revoking this license.

Accordingly, iE is on the 25th day of Novetnber, 1995,

oRDERED that the Appeal of Appellant AnEoine Services. Inc.,
is hereby DISMISSED; and it is further,

oRDERED that tshe acEion of the Municipal Board of Alcoholic
Beverage conErol of the City of Linden revoking the Plenary Retail
Consumption License No. 2009-33-032-008 held by Antoine Services,
Inc. ts/a Antoine's Sports bar Located at 800 Roselle, Street,
Linden, be and is AFFIRMED; and it is furEher,

ORDERED thats lhe remaining actions of the Municipal Board of
Alcoholic Beverage Control of the Cicy of Linden suspending the Ehe
Plenary Retail consumption License No. 2009-33-032-008 held by
Antoine Services, Inc., be and are DISMISSED as moot.

/S/John c. HoI1
.]OHN G. EOLL

DI RECTOR
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5. NOTICE OF PERSONNEL APPOIMTMENT.

on January 13, L9g7 , Attorney General Peter Verniero and Director
John G. uo11 appointed charles Sapienza as DepuEy Attorney General
In-charge of the Regulatory Bureau in the Division of ABc. Mr.
sapienzi replaces DePuty Attorney General Gera1d Griffin who
formally held that position and now is with the Division of
Criminal Justice. Mr. Sapienza previously served in the Attorney
GeneraL's Office from 1975 unt.il- 1982 as Deputy Attorney General
In-Charge of tshe Anti-Trust Section. Prior to his appointment in
the Division of ABC he was a practicing atEorney and served as
Acting Chairperson for the New Jersey Alcohol Industry Council '

Director Holf welcomes Mr. Sapienza's insight on indusEry
issues and his extensive experience as a practicing atlorney in Ne\d
.TArcov ci n-F 1 qAA

**************************i*************

PublicaEion of Bulletin 2472 is hereby directed this
24th Day of January, 1997

JO HOLL DIRECTO
DIVISION OF l,r c lJ.tr V liI\Jl\rl, !\-/I.| I I\\JIJ


