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1. APPELLATE DECISIONS - KLEINBERG v,, NEWARK .. 

·ANNA KLEINBERG, trading as ) 
IRVING'S WINE, LIQUOR STORE 
AND COITON CLUB, ) 

AppellantJ 
-vs-

MUNICIPAL BOARD. OF ALCOHOLIC 
. BEVERAGE CONTROL OF THE CITY 
· OF NEWARK, 

Re·spondent. 

), 

) 

) 

) 

ON APPEA~ 
CONCLUSIONS AND ORDER 

-----------~--------------------·) Myron P .. Maurer, Esq. and William Osterweil, Esq., Attorneys 
for the Appellant. · 

Yincent P. Torppey, Esq., by James E. Abrams, Esq., Attorney 
for the Hespondent .. 

BY THE DIRECTOR: 

The Hearer has filed the following Report herein: 

"This is an appeal from respondent's action whereby 
it suspended appellant's license for ten days, effective 
October 22, 1956, after finding appellant guilty of a charge 
alleging that she violated R. s. 33:1-35, to wit: 

'She did, on or about the early morning hours of· 
January 15, 1955, hinder and cause a hindrance and 
delay and f'ailed to facilitate in the investigation 
of the licen~ed premises. 1 

'~ppellant's premises are located at 88 Waverly 
Avenue-~· Newark. 

"Upon the filing of the appeal,. an ·order was entered 
on October 11, 1956, staying respondent's order of' suspension 
until the entry of a further order herein. R. s. 33:1-31. 

"At the hearing herein respondent's case was presented 
upon the transcript of' the proceedings held hef'or.e the respondent 
local issuing authority pursuant to provisions of Rule 8 of State 

._.,Regulation No. 15. Additional evidence was presented on .behalf 
of appellant who was not present when the alleged violation 
~ccurred. . · 

"The re~ord herein discloses that' as a result of' a 
h6micide on the defendant's licensed premises in the early 
morning of January 15, 1955, an investigation was conducted by 
the local police authorities. It appears from the testimony of 
·Arthur Reid, the bartender, that a short .time prior to the fatal 
shooting, one of the participants handed a gun to him and h~ in 
turn placed it in a drawer in back of the bar. Another gun 
Which was used in the shooting Reid took forcibly from the man 

·cc who had fired the shot. Reid further testified that when 
l. Daniel. Kleinberg (hereinafter referred to as Daniel), son of the 

appellant, emerged from tt:-e basement, he (Re,:ld) handed the gun 
used ·1n the homicide to him- Daniel testified that a short t~ne 
thereafter upon request of a police officer, he turned over said 
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gun to the police e Daniel further testified that on Sunday,_.< 
January 16, 1955 at about '12:30 one o'clock' police officers 
called at defendant's licensed premises a~d Lieutenant Kinney­
asked him if he had tdld the police everything or was there 
anything he left out. The of~icer who accompanied Lieutenant_. 
Kinney asked, 'Was there another gun involved in the shooting .. ?•; 
that he (Daniel) answered in the negative; that when the offi~ 
cers left the premises Daniel then remembered the other gun 
(P-38) not ·involved in the shooting and which was in a drawer; 
that he obtained the gun and then went to the telephone to ca·11 
Lieutenant Kinney and~as he was doing so, the police officers· 
returned to the premises. Daniel handed Lieutenant Kinney th.e 
gun (P-38) at which time Lieutenant Kinney instrll:cted him to 
report to police headquarters on the following day. 

"The following day which was January 17, 1955,· Daniel 
gave ~ signed sworn statement to the. police authorities in which 
he'---st·a ted, among other things, that, 'I was worried about the 
P-38 and T had decided to turn the gun in t.o the police and 
when Lieutenant Kinney came to the tavern Sunday and asked 
about the gun the first time, r·lied to them .but when they came 
back about ten minutes later and asked me again about the gun, 
I gave it to them'. 

"After a c.a.reful examination of ·the testimony in this 
case, it is apparent that Daniel retained the gun in question 
in his possession. The :failure of Daniel to .facilitate the 
investigation by producing .. the gun on the first visit of the 
police at defendant's licensed premises on.Sunday, January 16, 
1955, cannot be excused aa an oversight in view of the state­
ment given by him the following day.. The police authorities 
at the ·time in question were in the mids~ of .a very serious 
investigation brought' about by the fatal" shooting of a man in 
the licensed premises and it was the obligation of the def'end­
ant or of anyone employed.on the licens~d premises to provide 
all the necessary assistanbe to help them in their endeavors 0 

. "The fact that defendant did not personally participate 
in the act· upon which the charge was based is immaterial. Rule 
33 of State Regulation No. 20. See Stern v. Passaic, Bulletin 
451, Item 5; Essex Holding Corp. v. Hock, 136 N .. J.L. 28; · 
Re_Garaventi 2 Bulletin 953, Item l; Re Mazza, Bulletin 972, 
Item lo 

''I recommend from the evidence adduced herein that the 
action of' respondent Board in f'inding appellant guilty of' the 
charge preferred in this case was warranted and its action 
should, therefore, be a.ffirmed." 

No exceptions to the Hear~r 1 s Report were f'iled within 
the time limited ~by Rule 14 of Stat~ Regulation No. 1,5 .. 

Having c~ref'ully considered the evidence adduced ~erein 
I agree with the conclusions and the recornmencJ~tions as set ~· 
fopth in the Hearer's Report and adopt them as my conclusions 
her·ein. Hence, I shall affirm the action of respondent and 
:ceirnpose the suspension which was stayed by Order dated October 
11, 1956. ' 

Accordingly, it is, on this 16th day of April, 1957, 

OHDEHED that the action of respondent be and the same 
is her·eby affirmed, and that the ten-day suspension imposed by. 
respondent be restored against the license held by Anna Kleinberg, 
tr·ading as Irving's Wine, Liquor Store and Cotton Club, for grem­
ise~ at 88 Waverly AvenueA Newark_, commencing at 2:00 am April 22 
1957, and terminating at c:OO a.m. May 2,. 19:>7. • 0 

' 

WILLIAM HOWE DAVIS 
Director. 
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2. APPELLATE DECISIONS. -1315 PAHK .AVE., INC. v. PNrEHSON AND--
GOLDBERG. , · 

MEER v. PATERi?ON AND GOLDBERG. 

315. PARK AVE., INC., 

Appellant, 

.-vs-

BOARD OF ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE 
CONTROL FOR THE CITY OF PATERSON, 
and DAVID GOLDBERG, t/a DAVE'S, 

' c. 

) 

) 

) 

) ' 

) 
· Respondents ·o 

' -----------------------------------) 
NADHIM E. MEER, 

-vs-

Appellant, 
,) 

) 

BOARD OF ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE ) 
CONTROL FOR THE CITY OF PATERSON, ) 
and DAVID GOLDBERG, t/a DAVE'S, 

Re~pondentse ) 

ON APPEAL 

CONCLUSIONS AND ORPER 

No appearance on ·behalf· of Appellant 315 Park Ave., Inc. 
Nussman & Kaplan~ Esqso, by Samuel R. Kaplan, Esqo, Attorneys 

for Appellant Nadhim E. Meero · 
James D~ Ward, Esqo, by Joseph R. Brumale, Esq., Attorney for 

Respondent Board of Alcoholic Beverage Control. 
Saul R. Alexander, Esq., Attorney for Respondent David Goldberg., 

t/a Dave's o 

BY THE· DIRECTOR: 

The Hearer has filed the following Report herein: 

"This is an appeal from the unanimous action of the 
respondent Board in approving an application for transfer of 
a plenary retail consumption license from Frank Timmerman, 
Administrator of the Estate of Cornelius Timmerman, to respon­
dent David Goldberg, and from premises 390 Union Avenue to 
premises 307 Park Avenue, Paterson. 

"At the outset of the, heari~ respond.en ts moved· to dis­
miss the appeal on the ground that {l) appellant 315 Park Ave.,: 
Inc. and respondents Board and Goldberg, respectively, had 
entered into and filed a stipulation of dismissal, thus ter­
minating said proceedings and, th~ref'ore, no order to join 
Nadhim E\ Meer as a party-appellant could be entered by the 
State Director, and (2) mo~e than thirty days, as provided 
for the riling of an appeal in Rule 3 of· State Regulation No. 
15, had elapsed between the date of the action of respondent 
Board and the date of the pe.ti tion filed by Meer to be joined 
as a party-appellant in the instant appeal.. It is unne·cessary 
to pass. on this .motior:i because, from the testimony taken at the 
hearing of the proceedings, 1.t is clear that i")espondent Board •s 
approval of the application for tran~fer of the license in ques­
tion was not arbitrary or unre-asonable and I recommend that it~ 
action be affirmed on the merits~ · 

"It appears from the testimony presented by six witnesses 
who live in the area of the proposed.premises that their opposi­
tion to the transfer of the license was based on the~r apprehension 



BULLErr.IN ll68 

that such an· establishment would constitute a nuisance and 
would tend to create a moral haz~rd for those persons living 
in the immediate neighborhood and especially for the -young ·;j 

folks passing the premises; that the neighborhood wherein the 
proposed premises· are located is residential in character and 
the operation of a t~vern in the area would cause their res~ec­
ti ve properties to depreciate in value and, lastly, that there 
was no need for or convenience to be served by the transfer of 
the license.to the proposed premises. 

"The evidence discloses that'the premises are located 
on the ground floor of a three-:stpry· frame building-. on Park 
Avenue forty-two feet from the corner of ·Park Avenue.arid East 

- 22nd Street. The Susquehanna Railroad crosses on the grade 
level of said intersection. There is testimony that there are· 
many residences and also business establishments in the vici­

., nity of the proposed premises •. The bus_,inesses incluc;le a gas 
station, ·a tailor shop,, a plenary retai'l distribution licensee, 
·a use.d-ca:r1 lot and a fruit and vege_table. store. · 

"In so far as the creation of a nuisance and a moral 
hazard are concerned, I might state that, if the licensed busi­
ness is properly conducted, it should be no more objectionable 
than other types of businesses now conducted in the neighbor­
hood. General objections to the issuance of a license for 
premises located in a neighborhood wherein business.establish­
ments are not prohibited do not justify a refusal of a license. 
Carriel et al. v:. Newark, Bulletin 1043, Item 2. In·'·so far as 
the contention that the surrounding properties will :depreciate 
in· value because of ·the transfer in question, there has beeri 
no proof presented in substantiation thereof. 

The number of licensed premises to be permltted in any 
particular area· is a matter confided ·to the sound discretion of 
the issuing autho~itye Santoriello v. Howell, Bulle~in 252~­
Item 8; Mita v. Orange Bulletin 265, Item 10; Sudol v. 
Wallington, Bulletin 267, Item 10; Pitman-v. Pemberton, Bulle­
tin 277, Item 6; Booa~-v. Gloucester, Btill~tin 300, Item 11; . 
§m1.th v. Winslow, BU.l etin 334, Item 1; Alpert· v. Asburl ParJ0 
Bulletin 380, Item 2; Winslow v. Pennsauken, Bulletin 401, Item 
11; Bodr.ato et al. v. Northvale~ Bulletin Z~33, Item 1; HeartY-. 
et al. v. Libertl_ et al., Bulletin 671, Item 5; Segal et· al. \;.ia 
Clifton et al._, Bulletin 732, Item 5; McGill v. ·Or~nge·et· al.,· 
Bulletin 900, Item 2; Decapua v. Ocean TownshiE, Bu1letin 941, 
Item 1. · 

"The burden rests with appellants to -show that ~uch 
·discre.tion was unreasona,bly exercised. In an eff'ort ·to meet 
such burden, appellants produced ·divers witnesses Who·· testified_ 
that the needs or convenience of people in the neighborhood did 
not warrant the ._issuance of an additional license thereinl> - The 
members of the respondent Board have decided otherwise. 

"The Directo.r 's function on appeals of this type is 
not to s.ubstitute his perfSonal opinion for th9-t of the issuing 
authority, but merely to determine whether reasonable·-. cause · 
exists f'or its opinion and, if so, to af".firm irrespective of 
his personal vi~w on the subject. Rafalows·ki v 0. Trenton, Bul­
letin 155, Item\,_8; Northend Tavernz ~nc. v. Northvale et al., 
Bulletin 493, Item 5; Petti v. Ba;tonne., Bulletin_ 564, Item 'l;. 
MuJ:cahy_et al. v. Map~ewood et al., Bulletin 658, Item· 4; 
McGill v .. Ora11ge et al., s u2ra. · · · 

"I am satisfied, after careful examination of all the 
evidence adduced herein, that the members of respond~nt 1 Board 
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111 app1~·ovi:ng the t:r1an8f.e:t> were not improperly motivated in 
'th0:b1 • ·act:ton. Mio-:r•eover, the:re is no evidence that they acted 
in an S.Pbi tral"'.Y',. eap:i:1 ic ious or an un:reasonab le manner in 
I 1 eaotring ·t"heii"'I de·te:i:•m:tnat1o:n. I conclude that appellants have 
not sustaihed the burden bf proof in est~blishing that respon­
dent Board's action was erroneous (Rule 6 of State Regulation 
No. 15). I, there:ro:r.1 e, :recommend that the action of respon­
dent Board in approving the application for the transfer herein 
be, affirmed." 

There were no exceptions taken to the Hearer's Report 
"within the time limited b.y Rule lJl!l o,;r State Regulation No. 151., 

I have oaref'Ul1jj c;~)n~1idere-d all the testimony pre­
sented here·in and als·o t:ne Hearerts· Report submitted in the 
matte·r and agree with t.he· s~tatement of f'aots and conclusions 
of law set f'orth in the: Heare.xi ''s Rep.or't and adopt them as my 
conclusions herein. Hence, I ·shall af'f'·Jirm the action of' the 
respondent Board. in granting t.he t:rrans,f'er· :tn question'" 

Accordingly, it is, on this 17th day of' AprilJ! ig,.5,7 ~ 

ORDERED that the action of the respondent Board of 
Alcoholic Beverage Control for the City of Paterson be and the 
same is hereby af'f'irmed·and the appeals herein be and the ·same 
are~hereby dismissed. 

WILLIAM HOWE DAVIS 
Director. 

3. DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS - FEMALE IMPERSONATORS - INDECENT 
LANGUAGE - CONDUCTING BUSINESS IN SUCH MANNER AS TO BECOME A 
NUISANCE - PRIOR RECORD - LICENSE SUSPENDED FOR 65 DAYS. 

In the .Matter of Disciplinary ) 
Proceedings against 

BERNARD DOORNBOS 
T/a Doc's TAVERN 
219 Water Street 

.Paterson 2, Nci ·J.;, 

) 

) 

) 

Holder of Plenary Retail Consump- ) 
tion License C-248, issued by the 
Board of Alcoholic Beverage Control ) 
for the City of Paterson. 

CONCLUSIONS 
AND ORDER 

Murne:r & Murnt~fr, Esqs 41, by James J. Murner, Esq.,, Attorneys 
for Defendant-licensee. 

Edward F,. Ambrose, Esq., appearing r·or Division of Alcoholic 
Beverage Control. 

BY THE DIRECTOR: 

D~.fendant pleaded non yult" during the course of the 
hearing, to the following charge: 

"on November 17, 28, 30, December 5 and 19, 1956, 
January 9, 10, 11 and 12, 1957, you allowed, permitted 
and'.suffered your licensed place of business to be con-" 
ducted in such manner as to become a nuisance in that. 
you allowed, per~mitted 'and suffered lewdness,, immora'l 
activity and :roul; filthy and obscene language and con- . 
duct in and upon your licensed'premiaes; allowed, per-.mitted 

/ 
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and suffered .female impersonators and persons who appea~ed· 
·to be homosexuals in ~nd upon your licensed premises;· 
allowed, - permitted and ·suffered such persons to frequent~: 
and congregate in and upon your licensed premises; allow~d, 
permitted and ·suffered unescorted females frequenting yo:ur . 
licensed ·premises to solicit male patrons to purchase , 
numerous drinks of alcoholic beverages for cons:umption by 
them a·nd others; and otherwi-se conducted your licensed . 
place of business in a manper offensive to common decency 
and public morals; in violation of Hule 5 of Stat-e Regu- · 

2 II 1a.tion No <> O. 

The facts in the case appear from ·the testimony of an 
ABC agent and reports in the file of other agents~ 

On Novembbr 17, 1956~ three ABC agents at the ticensed 
premises observed several male.s who appeared to .be homosexuals 
dancing with male patrons in an indecent manner and making 
indecent motions. No specific details of the indecency are 
stated u One female was heard using vulgar and pror·ane language 
within the hearing or· and without any protest by the bartender. 
Three other male·s who appeared t_o be homosexuals, in that. they 
wore earr.ings and displayed feminine characte1..,is tics, ent·ered 
the tavern, and purchased alcoholic beveragese 

On November 28, 1956, two of these agents wer~ again 
at the licensed premises and observed two males, who appeared 
to be homosexuals in that they acted and spoke in an ·effeminate 
manner, seated at the bar. The agents des.cribed. the language 
of some of the patrons as vulgar and uncouth.. · 

The three agents were at the premises on November 30 and 
one or· the agents was approached by an unescorted female at­
whose request he purchased fo~ her a drink of whiskey which she 
consumed. The agents report that during this visit the patrons 
used extremely vulgar and uncouth language without any objection 
thereto by the bartende-r. On December 5 and 19, 1956 and Janu­
ary 9, 1957, ABC agents at tl}.e premises heard frequent use of' 
vulga·r language by -the patrons without interventio:p by the bar­
tender. 

· In the late eve.ning of January 10 and the early morning 
hours of January 11, ABC agents at the premises observed that. 
two males seated· at the bar (among twenty or more men and women 
there) appeared to be. homosexuals in that their hair was.long, 
they swayed their hips when they walked, talked in high.-pitched 
voic·es., wore ll)ake-up, mascara and polish on their fingernails 
and displayed feminine mannerisms. Vulgar language was in con-

L. s tant use. A female patron struck up an acquaintance with one 
of the agents, asked him to buy her a drink, whereupon he pur­
chased a total of' five or s-ix drinks for her during his stay at 
the premises. 

Agents were again at the premises on January 11, 1957· 
fr.om about 11:15 p.m. until 12:20 a.m. the ne?Ct morning. On 
this occasion the licensee and his bartender were both on duty. 
There were about twenty-five men and women present, inc1uding 
three apparent homosexuals s.eated at the bar.. One of the homo­
sexuals _commenced to dance with another male, whereupon.the 
licensee announced to all patrons that there would be no dancing. 
Thereafter, two of' the homosexuals embraced, and when the- lic.en­
s ee repeated that there would be no dancing, one of them replied 
that they were not dancing, just rubbing against each other .. 
The agents also heard frequent use of vulgar language. on this 
occasion the agents made known .their identities to the licensee. 
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. The continued use of vulgar;· filthy and obsce·ne language; 
the presence on four occasions.of apparent homosexuals, who on 
some"of these occasions appeared to indulge.in questionable 

· conduct and .the spliciting. o:f ma·1es for drinks by unes-corted 
females on two occasions, amply establishes th,at the general 
conduct of the licensed business was below even the minimum 
·.stapdard which a licensee is under the dut.y to maintain and,, 
t.her.efore, constitutes the conduct of' the licen.sed business as 
a nuisance. I, therefore, ·find the defendant guilty as -charged. 

. . De,fendant has ·a prior adj'udi'cated :record. Effective 
May 15, 1956,, his.· li~ense was suspended f'or ten days by the 
Director for an. "hours" violation. Re Doornbos, Bulletin 1118, 
Item 8. The general conduct of the licensed bus:Lness a:s above 
described appears. to be similar in many re:spec'ts to that . 
described in Re Rute;ers Cocktail .B~rz Inc.,,.Bulletin 1133, Item 
~' and therefore~ I shall suspena defendant's license· for sixty 
days to which will:be added flve days.by reason of the dissimi- . 
lar violation within the past five years· .(Re S2orts Bar·& Grill,, 
Inc., B.ulletin 1156, Item 5), making a total suspension of 
_sixty-five days • 

Accordingly J it is,· on this 9th, day Of' 'April, 1957; 

ORDERED that ·Plenary Retail Consumption L.ice·nse C-248,, · 
issued by the Board or· Alcoholic Beverage Control for the City 
or· Paterson to B~rnard Doornbos, t/a Doc 1s Tavern·,, 2il9 Water 
Street, Pate.rson, be and. the same is her~by suspended. f'or a 
period of· sixty-five ( 65) days, commencing. at 3 : 00 a .m. April -
16, 1957, and terminating at'3:00 a.me June 20, 1957. 

WILLIAM HOWE DAVIS 
Director. 

4 •. DISCIPLINARY .PROCEEDINGS - SALE OF ALC-OHOLIC BEVERAGES UPON 
LICENSED PREMISES DURING PERIOD OF SUSPENSION OF Lr'CE1'JSE ~ 
MITIGATING CIRCUMSTANCES - .LICENSE SUSPENDED FOR 15 DAYS. 

In the Matter of Disciplinary 
-Proceedings against· 

RICHARD MORRISROE 
605 Ocean Avenue 
Jers~y City 5, N~ J., · 

Holder of Plenary Retail Consump­

) 

) 

) 

) 
tion License C-34, issued .by the 
Municipal Board of Alcoholic Beverage ) 
Control of the City of Jersey City. 
------------------~---------------~---) Richard Morrisroe, Defendant-licensee, Pro se. 

CONCLUSIONS 
-·AND ORDER 

Edward F. Ambrose, Esq., appearing·ror Division of Alcoholic 
Beverage Controle 

BY THE DIRECTOR: 
. . 

The Hearer filed the following repoI1t herein: 
. . II . . . . 

· Defendant pleaded not guilty tq a charge alleging 
that on January 7, 1957, while.his license was. then under sus­
pension for a previous violation, he allowed, permitted and 
suffered t(le sale, service, delivery and consumption of alco­
holic beverages on his licensed premises, in viola ti.on of Rule 
30 of S_ta te· Regulation No_. 20·. ·-
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· .. uThe ·evidence herein discloses that by order· dated!·; '..~:.' 
December ·27, 1956, the Director suspended ·defend'ant,t·s: 11cen~l3~­
for fifteen .days conunencing at 2 :00 a .m. January 7.,.'' 1957-, ·a~a 
terminating at. 2· :00 a .m. January 2?; 1957 o Said oFder wal? .. -::_ 
entered . in a par.-ior -dis-ciplinary pro.ceeding after defendant h~dl 
failed to appear at.· a s·eheduled· hearing on a. charge.··· o·f' fa.~]~:pg.· :. 
to pave· a· true QOpy.o-f· hiS;.applicat.ion on the lioe·nsed l:)lf'ent~~le·S'.' 
and after the Direet.o,r ltl.iadl fo;und de·fendant · gui1 ty o:.f said · ~ 
charge upon the evi~e.1rn©:e p>.lr'esented ,at the hearing,... :Et· fur·the·:ir· 
appears that. a copy off tlhie ~onclus:ions and Order· iil· tJ:tie":p.~e:V\1.­
ous disciplinary proc:e~etll:llllli@~i was sent by registered ma.il adJ·;_ · 
dressed. to ;def'endant at tlhle licensed prem.ises in ac·c9·rdal1l!C:e ·. 
with 'the ·provisions· of' R~s°'· 33 :1-310 The return re.eeipt, ~as; 
signed by. Alex Duncan. as a.gent for Richard Morr~sro~~L~ .. ' .:.' ": · 

non behalf' o.f the. Di vis ion a·: Jersey. City p0lt"c~ o,:ff'ie:e·r 
te.stified that ne entered defendant's premises on. Jariuar~f 7·~ .- . 
1957;: a't about 7:00 aomo;. observed defendant behind th~ Jo.~l?" -. 
and two or three ·patrons at the bar drinking beer, and ·that;~ -

·when· he told ·defendant that he was supposed to ·clos·e· "as· o-:r ·e 

2 ~00 a om.,, defendant replied that he did not know anyth:Lng; 
about :Lt" Detective· John Wo Elken, assigned .to the· Jer·sey 
City Liquor Bureau, testified that he and Arthur McHorneyJl 
S.ecretary of the Bureau, entered defendant's premises: at; about, 
11:·15 a .. m .. ;.that defendant.was behind the· bar and t1rro patrons 
were dr:Lnkirig. beer; that he to·ld defendant ·that he had·· the" · .. 
·order and had come to pick Up the license, but defendant· ~ . 
·repli~d· that h~ did not know anything about it and refuseq ·to 
give "i.lp the license., An ABC .invest.igator testified that.he. 
entered defendant 1s premises about 1 :.40 p .m ~ and purcha.sed a 
glass of beer from. defendant o. An ABC· inspe.ctor testified that. 
th.ereafter, he, Detective Elken and two other· .. Jersey City , 
police officers en~ered defepdant's premises; that he (the ABc 
inspector) identified himself and served a copy of the order·. · 
dated· December 27, 1956,· upon def:endant Who. agreed to ·clos.e· the 
premises· immediatelyo The premises were ac-tually. closed a,t 
2:50 p.mc . . 

"Defendant testified at the hearing herein that Alex 
Duncan is a part-t.ime employee who works on tQ.e licensed prem­
ises for a couple of hours ·a day,· and that Alex .Duncan· had' · .. 
never turned over to him a.copy of the order dated December 27, 
1956 & Defendant ·also .testified that Detective Elken .. did ·not · 
ask for the license certificate when he entered at 11:15 a.m .. 
but this testimony is contradicted not ·only by the d~tective, 
but also by Secretary Mcijorney 0 Even assUll1ing that· def'e.ndant. 
had no prior knowledge of the order suspending his lic~nse,, · · 
it is very difficult to understand why·he did not close his 
licensed ·premises at .11 :15 a om. when ,'·requested to do so. by 
Detective Elken whom he knows very wello 

·ult is not e.asy to determine the proper penalty to be 
fixed in this case .. Except for the period between:2:00 a~mC) 
and 2:50.Pom., on January 7, _1957, the fifteen-day suspension 
imposed in the previous, case· has been served.; .. However, a· 
violation of this· character is very serious and merits .a sub­
stantial _penalty., G:Lving defendant_ the bener·1t of every doubt, 
I recommend that his license be suspe:pded for. fifteen days· and · 
that an order be entered accordinglym .er. Re Union casino, · 
Inc • ., Bulletin 1091,· Item 6 o 

11 
·. 

No except ions were taken to the Heare:ra is Report within · 
the t:J.me limited. by Rule 6 of State ~egula t.ion No 5 16., 



BULLE'ITN 116B PAGE 9. 

After careful examination of the record,, I concur in. 
the reconmended conclusions in the Hearer's Report and adopt 
said report as my conclusions hereinci Hence I find :d~fendant 
guilty.of the charge preferred ~ereino I shall suspertd 
defendant's license for fifteen days Q 

Accordingly, it is, on this 8th day of April, 1957, 

ORDERED that Plenary Retail Consumption License C-34, 
issued by the Municipal Board of Alcoholic Beverage Control 
of the City of Jersey City to Richard Morrisroe, r·or premises 
605 Ocean Avenue, Jersey City, be ahd the same is hereby sus­
pe·ncted for fifteen ( 15) days, commencing at 2 :00 a.mo April 15,, 
1957, and terminating at 2:00 aomo April 30, 19570 

WILLIAM HOWE DAVIS 
Director~ 

5" DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS - S·TATE BEVERAGE DISTRIBUTOR -
SALES TO MINORS ~-LICENSE SUSPENDED FOR· 15 DAYSo 

In the Matter of Disciplinary 
Proceedings· against 

WILLIAM DeASCENTIIS 

) 

) 

) T/a BREWER'S DISTRIBUTORS 
Re~r Bldg& 666 Mantua Avenue 
Woodbury 3 No_. J .. , ) 

. 1 .. 

Holder of State Beverage Distri- ) 
butor's License SBD-39, for the 1955-
56 and. 1956.~57 ·11cens ing years, issued ) 
by_ the State Director of the Division 

~~-~==~~~===-~=~~::~:-~~~~:~:: _________ ) 

CONCLUSIONS 
AND-ORDER 

Frank M. Lario, Esq,,·, Attorney for Defendant-licensee" 
Edward Ft) Ambrose, Esq.,j appearing for Division of Alcoholic 

Beverage Controlo 

BY. THE DIRECTOR: 

The Hearer has filed the following Report herein: 

"Defendant pleaded not guilty to the r·ollowing charge: 

;On May 26, 1956, you sold, served and.delivered 
and allowed.? permitted and suffered the sale, se·rvice 
and·de-livery of alcoholic.beverages, directly or · 
indirectly, to a person under the age of twenty-one 
(21) years, vize, William J. ---, age 19; in viola­
tion· or·Rule l of State Regulation No& 20.i 

"It appears from the record herein that some of the 
facts .1n· .the instant case are not in dispute e These disclose 
that on· the date._ in question, Madeiine DeAscentiis, wife of 
defendant~l1censee, sold twelve cases .of beer to a customer · 
for $36.00e It is further agreed that three males were in the 
premises at said time and that one of' them mad·e the purchase~ 
ther~of e 

·''William---·, age 19 years, and. Frank--.-, age 17.years_, 
te$t1fied that ·they were ~ccompanied by a·not_h~r male whom they 
had· m~t .. a short t.ime prior/to t!he iP vis it· .to·. the said premises; 
that tt:iis. person entered the premises after .them and rema.ined a 
short per:tod of time when he left and sa_t ·1n: the car.;_. that 
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William made the purchase from M·adeline DeAscentiis,; that 
they.carted the cases of beer to Frank's automobile and 
placed said cases in the trunk; and that neither of them 
was asked anything with respect to his respective agee 

. .~ ... 

,. 

"The attorney for tho defendant, during cross-examina­
tion of \.lfilliam, confronted him with a statement dated July .... 8.,, 
1956, the signature thereon being identified by William as 
hiLs _, the contents of which stated: 1~on or about May 26, 1956, 
I went to the Brewers Distr.i·butors accompanied by-Frank --­
and another person whose· name I do not know.. This 3rd partj 
na~ee However, he w~s o~er· the age of 2le This 3rd party is 
about· 24 or 25 years of age_:h,." Wi·lliam admitted making the 
statement with the exceptitorn Uhaib.. he denied· referring to the 
person 1s age stat·ing, '-For· tha.ti~ n.art about the age. I didn Lt 
·say how old the guy was. I don111t know how old he is'; that 
defendant and his brother-in:-laW! came to his house and the 
brother-in-law as.ked him quest:Lons and defendant, according 
to William, said, 'My brother-in-law will write down ev,ery­
thing we talk about 1 • William further. testified 1So, I didn 1tt, 
mind that because I had nothing to. hide from them because Jl 
did buy the stuff. '11hey kept on t'rying to tell me th1is. otbe.ri·· 
guy bought the stuff· and I kept on telling th~m I bought. :L:b s 

They kept telling me he was ove.r the age of· twenty-one 1·., 

"An· A\BC' agent testified that on May 31,j 1956 '· he,., a 
fellow-agenrtt," W'illiam, and the latter's father visited _.defend: .... 
ant's licensed Premises at which time William identified a 
photograph exhibited to them by the def'endant of Made.line 
DeAscentiis as the person who sold the cases of beer to him 
on May 26, 1956; tha.t thereafter on June 4, 1956, the ABC 
agent, accompanied by the other persons who had been with 
him on the prior visit, again went to defendant's premises; 
that on this occasion Madeline DeAscentiis was present·and 
William identified her- as the person who had made the sale ot 
the beer to him on the date in question; that she then said 
that she 'wasn't sure who the sale was made to but she 
recalled making the sale'. 

Madeline DeAscentiis testified that the sale of the 
twelve cases of beer on May 26, 1956 was made to a man who 
had accompanied William and Frank into the licensed premises; 
that 1there was a few other people in there but I P,idn't, you 
know, recognize them too much beca~se I was so excited over 
the sale I made'; that it was the 'First big sale we made 
since we were there'; that on June 4 she said ~he would 'be 
more than glad to cooperate and point out the :fellow.. I just 
can't point out the one. I said, "You bring the other two 
fellows and I will point them out" i·. 

·"The defendant testified that on July 8, 1956,, he and 
his brother-in-law (Cliffe.rd A. Vantini) went to William·• s 
home but that his brother-in-law did all the talking; that_ 
he hearQ. William say that the man who accompanied him arid Frank 
to his (defendant•s)premises was twenty-four or twenty~fiv~­
years of age; that William claimed to be the person _who pur·­
chased the beer on the day in questione 

"I have carefully examined all of the evidence presen­
ted in the instant case and I am satisfied that on May 26, 
1956 William made the purchase of twe.lve cases of beer ·at·· 
defendant's licensed premises. Even though I might be dis -
pose~ to give less weight to William's testimony in view of 
the written statement made by him, part of' the contents of' 
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whtch he dispute-s',., .. I am satisfieq that the -te.s:timony of Frank 
concerning the pur·chase of the beer is ctle.ar· and convincing~ 
I might also add that the testimony given:by Madeline 
DeAscentiis with reference to the sale of beer on the date in 
quest'ion is not too reliable Cl I am sati.s:fied that her state­
ment on June 4, as testified to by the agents that she was 
not· sure to whom she sold the beer, was actually said by hero 

"After careful consideration of'·ttie entire record herein~ 
I conclude that the.Division has proven.its case by a fair 
preponderance of the evidence" I,9 ther.e.fore, recorrnnend that 
defend.ant be adjudged guilty of the charg_e preferred herein. 

"Defendant, has no prior adjudicat.e.d_: r:ecord o The· mini­
mum penalty for a. s:a.l.e of alcoholic beve.r.age_a to· a minor of 
the age of nineteen. years is fifteen da.y~~ o._ Re Mercantini & 
Rossi 2 Bulletin· 1K2.~!J., Item 12" I recomme.nd that defendant's . 
license be suspendedi f.br fifteen days fl" · 

No exceptions were taken to the Hearerws Report within 
the time limited by Rule 6 of State Regulation Noa 160 , 

After carefully considering the facts and circumstances 
herein~ I concur in the recommended conclusions in the Hearer's 
Report and adopt them as my conclusions hereine Hence, I shall 
suspend ·defendant !s license for fifteen days ... 

Accordingly, it is, on this 8th day of April, 1957, 

ORDERED that State Beverage Distributorws License SBD-39, 
issued by the Director of the Division or· Alcoholic Beverage Control 
to William DeAscentiis, t/a Brewer's Distributors, Rear Bldg" , · 
666.Mantua AvenueJ Woodbury, be and the same is hereby suspended 
for a period dof fifteen (15) days,)) commencing at 9:00 a.me Apri~ 
'15, 1957, and terminating at 9:00 aom" April 30, 19570 

WILLIAM HOWE DAVIS 
Directore 

6e DISQUALIFICATION REMOVAL PROCEEDINGS - AIDING AND ABETTING 
PROSTITUTION - LICENSE PREVIOUSLY REVOKED - FIVE YEARS' 
GOOD CONDUCT NOT ESTABLISHED - APPLICATION DENIED WITH LEAVE 
TO REAPPLY JU11E 8, 1959" 

In the Matter of an Application ) 
to Remove Disqualification because 
of a Conviction,, pursuant to ReS c ) 
33 :1-3lo2·. 

.) 
Case No •. 1331 ~· . 
--------------~------------------~-) 
BY THE DIRECTOR: 

CONCLUSIONS 
AND ORDER 

APplicant's fingerprint returns disclose that in 1950, 
four indictments were filed in a Federal Court charging. him 
with transporting women in interstate corrunerce for immoral pur­
poses, which indictments were dismissed; that on January 24, 
1951, he was found guilty before a County Judge of aiding and 
abetting prostitution and was sentenced to a jail term of four 
months or $1...,000,,00 fine; that on June 8, 1954 he was charged 
With failing. to give a good account of himself and was placed 
on probation for one year. by a Magistrate and ordered to pay 
50¢ per week; and that on July 15..., 199!-, an order was entered 
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discharging him from probation. The Division records disclose 
that when.applicant held a liquor license in this State, he 
was found guilty in disciplinary proceedings of. permitting 
on his licensed premises prostitute~, obscene photographs, 
contraceptive devices, lewdness and immoral activities; and 
that on November 21, 1950, his lfcense was revoked!> 
Re McCloske~, Bulletin 890, .Item 2. 

The crime of aid·ing and abetting prostitution involves 
the element of moral turpitude and precludes applicant from 
e·ngaging in the alcoholic beverage industry in this State unt-11 
·his disqualification is removed. · 

At the hearing herein applicant testified that he is 
. fifty-four years of ·age,. unmarried and a real es tat.e salesman; 
that he was arrested and charged Yfith the specific crimes dis­
closed· in his fingerprint returns, all of which were dismissed 
excepting the cr'ime of aiding __ and abetting prostitution; that 
the circumstances aurrounding'

1 

his arrest in 1954 were tha.t 
late one evening he and a woman were sitting ih his car parked 
in. front" of a house whi.ch the woman was interested in buying; 
that two sus~icious men approached him who, he believed, 
intended to 'shake him down"; that the men-, later· identified 
as detectives, escorted him to headquarters_ and charged him 
with failing to giv~ a good account of. himself; that a Magis­
t·rate found him guilty thereof and placed him on probation for· 
"I think he said six months" J which was lifted after three · 
months·. He testified further that he has· never been convicted 
of' any other crime and that aside from the 1954 incident he 
has had no d-ifficulty with the law during the past five years. 
The police department of the community wherein applicant 
resides reports no compJJaints or investigations presently 
pending. against him. 

. Frankly, I have grave doubts as ~o the truth of appli-
cant's explanation of the incident surrounding his arrest in 
1954. Suffice to say late at night is a strange (notwithstanding 
romantic) time for a. real estate salesman to discuss business 
with a female client. Apparently the Magistrate gave. very 
little crede.nc·e· to the story as indicated by his decision. I 
share his feelings. 

Three witnesses (a super market manager, a construc­
tion worker and a lawyer). appeared on applicant's behalf and 
testified that they have known him f"o_r more than ten years 

.and that he has a good reputation in the community wherein he 
resides. 

Considering the unsavory record of applicant while a 
licensee, I am not satisfied at the present time that his asso­
ciation with the alcoholic beverage industry would not be · 
contrary to the· public interest and hence I sha~l deny his 
application. I shall not entertain another application for the 
removal of his disqualification before June 8', 1959 and I sug­
gest to any succeeding Director that applicant's record be 
closely scrutinized before affording him relief. In my. opinion 
his continued dissociation with the liqucir industry will be in 
the public interest. 

Accordingly, it is, on ~his 5th day of April, 1957, 

ORDERED that the application' herein be and the same is 
hSreby denied with leave granted to applicant to renew his 
application in accordance with my conclusion mhereinabove set 
forth. 

WILLIAM HOWE DA VIS 
Director. 
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7. · DISb°IPLINARY PROCEEDINGS - GAMBLING - LICENSE SUSPENDED FOR 
10_ DAXS, ~SS 5 F_OH PLEA. 

In tn¢: -Matte'r ,_oi,. Disciplinary 
Proce~e.dings _ag.a;inst . 

UIG1A.INIAN,AMEH.ICAN CITIZENS CLUB 
Ii·9 °Leick ·Avenue· 
Carteret, No J~, 

) 

) 

) 

) 
Holde.r of Club License CB-5, issued 
by th'e Borough Council of the ) 
Borough of Carterete 
--~-~-----~--------------------------) 

CONCLUSIONS 
AND ORDER. 

Michael Resko, Esq@, Attorney for Defendant-licensee·o 
Edward F" Ambrose, Esq", appearing for Division or· Alcoholic 

Beverage Controle 
BY TH:E;. DIRECTOR: 

Defendant has ,.pleaded !}Q!l vult to the following charge: 

"On De.c~mber 28 and 29, 1956, you allowedJl permit­
·ted and su.ff'ered gambling, viz o, the playing of a card 
game for stakes of money, in and upon.your licensed 
premise_s·; ·in violation. of Rule 7 of State Regulation No" 

. 20. " . 
.. >· e 

\ 

The- fiie heretn discloses that an ABC agent entered 
defenda\rit rs pr.em1S$S on December 28, 1956,, at about 11 :30 
p~m9 . He a,ttempted to purchase a glass of beer from a bartender 
but· ·was refused because he was not a member of the club" This 
agent ;obs.erved .. ·a· card game in progress in an adjoining room 
and summoned_ two other ABC agents who had remained outside,, 
Th~ three ag·ents went directly to the adjoining room where they 

. opserv~.d su· members of the club playing stud poker., The 
age.;r,it·~ "_identif:led themselves to the players and later to the 
barte·naere .. At ·ttie time- the agents id.entif'ied themselves, the 
sum o_f $36 e50 was on the table where the card game was being 
pl~y~de . . 

Defex;idant has a prior record" Effective June 7, 1946, 
the local is.suing authority suspended its license for ten 
day~ for sei11ng during prqhibited hourss However, since this 
dissimilar v~olation occurred more than five years ago,. it 
willnot be qons.idered in fixing penalty herein,, I shall 
suspel')d de·fendant 1s ·license for ten _days (Re ca2tain SteI_2hen 
T .. Schumaker Post VFW, Bulletin 903,·Item 7)., Five Clays will 
be temitted: fo~ the plea herein, leaving a net suspension of 
f ~ ve . .days e. . . 

Acc.()-:rtj.ingly JI it is, on this 8th day o·r April, 1957, 

. ORDERE:p that Club License CB-5, issued by the Borough 
Counc4,l of the Borough of Carteret to Ukrainian American Citizens 
Club, for premises 49 Leick Avenue, Carteret, be and the same 
is hereby sUspe~ded for five (5) days, commencing at 6:00 a.m& 
Apr~~ ·1~5,_ .. l957, and· t.erminating at 6-:00 aome April 20,_·1957e 

• J, • 

.. 

WILLIAM HOWE-DAVIS 
Director~ 
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8. DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS .. -SALES TO MINORS - M.ITIGATING 
OIRCUMS~ANCES - LICJ~NSE SUSPENDED FOR 10 DAYS, LESS 5 FOR_ 
PLEA. 

In the Matte~ of D1so1pl1nary 
Proceedings against 

ERWIN' ·:RINALDI .. & ESTHER TRAVIA 
·T/a TOWN BAR · . -~ _ 
South East side or· Pemberton. Road 
Springfield Township 
PO Ju11ustown~ NQ Jo~ 

) 

) 

) 

). 

) 
Holders or· Plena:t'y Retail Comiump ... 
:hion License C-l,!1-- issued by the_ )' 
Township Committee or the Township 
of Springfield. , ) 
~~~~-~~~-~~~~~~~"~~-~-~-~~~-~~~~~~~-~~ 

CONCLUSIONS 
AND ORDER 

; 
~-

Erwin Rinaldi & Esther TraviaJ Def'endant-l1censeea, Pro se. 
Edward· F , Ambrcrn e·, Esq Q -, appearing ror Di vis ion . or A lo oho lio 

· Beverage Control, 

BY THE DIRECTOR: 

Def'endants have pleaded gu1lty to a charge·alleging 
that they sold and permitted the sale of alcoholic beverages 
to a minor and permitted the consumption of alcoholic bever­
ages by said minor on their licensed premises, in-~iolation 
of Rule 1 of State Regulation Noa 20s 

Acting upon information received f'rom the office of 
the Provost Mar.shal, Fort Dix . ., an ABC agent obtained signed 
sworn statements from Pfo~ Shirley --- and Sergeant William 

• In her statement Pfcc Shirley --- says that she is 19 
years of age; that on February 15, .1957, shortly after 12:01 
a .m 0, she and Sergeant William --- e·ntered defendants a 
licensed_ premises and went to a rear room wher.e she drank 
about three glasses of peer; that she. then went alone to the 
bar where she purchased and consumed about five glasses or beer 
and about five shots ,pf whiskey;. that these drinks were· served 
by a bartender known as "coochie 11 who did not quest ion her as 
to· her age; th".3-t she and her male companion· lef't __ the premises_· 
about 1:45' a.m. In his statement Sergeant William •--, who is 
of full age, says that he accompanied Pfc" Shirley --.;.;:1 to· 
def.endants' premises at the time state_d above; that they -went 
to the rear room where she drank several glasses of, beer; that.· 
he later saw her sit t 1ng at the _bar,. .- and that they le rt the 
premises about 1:45 a.m~ 

Defendants have no prior.reco~do It a~pears. th~t 
Pfc. Shirley --- was in unifo:rm on the occasion in ques.tiori as· 
was .her companion Sergeant William---; that she admitted-that 
she had been served alcoholic beveriages on prior occasions and 

_ that she· had been questioned. apou_t ;her .age the first time· she 
was served and represented that she was twenty-one·o The state­
ment of the owner indicates he was not on the premises·at the 
time and t}fat the bartender "Coochie" was filling ih. for him .. 
when the vi:Ola tion occurred CP 

1 

Under all·of the circumstances; and considering' the· 
·fact that the defendants have no prior record, r shall suspend 
defendants i license for ten days, instead of the usual fif'teen 
days, and remit f'i ve days for the plea, leaving a net suspen·..:. 
sion of five dayso · 
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Accordingly, it is, on this 8th day of April, 1957, 

ORDERED that Plenary Retail Consumption License C-1, 
issued by the Township Committee of the To11mship of Spring­
fieJ:d to Erwin Rinaldi & Esther Travia, t/a Town Bar, for 

·premises. on South East side of Pemberton Road, Springfie_ld 
-Township, be and the same is hereby suspended for five (5)· 
days, commencing at 2:00 a.m. _April 15, 1957, and terminating 
at 2:00 ~eme April 20, 1957. 

WILLIAM HOWE· DAVIS 
.Director. 

9. DISQUALIFICATION REMOVAL PROCEEDINGS - OPERATION OF ILLEGAL 
. STILL - LICENSE PREVIOUSLY REVOKED - EMPLOYMENT ON LICENSED . 

PREMISES WHTLE INELIGIBLE - APPLICATION DENIED. 

In the Matter of an Appiication ) 
to Remove Disqualification 
because of a Conviction·, Pursuant )' 
to Re S. 33:1-31.2. 

) 
Case No. 1345. 
-----------------------------------) 
BY THE DIRECTOR: 

CONCLUSIONS 
AND ORDER 

Applicant's fingerprint returns disclose that on _ 
·-.August 8, 1932, he received a suspended sentence on a charge 

of ··loitering and that on February 4, 1952 he pleaded guilty 
in a Federal· Court to conspiracy to operate an illegal still 
and was ·sentenced on March (7, 1952 to one year and a day. 
The sentence was suspended and he was placed on probation for 
one year and ordered to pay a fine. of $500.00. 

The .records of· this Division disclose that in 1943 
applicant herein appealed from the action of a local issuing 
authority whereby it denied transfer of a license to him 
because he w·as an unfit person to hold a license and that he 
was acting as a "front" for his brother who has a criminal 
record e The .then Corrunis s ioner' after reviewing.applicant Is 

, background and the facts of the case which created a suspicion 
·' in his mind,- directed that the transfer be granted subject to 

a condition that applicant's ·brother "shall not be permitted 
on the licensed premises at any time for any reason whatsoever." 
Amato v. Harrison, Bulletin 549, Item 2. The records further 
disclo"se that, within four months after the license was trans­
ferred to applicant, he pieaded guilty in disciplinary pro­
ceedings to charges alleging that he exercised the rights and 
privileges of a· license held by another, he made false state-

. ments in his application as to the beneficial owner (his I 

brother) of a half-interest in the business, he knowingly 
aided and abetted others to exercise the rights and privileges 
of his license, he permitted known criminals.and female imper­
sonators in and upon his licensed premises and he sold alco­
holic beverages to minors. The then Commissioner, in his 
Conclusions and Order, stated,- inter alia, "rrii.e defendant who 
once appealed to the. Corron is s ione r in the name o :f ti us t ice, wi 11 
now re-ceive his just desserts -- and speedily." Applicant's · 
license was revoked. Re Amato, Bulletin 569, Item 9. The 
crime of conspiracy to violate the Fedepal Internal R~venue Laws 



PAGE 16 BULI.iErrIN 1168 

involves mora_l turpit-ude and precludes applicant from engaging·· 
in the alcoholic beverage industry in this State; until his dis~ 
qualification is removed. Cf. Re· Case No. ~83, Bulletin 940, ~; 
Item 12. 

_ At the he~ring here·in app.licant testified that he is , __ 
forty.;..four years of age and res.id.es with his wife and two chii.~t 
dren, one of whom attends ·coll.ege; that he became involve.cl. in 
the· conspiracy crime ,because he loaned money·_ to a fellow who. was 
to return. it with a. 'big interest -- I didn't know anything about 
tl)e operation of the s·till.; " that from. 1944 to 194·7 he w0rked in 
·several. licens.ed premises; tha.t he di:lnot know he. was ineligible 
r.·or such employment; that he· des-ires i{o engage in the alcoholic·· 
beverage inqustry; that he has-. never been convicted of any other 
Cl"'ime. and has had no difficult.y'with the law for the past five. 
years 11 Th~. Police Departme·nt of t·he city in which applicant 
resides reports no complaints or investigations presently .pending 
against him. 

. Three witnesses (two housew·1ves and a factory supe-rvifior) 
appeared in applicant's behalf and testified that they have:. known· 
him for over seventeen years and -that· his reputation as· a"}_ law .... 
abiding· citizen is good. . r 

Considering applicant.•~ record a~ a licensee, hia convic-
tion of a crime involving the manufacturing of illioit .. ·a"+oohol., 
his employment in licens.ed premises while ineligible (a.il. ind·1-
cating ·a persistence to· engag·e in the alcoholic beverage industry,, 
whether· lawfully or unlawfully), I am convinced, as was· the local is·su-
1ng autho~i.ty and one of my pred~cesso:rs, that applicant· is, not a fit· 
pe:rson. to be engage.d in. the· alcoholic beverage indus.try in this State .• 
I find that ,his association with. said ind us try would be contrary to 
the public interest. I shall deny his applicat.ion. 

Accordingly,, it is, on this 9th day of April, 1957,, 

ORDERED that the application herein be and the same is 
hereby denied v 

:.· 

-·~·. 
': 


