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' . 
STATE OF NEW JERSEY 

Department of Law and Public:Safety 
DIVISION OF ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE CONTROL 
1100 Raymond Blvdo Newark 2, N. JG 

BULLETIN 14·79 October 22, 1962 

le APPELLATE DECISIONS - COLONIAL HOTEL COMPANY v. ·CAPE MAY •. 

Cases Nos. l.& 2 ) 
COLONIAL HOTEL COMPANY OF CAPE 
MAY, N •.. J. , . ) 

· Appellant, 

... v~. 

' ·:·Co"UNCIL-MANAGER OF THE CITY OF 
.,_ CAPE MAY, 

) . : 

) 

ON APPEAL· . 
. CONCLUSIONS. 
AND· ORDER 

) 

.') 
.. Respondent~. . .. 

~~--~---------------------------~- . . : . .. . •, . . . . . / . . ' .. " .. . . - - - .. 

Charles WQ Sandman, Jre, Esqo, Attorney for AppellantG 
Don~ld A.,, Gaver,- Esqo,. At,to~ney for Responde_nt.e · . :' . · 

I ~ • 

.. ·BY THE· DIRECTO'R: 

. . Tbe He.a:rer has: filed the following Report herein:· 

"The above entitled matters will be considered.as one 

. •, .... .., 

. , .. 

case in this Report for the reason that the issues are integrated 
and-interrelated; they have been treated as such in a single 
petition of appeal and in a single answer filed by the respondent~ 

"This is an appeal from the action of the respondent 
~ounoil-Manager of the City of Cape May (hereinafter respondent)· 
whereinj"by resolution dated June 6, 1962,·it revoked a.plenary· 
retail consumption ~icense theretofore granted to the appellant 
·f_or .. premises. at Ocean Street and Beach Avenue,- Cape May,. said .. 
revocation to become effective on June 7, 1962, andfurther :· 
dec~ared that the said appe.llant-licensee became· ineligible· to 

·be •subject of any further license of any kind or. class· under . 
. the. Al_coholic Beverage Law during the. period from/ June .7; 1962 · 
at 9:00· a.m., the effective date of the revocation to May 1, 
1963 at 9:00 a.m.~ · 

. . non February· 19, i962, after consideration· of the , .. · . . 
appellant's application for a plenary ret~il consumption license, 
respondent adopted the following resolution: 

iNOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the application (of 
appell~nt-licensee) is hereby granted subject to.the. 
special condition that the license shall not be 
issued unless and until the premises shall. have beeri> 
duly completed in keeping with the filed and approved 
plans· and specifications as a hotel containing at 
least 50 sleeping rooms, and subject to the further. 
special condition that there shall be no renewal or · 
transfer of the license except for or to premises 

.·operated as a hotel containing at least 50 sleeping 
~ooms~ 7 

•BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Clerk is hereby 
authorized to issue Plenary Retail Consumption License 
#C-19 after final inspection, to the Colonia.l 
Hotel Company of Cape May, N. J.e 
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"After the adoption of .this resolution the appellant, 
which owns and operates a substantial hotel of over. one hundred 
rooms in· Cape May, proceeded to furnish and equip a. cockta11 ·) 
lounge located in a building adja~ent to the hotel which it 

. intended to ·operate as part of the hotel. Appellant ·alle.ges., 
that, ~cting in ~eliance upon the action of the respondent in·. 
granting the said application, 1 t expended over $26, 000 ·in· · 
remodeling, installing and equipping the said cocktail loUn.ge.~ · 

. . "The appellant corporation is essentially family-owned. . · ·. 
and controlled, and Raymond L. Fite (its general manager) was"the ·.:· 
owner. of thirty-five per centG of its-issued and outstanding stock 
at the time of the filing of it·s application.· .. on· March 28, 
1962) said Fite, who was also the secretary-treasurer of the 
appellant corporation, was convicted .in the United States . 
District Court of income tax· evasion and was sentenced to two . 
years in a Federal. perii tentiary and $10, 000 fine · (the 'prisG>n . · . 
~entence, was ultimately reduced to sixty days). ··Thereafter·, by 
May:l, .19162, Fite disposed of.all his stockholdings., resigned as. 

· an· officer or said. corporation and, according .·to·· t_he ·petition 
· .~f appeal, 'severed entirely his connection,_ emploY1llent and '· 

occupation in the conduc~ or management ·of. the a~fairs a.nd 
bus·iness _of·_ the appellant.' However, no_ writteu notice of.· such · · 
conviction and transfer of stock.was served upon·the 'respondent as 
.r~quired by R.s. 3.3_:1-34, although the _appellant asserts that 
. the fact of .his conviction was widely circUla ted.· in the local · 
press, was. well known 'to the. respondent, and that·· he. did_ in ... 
fact· or_ally·notify the respondent of such convictiori."oil April 
121 .1962·. ' ' ' . . . . ' ' . 

".Ori May 26, 1962, while the application. had "not .as· yet . I.· 
been implemented by the issuance or the original license which 
.~d been authorized by the adopting resolution of February 19, 
· 1962,-. the appellant made proper application for .renewal of. the 
said license. Such application for renewal has not to this.date· 
been acted upon by the respondent. However, ·on May_ 31, 1962, the· 
appellant was served with a notice of charges and on.June 6, 1962,. 
an order l!n.d resolution embodyiL, __ the. charges,· which resolution· 
recites the following: . · · - . · · · 

•WHEREAS, charges have been heretofore dtily .s~rved· 
_upon the above named licensee, charging the following 
violations: 

l~ Violation· or R.s. 33:1~25. · .. 
·A stockholder of more than ten percent (10%) and· 
. an officer holding more than one percent (1%) has 

been sentenced for a crime involving moral · 
turpitude. 

2. Violation of R.S. 33:1-31(1). 
After application was made, R, .. L. Fite was sentenced 
for the crime of income tax evasion, a crime in­
volving moral turpitude, both individually and as an 
officer of the Colonial Hotel Co.· The sentencing for 
a crime involving moral .turpitude of· a holder of more 
than ten percent (10%) of the corporate stock and of 
an officer holding more than one percent (1%) of stock 

.bars issuance-of the license and required revocation. 
A" license may be suspended or r.evoked for any happening 
occurring after time of making application which 'if it 
had oc·curred b~fore said time would have prevente'd the. 
issuanceo. 
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_3. Violation of R.S~ 33:1~3l(a). 
Failure to file. with the issuing authority the 
written notice required- by R~S~ 33:1-34. 

4. Violation of R.S. 33:1-3l(g) and (j). . 
R •. r .• Fite on the basis of the filed application is . 
the holde;r of thirty-five percent (35%J of the stock· 
and is secretary-treasurer of the Corporation. As a 
r~~~lt of.his sentencing for, income tax evasion a 
crime involving moral turpitude the license is in 
violation of R.s. 33:1-250 
. ~· Violation of R.S. 33:1-12@14~ 
The license "fas granted as a result of mistake of . 
fact and law@ The application was filed for a· seasonal 
retail consumption license to be used for the purpose 
of a !!cocktail lounge" -and to cover other buildings. 
The statute prohibits additional licenses of this class 
and the license was mistakenly granted for a· hotel under . 
the provision of ReSe 33:1-12e20. · . 

6. Violation of local- Ordinance dated April 12, 1940, 
"Respecting ·the licensing. and sale of alcoholic beverages 
within- the City of Cape May" which prohibits the issuance 

_ of a seasonal retail consumption license in the City of 
Cape May, New Jersey.. The license was granted as a 
result of mistake of law. And 

'WHEREAS, at a hearing duly held thereon on the 6th day 
of June, 1962, the testimony having established that 
the crime for which R. L. Fite was convicted (income 
tax evasion) involved moral turpitude and the findings 
having established the truth of the second charge which 
permits '{rather than required) the revocation for any 
happening occurring after the time of making application, 
which, if it had occurred before said time, would have 
prevented the issuance, and the third charge (also 
permitting rather than requiring the revocation)@ 

'It is, therefore, on this 6th day of June, 1962, on 
Motion duly made and seconded, 

•RESOLVED and ORDERED, that Plenary Retail Consumption 
License No. C-19 heretofore granted by the City of 
Cape May to Colonial Hotel Company for premise·s at 
Ocean Street and Beach Drive, Cape May, New Jersey, -
be revoked effective June 7, 1962, a_t 9:00 a.m., and 
it is further 

•RESOLVED and ORDERED that the licensed premises located 
at Ocean Street and Beach Drive, Cape May, New Jersey, 
be .and ·the same· is hereby declared ineligible to become 
subject of any further license of any kind or class under 
the Alcoholic Beverage Law during the period from. J'Ulle · 
7, 1962 at 9:00 a.m., the eff~ctive date of the . · 
revocation to May 1, 1963 at 9:00 aeme' 

"The petition of appeal filed herein urges reversal of 
respondent•s action for the reasons which may be summarized as 
follows: (a) that the offense of Fite (the-officer and stock-. 
holder of the appellant) was not an off~nse involving ·moral .. 
turpitude and, in any event, it did not constitute a crime · 
committed by the corporate appellant;· (b) that, at the tim·e the 
application was submitted, the statements therein were :tr-qe; · 
(c)' that no written notice. was acquired under the provisi-ons of 
R.Se 33:1-34. because, althoµ.gh the applicat:l.on was granted, the 

•,!'·.!(' 
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license w~s never act.uaTly 1s·sued and, in- any ev-ent, thP. ___ ~ 
issuing ,authority had notice of the facts; (d) that,,_ rely~Iig 
upon the_ approval of the application, the appellant incm-red 
·great expense in the construction of its premises, -and -t~:t · 
the action of the respondent in revoking the -license was-· ... 
capricious, unre~sonable and imposed ·an unjust penalty upon:·:~ 

_the. appellant; (e) that the penalty imposed for the failur~· __ : 
of the appellant. to_ technically comply \Vith the provision_ .' · 

- requiring written notice o:f a change in the application- is 
'harsh, arbitrary, :unreasonable and an abuse of d1scr-etfoJ1 arid 
imposes. a hardship an~ .los_s upon the -appellant· not justified _ · 
by the facts and. circumstances. t - · · · - · . _·: 

. :"Appellant, .theref.ore ,. seeks I the revision of ,the penalty.-
. of revocation .and asks tha-.t such penalty be imposed as is · _ 
_ eq1J.1tabl.e and just U.nder_ the circumstances. Further, it seeks 
an order directi~. a renewal ·of the retail.· consumption license at -
the legal .-expiration date of the original license and, in any 
event, requests that·1:·;the existing license· be extended _llllt11 a 

.. _ f-i_nal- determination of -this matter~-

.. · . "The. answ~r o:f the respondent admits the ·racts which are. 
~covered by Stipulation filed in this appeal ·between the parties . 
hereto., and submits . the. follow- {a) the crime o"f 'income tax . · -_ 
evasion, of which Fite -(th~ c·orpora te officer) was convicted,. _ -­
constitutes· a. crime involving moral turpitude; (b) -the failure 
of appellant to file~ written notice· or a change in the facts 
contained.in-its original application constitutes a statuto~y· 
tiolation ,which authorizes· the_ suspension or revocation or· a · 
-11cen-se a~t the discre·tion of the respond-ent; ( c) had the_ fact _ 
or conviction of this· corporate offi.ce-r occurred at -the· time of _ . 

-the f !ling of_ th~ original application 1 t \,fOuld have served as .- - __ .. : -
a barri~r to the approval of such application and, therefore,. such· 
conviction should properly prevent the ·1ssuance of the_ licens·e -· · '· 
herein; (d) ·the appellant was informed sUfficiently iri advance · 
that action was contemplated against· it by respondent_ so that, __ 
when it.undertook.to incur these capital expenditures, it proceeded: 
at its own risk; (e~ the· p,enal ty impo.sed by respondent was _ -- » _ . 
reasona·ble and just" and within its discretionary powers; (f) _._ · · ·_ · 
that Fite is· still in con.trol of the affairs of· the corporat~ _.· _ .. 

_appellant," .and the tr~nsfer· of stock was not made in· go.od faith.~ · .. 
· .. ·:· ' ... ·: 

_ "The answ~r, .therefore, -seeks to have -the order of . _· 
·revocation affir~ed, an order directing that the application for 
r·enewa.i of the license be withdrawn, an~ that no further action-. , 
be- taken· by. appellant .on i.ts _ appl·ication ·for renewal until May __ .-. 
·li ·196$. . -

~_, · -_ nPu.rsuant -to- tbE{ filing.: of' the notice• of appea_l.J · an ·orde.r.-~-> 
. -was erite-red·'· by the Director. ·-"of this_-Division staying _respondent' f3 

· · ·order of revocation_and· extending the.license pending th~ app~a~ 
hearing -and until fur.ther __ order of the Director, in .accordance" .- _: .... _ 
with the provisions of R.S's )3:1-31 and llul"e 12 of State · · · 
Regulation No. 15. Subsequent to. the issuance of-that order- the 
_Clerk of the respondent issuing authority issued a plenary .reta11 · 

. consumption license to the appellant under which the appellat?-t. is· 
·presently opera ting and conducting 1 ts normal _business~·· - - · . -

" ·, ·' . 

.__'"The appeal·-her.eln was· presented. on ·stipulation which- ·_ :,_: 
· - · __ ip.c·orpora ted: ·the trariscrip~ ·or the-se proceedings taken before· t_l'ie 
-r~spondent issuing _authority· on June 6·, 1962, together w~~h all 
. pe-rtinent pleadings and_ r_esolutions, purs·uant to the provisions _ 
of Rule S of State Re'gulation No·. 15. The- Stipulation succinctly-,_ 
sets forth.the basis for the appeal. and is, therefore,· herein· ·· \ 1

. 
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'It is stipulated and agreed truit the facts 
pertaining to the conviction·. of Raymond L.-'' Fite 
in the United States District Court for income 
tax evasion and the incidents alleged in the 
appeal filed in this matte·r are accurate. 

1It is stipulated and agreed that Raymond L~ Fite 
was convicted of income tax evasion on the twenty-. 
eighth (28th) day of March, 1962, in the United . 
States District-Court, and that Plenary Retail . 
Consumption License C-19 was granted to the C0lonia1· · 
Hotel Company by the City of Cape May Issuing· 
Authority on February 19, 1962. 

'It is further agreed that at the time .of Raymond L~ 
Fite's conviction on .March 28, 1962, he was Secretary· 
and _Treasurer of the. Colonial Hotel Company, a · 
corporation of the State of New Jersey and at that time 
he owned more than ten per cent (10%) of t~e stock in· : 
the Colonial Hotel Company~- · · 

'It is s td!pula ted that the attached transcript or'· the · . 
hearing by the Cape May Council on June 6, 1962·1s· 

· complete and shall be made a part of the record on 
appeal. u. 

"It should be stated at the outset that, although there 
are two actions presumably appealed from, i.e., (1) the action 
of respondent in revoking the license and (2) its failure to 
renew the_ original license which it allegedly issued, the fact. 
is that.no consideration was ever given by the respondent to· 
the· application to. renew. Such consideration would, of "course, .. 
_be premature in view of the fact that it had revo~ed the_ license" 

· ·. (which. 1 t is clear. had not been technically issued although : .· · · · 
.favorable action was taken on -the· application) and, therefore,· · 
it could not consider the question of .renewal. Thus, ·in the · 
proceedings before the respondent issuing authority Mr. Gaver 
stated: 

...tI understand that this was a notice to the licensee 
for ;Suspension and revocation of t~e licen:;;e.which: 

·. was granted but not issued ·originally and· this 
hear·ing, ~s I understand it, turns solely on the 
question of whether or not the first original. · . , .... 
1-icense should be S\lSpended or .. revoked. ·It doesri' t .. -... 
intend to take up the question of renewal at all. 
I think that· the question whether or not it could be 

. renewed will be determined later, _depending on what· · 
happens at this hearing. If the original license is 

.revoked, there obviously can be no renewal and if· 
:there i~ no revocation and the license is granted 
then I ·think we could proceed through the regular. 
channels by advertisement and public hearing,- if 
necessary on question 9f renewal,' 

to which Senator Sandman, counsel for tne appellant, replied: 

'Then we can stipulate that the argument here today 
will be isolated to the issuance of· the original 

~ license and the determination that you are to make 
from this is whether or not it shall be revoked or 
suspended o ' 

"Thus, the substantial and only issue c;m this· appeal is 
whetbe:t· er L'.J <~- th:) :_,_,; ;_:iuJ.l of the respondent in revoking the 
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license which it authorized to be is sued shall be -set astae:~;. 
'·, . .-.. -

l 

"Appellant asserts that the conviction of cr-ime~:_.-byktts 
corporate officer ,does not constitute a crime committed·- 'by""':l"t · 

· 1 tself and that, in any event, the conviction of crime for; income ,. . 
tax violat~on does not constitute a crime invo.lvirig ·morat turpitude.,. 

· I be.lieve 1 t is clear that Fite was. an officer and stockholder of 
the appellant at the time_ that the application for the ls~uance·of 

·the license was pending and before the actual is,suance of the 
license. ·I~ is equally undisputed that Fite disposed of· hi-s : .... 
stockholdings by transferring them to his son.· There is ·little. 
persuasive force to· the argument that he is still the moving · .. 

·.spirit and the force behind the corporate affairs. of ·the appellant. · · 
_.It is only natural that he should be interested in seeing to .it· .. 
that· the transfer was made in a realistic:!manner and ·that· the. 

· business would continue to be conclucted in.such way as. to assure 
· its profitable .operation& In any_ event, the· ·transcript is:. · _: 

ba·rren of any proof in support of this allegation. 

_ . "A conviction for income tax -evasion may or may not -
.. involve moral turpitude, depending upon the -~act's and circum-

.. ·stances in each particular case as well. as. the penalty imposed. _ 
Re Blank; Bullet-in 96, Item lOo .However, I am persuaded ... tl.:lat .the··. 
circumstances in this case are such that, considerin~. the orig_inal · 
s.entence of· two years i.n a Federal penitentiary and · $10, 000 fine .. · · . 
(which prison sentence was later reduced to sixty days), this did .. 
involve moral turpitudeo Cf o Re Case NoQ 1380, Bulletin 1~25, 
It.em 76> · · · -

. . _' . . ' .. 

"Respondent advocates that, since Fite wa·s a stockholder·_., __ .,.-. 
·owning more than ten per cent. of the issued and outstanding· stock·. 
of'the corporate appellant, under R"S. 33:1--31(1) respondent· ts · · 
authorized to revoke the appellant's licens~ for. Fite' s conviction . 
··which occurred after the grant of the application. That statute " 
.·authorizes revocation for an act wh:tch, if it had occurred before 
. the ·said time, would have·prevented the· issuance of. the. licens·e •. 
Appellant, howeverj answers that, at the· time the application ~as· 

. made, .. (1) the answers therein were all truthful and made· in good . 
. . faith, and· that (2) JJ in any event, this was not _an act· of the· · .... ·· --

c6r!:>oration· itself, and (3J it occurred before the. actual·. iss~nce· · 
of. the license and.t< therefore, was not applicablee " 

"I· believe: tha.t. the appellant acted, in good faith and 
that the transfer of stock was made within a reasonable· 'time ·after .. ' 
the conviction arnf sentence of the corporate officer of the : .. · 
appellanto The conviction of Fite was not a conviction of crime · · 

· · · of the corporate appellant and the ~ppellant . should not be held 
accountable thereforo It is a ·nrul sequitur to argue that the 
··application would not have been granted if this conviction had· 
'been noted at the ~ime.it was granted because the incident did 'not 
occur until some time thereafter" In the technical sense, 
R .. S • .33:1-31(1) does not really apply because no license was 
actually iss~edei · 

"Literalism may give way to resourcefulness o Administra--· 
tive agencies often view these statutes :J_n a· broader and more 
liberal scope ~nd try to interpret them in accordance with a 
.perception.of their true intentions with fair play and cori-
s id era ti on for all part.ie s- cone erned ~ See Prof e .K. C. Davis; 
Admin,& Law, Seco 69si Pe 253; also Sec" 139, p. 444-4450 
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II 
"No written notice was given to the respqnderit·or .the. 

_change of ·corporate· officers as set forth in the ·original·· .'·: .. 
application: within the- time required by R.,S • .33:1-34 •. "As no.ted 

_·_above, .the appella.nt ··argues that no written notice was required:. 
·because· the application was granted but the license:was·not- · 
actually issued.: . It fur.ther ·asserts that the widest:.publicity: ... 

-was ·given· to the ·conviction of its _corporate offic:er; · that ora:i.: .. 
notice was· given to the respondent issuing _authority within,· .. 
fifteen days,· and ·.that shortly thereafter an affidavit: .was filed .. 
with 'the. respondent incorporating the pertinent fact·s. · -·· .· · · .. · 

- . •• -' • - .' • ' • • - • ' • z ' ' •• -

. ·: . "The fact is·, however, . that there was a ma.terial :cha_nge .. /.· 
which had taken place by reason of· the statutory ·1neligibili.ty.>of~:. 

·Fite-and the.transfer of his·shares· of stock to another.··"!· .. · .. ,_ . ._._ .. 
believe i"t was -intended by R.S •. 3J:.1~34· that a· _formai.·.·wr:J.t:-t;e# 
notice of such change should have· been c·ommunicate.d td the: .. 
. respondent. The statute permits of .ao:other adequate- substitutet! 
It ._is_ admitted .that to this da t·e no such formal written· notice .. · 
has been. so communicated. .. 

. . . -

· "It is undisputed that for a violation of this Sec.t1on··· 
the!. respondent is given the discretion to suspend or- revoke· the_·· 

. appellant's license •.. The· respondent. undertook· .to revoke f. 1-~-e ... , · .. · .. 
to impose a·penalty of suspension from.June 7, ·1962,,·.until May· 
1, · . .196J. Appellant urges· a reversal or modification of such · , _ 
action for the· reason that the same is excess_ive and unduly_ harsh._ · 

·"It has generally been held by this Division that. a " '- .. · ·_ 
suspension or revocation imposed in a local disciplin?ry· _pr9c.eed~ng- · 

. rests in the first instance within the sound discretion of the. _·: .··· ,:· 
_local issuing authority, and the ~power of the Director .to,reduc·e··.·. 

"-or· modify it will be sp_aringly ,exer.cised, ·and only with the-.-_ .>",_ _ .. 
. ·greatest .. caution. Robinson et· al. ·v. Newark, Bulletin_:..54, ·.:Item·· ~.r -·:·_., ·'." 
· Ha.rrison Wine & Liquor Co. , Inc.- v. Harrison, Bulletin .1296; · It~m "2 •. .,. · 
· 'fhe.I?.irector has, howeveI', modified .such penalty. where· it: .was-_. . 
_manifestly·_ unreasonable or unduly excessive. - Cf~ ·z1omek v.< ·. - •· 
Clementon, Bulletin 381, Iteni 3.(reduction froni".fo~ months~·t_o_,_·_· -··· 
-thirty days);, Kovacs v. South ·River, Bulletin .1oo·s, ·,rteni:-3:'>> < · ." -'· 
(reduc·tion. from revocation of license to twenty days); -Conklin · ·:· .. -· ·<-'. ~-
v~ . Bridgewater, Bulletin 809, Item 7 (reduction. fr_om_ r.ey0,ca ~ion- . · : '. 
of·. license· to twenty days). In a recent case d·ecided_ by ~his_:·· , " 
-Division (Rigoletti v. Wayne, Bulletin 1430,-Item 2)j .t4e'· .· :_, .. , 

.. Dir,ector . reduced the penalty ·from one. year.- to sixty_-_.days. > · 
, ,. -be~ause. of'· ~1 tigatirig ·. cir·cunistanc·es e . . .. ·.:-.· · ... , :. <_· ~· - '. ·':• .. 
. . . .· •' :_ :· ncons,idering the. fact ',that ihe'.v:t'olaticin 'C>r.>:-th.e;,·:'provi~1a:n··>'::· . ' 

· .hereina bove · cited was technical in nature, 1 t would· :appe~r · that-; the <···'_: · 
· penalty .impos.ed was somewhat heavy-fisted ?-nd ~duly. ex,cessiv~., ::: .. T}le.,. : 

... __ usual p~nalty imposed by the.Director. for a violation, ar··thi.s.:: ,··;_ ·:""::: .. <::;· 
· · provision rang es · ff om ten ·to thirty days; · depending on·: ·the. pecrlili~r<t::'.:,:;(-:"; 
. - ci_rcums~ances in _each caseo· Cf.- .Re Monterey Operating ·co~;- Inc.··::J:).?"><:· 

. l3ullet1ri 1325, ·Item. 4 (14'. days);· Re Villare, Bullet~n. ·I_lS·s·, .<I~em·-\3·;"-,}: -... ~ .. :;.-. 
. :(30 days);· Re Joe; D's Blue Room, Inc., Bulletin' .1234; ··Item r· .. : . .-.:·:-- ~:-:.\~/:;:_..; 
.·,·(10 days). ·Allowing reasqnable· latitude for difference.s or-:·; ... _._.//· _:>::-_~~~­

opin.ion, -:fifteen .days would appear to be ample for· the.· offense .ch.a?!g~p.:· 
.hereine ·. · · " · . .'!~_·: ... 

. ' . 

"I,- therefore, recommend that the acti~n of the· re$p.ondent~ 
in ordering a penalty of revocation and ineligibility for· license-

. from June .7, 1962, to May· 1 1 196.3, be modified; that· an- orde·r be 
entered therein reducing such revocation to a suspension of fifteen · 
days, said suspension to take .effect on dates to be set by the 
respondent. · 

. . ' ' . : 



PAGE 8 BULLETIN :14:7,9 
; • . g • ~I. ' 

"Another point urged by the respondent in the orig:1;P;?,1 
hearing., and included in the charges and the resolution ·or .. ·f./\ine 
6, 1962, _is that the license to, the -appellant was granted,. :q/{ a 
res-ult ~f a mistake in fact and law. The ap·plication was 'f'iled 
for a seaso.nal retail consumption license ·to be used for .. t:P.f1'";: . 
purpose of .a .cocktail lounge and to cover another building ·:?;I).d. 
because the statute prohibits additional licenses of this ,c-lass. 
Thus the license 'was mistakenly granted to a hotel U.nder.the 
:provisions of R.S. 33:1-12Q20. It further challenges the original 
1.ssuance as being in violation of the local· ordinance dated . · . 
April 12, 1940, •respecting the licensing and·sale of a1coholic 
beverages within the City of Cape May' which prohibits the issuance 
_of a seasonal retail consumption license in the City of Ca~~y, · 
New J.ersey. The lic.ense, therefore, i.t is argued, was granted as · 
a result of a mistake of law. · 

"The appellant submits that the statute requires the 
issuance of· such license to a hotel which contains more than 
fifty. rooms. and t~at the ordinance· does not affect the statute 
under which the hotel qualifies for 1 t in the first ins_tance; 
that this ordinance 'does not repeal or take away the right given· 
by the.Legislature· under the statute. Further it couldn't 
possibly do it because the ordinance passed in the City· of Cape . 
May was. passed seven years before the Legislature passed the 
statute that we are relying on.' · 

. "It has been well established that the local issuing 
·authority· has the right to limit the issuance of licenses or ~ven_ 
to r~fuse to issue any licenses, and may do so _by ordinance further 

· ·1iriiiting the State statute. This applies as well to hotels having· 
over fifty·· . rooms. A hotel is not- entitled as a matter or· right to: 
a· liquor license. Hosts, Inc. v. Point Pleasant Beach, Bulletin 
732,_'Item 2; Gripper·v. Lakewood, Bulletin 86~, Item 2; Ostrows-ky 
v. Newark, 102 N .• J It Eq. 169; Bachman v,. Phillipsburg, 68 N.J .L. . 
552a The-ordinance hereinabove referred to states that no seasonal 
.66nsUmption license shall· be issued· cy. the City of Cape May. 
Significantly, it exc.epts from the local limitation of the . . 

: . number of plenary retail consumption licenses which may be grante.d,. · 
,-.:~mong .others,_those that may be granted tor bona fide hotels.· · 

"It is 1Uldisputed that the application of the appellant was 
not for a seasonal consumption license but was for a retail · 
consumption license, and the resolution presumably prepared by 

_ the Legal Department of the respondent issuing authority approved·. 
an application for a plenary retail consumption license •. Sue~ 
license· wa.s clearly within the authority of the respondent to. 
is:sue . for .a. bona .fide hotel in view of the ordinance exception.· 

· · It is ·significant that, ·when the license was actually issued by 
·the Clerk of respondent on instructions of 1 ts counsel upon the.· 

·. ··fiTing. of the order extending same by this Divisdion, the respondent 
"issued a plenary·retail consumption license and received fee · 

·therefor. We must, therefore, conclude that it: was the _clear.· 
·.·.:-intention of the appellant to apply for a plenary retail consumption· 

.. ,_·license and of the re·spondent to issue the same. · Indeed, it must.· 
have been clear to respondent that it was statutorily enjoined. 
·from issuing any additional seasonal consumption license to the 
appella.nt or ·any one else. · 

IV 

. ''Appellant urges that the respondent 'be directed to· renew 
the plenary retail consumption li_ceI_"lse issued to it after 
determination of the other issues raised hflreinabove. 
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"As was pointed out earlier in this Report, no con­
sideration with respect to the renewal of the said. license was 
ever had before the respondent~ In this connection it is 
important to point out that the appellant is entitled to a hearing· 
on\its application for a renewal of the license. Renewal of a 
license, just as in the issuance ·or ·a: nev1 license, will depend upon 
the sound reasons advanced by the applicant to justify such action" 
It is well established that there is. no inherent right to ·the 
renewal of a license~ Zicherman v. Driscoll, 133 N~J.L. 586 
(Sup.Ct. 1946); Kleinberg_ vQ ffiir"ris'Qn, Bulletin 984, Item 2; 
Bumball v. Burnett, 115 N.J.L. 254. The sale of intoxicating· 
beverages is in a class by itself. Paul vQ Gloucester~ 50 
N.J~Lo 585, 5950 No one has a right to demand a license. A 
license is a special privilege granted to the f~w, denied to the 
many. Meehan.v. Jersey Ci~, 73 N~J©L@ 3820 As Justice Field 
stated in Crowley v.,, Christensen., 137 U.,Se S6, at p •. 92: 

'***There is no inherent right ln a citizen to thus 
sell intoxicating liquors by retail ***o As it is 
a business attended with danger to the community, 
it may,. as already said, be entirely prohibited, 
or be permitted unaer such conditions as will limit 
to the .utmost its evilso The manner and extent of 
regulation rest in the discretion of the governing 
authority. ?~*' , · 

·HAs the Court said in Ward v~ Scottl) 16 N0J fJ 16., at -p. 23 
(See Fanwood Vo Rocc..Q,~ 59 Nf>J" Supero ~at Pei 322 (reprinted in 
Bulletin 1324, Item lJ): . 

'Local officials who are thoroughly familiar with 
their communityis characteristics and interest.sand 
are the proper representatives of its peoplej are 
undoubtedly the best eq~ipped to pass initially on 
such applications **-X· .. ' · 

"It should be re-emphasized thatJJ while the local ordinance 
distinguishes bona fid~ .hotels from other licensees, it does not 
follow that a hotel is ipso facto entitled to a license just 
because it is a hotel.. There is no 'must' in the Alcoholic ,·' 
Beverage Law which provides that all hotels are entitled as· o.f 
right to a liquor license@ The test is public necessity 
and conven':l.enc.etj not whether a given place ·1s a hotel or not. 
In order to override a municipal limitation of licenses~ that 
test must. be met and passed. Current v. Fredon, Bulletin 1S4, 
Item 1; Szczesna Vo Wildwood, Bulletin S52, Item lQ 

''It is, therefore, my recommendation that this matter 
be remanded to the respondent issuing authority for the purpose 
of holding a hearing· in which, as set forth hereinabove, the 
proper issues of public convenience and necessity, the best 
interest of the community,_ the fitness of the applicant and other 
pertinent matters be resolved by the x·espondent after granting the 
appella.nt a full, fair and impart.1.al hearing e I· am certain that 
adequate consideration would be given to the nature of the 
appellant•s business, its investment ~nd the other cogent facts 
which were developed in the prior hear.ing«, · · 

"It should be borne in mind that, while it lies within 
the sound discretion of an issuing authority to determined·"in the 
first instance whether an applicant is worthy of its licensed 
privileges, such exercise of discretion must be based on valid 
and. substantial ground and that it may not be den.ted capriciously 
or mereJs to reduce the number of licenses Q Such denial, there­
fore, must be based on reasonable grounds or it will be reversed .. 
Costa v.· Red ~ ·Bulletin 1.33, It.em 5; ~~J:hTt!riso.n, 
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supra; B & .L Tavern, Inc. v~ Bayonne, Bulletin 1459, Item r. 
"One further note: If the respondent,· after granting/ 

appellant a hearing on its application for a renewal, in . .. 
accordance with the provisions of the Alcoholic Beverage Law 
(cf. Handlon v. Town of Belleville, 4 N.J. 99, 105 (1959); · 
Passarella v. Board of Commissioners 1 N.J. Super 313 (App. 
Tifv. 1949» decides to grant such appfication, it is recommended 
that the suspension heretofore recommended be operative for such 
period during the effective da·tes of the renewed licenseQ 

· "I, therefore, recommend that an·order be entered· 
modifying the suspension in Case No. 1 from the period set fQrth 
to fifteen. days, and remand this matter to the respondent for the 
purpose of considering the application for renewal of the 
existing license." · · 

No exceptions to the Hearer w s Report werel'filed with me 
within the time limited by Rule 14 of State Regulation No. 15. 

,-

Having care.fully considered . the entire record herein, 
including the transcript of testimony taken before the local 
issuing auth9rity, the Stipulation submitted in lieu of hearing 
of these appeals,. the .written argument and brief. submitted by 
counsel, the Hearer's Report and.the specific recommendations 
included therein, I concur in the findings and conclusions of 
the Hearer and adopt them.as my conclusions herein. Hence I· 
shall enter an order as recommended. 

Accordingly . .)} it is, on this 7th day of September 1962, ._ 

ORDERED tha·t the .. within appeals be and the same are 
hereby remanded to respondent Council-Manager of the City of 
Cape May for its impl-ementa tion and further action cons is tent· 
with these Conclusions and Order, and with particuJ..ar reference 
to the specific recommendations in the Hearer's Report herein 
adoptedo . · 

WILLIAM HOWE DAVIS 
DIRECTOR , 
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2. DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS - SALE TO A MINOR - AGGRAVATING 
CIRCUMSTANCE - LICENSE SUSPENDED 20 DAYS$ 

In the Matter of Disciplinary 
Proceedings ·against 

PIET CORPORATION 
t/a COLON.IAL INN 
345 Oceanport Avenue 
Oceanport, New Jersey 

) 

) 

) 

) 

HoideP-o~ Plenary Retail Consumption ) 
License C-1,· is~ued by the Mayor· and 
Council of the Borough of Oceanporte ) 

.David Resnik.off;- Esqe, Attorney for Licensee. 

CONCLUSIONS 
AND ORDER 

Edward F .• Ambrose, Esq., Appearing for ·the Division o'f Alcoholic 
Beverage Control5 

BY THE DIRECTOR: 

.The Hearer has filed the following Repor-t herein: 

·"Licensee pleaded not guilty to the f ollowix1g charge.: 

'On April 6 and 7, 1962,· you sold, served and 
delivered and allowed, permitted and suffered 
the sale, service and deli-r.Tery of alcoholic 

·beverages, directly or indirectly, to a person 
under the age of twenty-one (21) y.ears, viz•, 
Douglas·---, age 19 and allowed, permitted 
and suffered the consumption of alcoholic 
.bev~~ages by said person in and upon your 
licensed premises; in violation of Rule 1 of 

. St.B:te Regulation No. 20' 

·"The Division's case was presented through the testimony 
_of Douglas ---J the m1nor 9· his two ·companions, and two ABC agents; 
· and tht? pict;ure presented is as follows: 

"Douglas ---, who was 19 years of age on the dates alleged, 
is a soldier, private first class, and was then stationed at Fort 
Monmouth. ·On April 6, 1962, at about.9:30 p~ni.., .in the- company or· 
his two companions, he entered the subject licensed :premises ahd 
seated himself at the bar\S He then ordered a glass of beer for · 
himself, one of his companions ordered a seven and seven and the 
other.one ordered a bottle of beer .. He was served by the.bartender, 
known as Pete (la ter-·identified as· Frank Pietroni1rm,. the vice-. 
president of. the ~orporate-licensee) •. One of these three~persons . 
paid for the first round,, .and each succeeding round was paid for · · .. 

· alternately by another.. Douglas had a total of ten bottles of peer e': 
At about 12:00 midnight, one of his.companions, James Jones;, left·, 
:but the minor remained there until 1:)0 a .. m., d'ili;ing all of·which. 
time' he continued to ·drink beer at the bar& He states that at no· 
time was he ever questioned about his age, nor did he make any· 
representation either orally or- in writing with regard. thereto. 

VtWhen he. left the. premises, lie attempted to hi tch-hilte 
back to the barracks and was apprehended by the Military Police. 
He told them that he had spent the evening ·at th~ licen~ed premises, 
but recalled very little else because at that time he states that 
he was under the influence of liquor. Some time thereafter; he, 
was under the influence of liquor~ Some time thereafter,,he, 
accompanied by·two ABC agents;, re-entered the premises and formally· 
identified.Pietroniro as the bartender who served him the alcoholic 
beverages ,on the evening of Apr~l 6 and on::: the morning of April 7, 1962. 
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Significa~tly, it is noted that as Douglas approached the 
.. licensed premises, Pietroniro was seen walking towaFd the 

package liquor store adjacent to the tavern, and Douglas "·;then 
pointed him out as the bartender who had served ·him the beer 
on the aforementioned dates~ 

"Douglas1 testimony was substantially unshaken on cross·- ·, 
examination, ~xcept that he clarified the situation with respect 
to the ID card belonging to hls companion, 'Jones. His explanation 
was that when Jones left the tavern at 12:00 p.m., he apparently· 
left his ID card at the bar, and Douglas picked this card up and. 
brought 1 t back to the barracks@ He insisted, however, he neve.r · 
used this ID card for any purpose other than to ,restore it to 
Jones at their next meetingo 

"Jame_s Jones and Orville Fuller, Jr@, the two c9mpanions of 
.Douglas, testified substantially in the same manner and to the 
same effect as did the minorQ> They both vigorously denied that 
any ·representation had been made by any of them. to the licensee's 
agents respecting their ages,.nor, indeed, was any such 
representation r~quested by the bartender. On cross-examination, 
they reaffirmed their direct testimony, stated that Douglas had _ 
had approximately ten beers and the bartender at no time que~tioned 
him, the minor, with respect to his age, or even sought to e'xamine 
his ID card. Both.of these witnesses signed statements with 
re~pect to the activities on these days at the direction of the 
Commanding Officer, and revisited the licensed premises in the 
company of ABC agents, where they identified Pietroniro·as the 
bartender who served the three of them on the dates in question •... 
Jones particularly corroborated the minor's testimony with respect­
to his ID card. He testified that his ID card was in the same 

.pocket with his cigarettes, and he last saw the card sometime 
during the evening of April 6 on the bar of these premises~ The 
card must have fallen out when he reached for his cigarettes. He 
had app~rently forgotten to retrieve it before leaving the 
premises~ He specifically denied hearing the bartender ask Douglas 
_for any identification,. a~though 1~ was seated •approximately a 
foot' away from himo 

·"It _is significant that at the outset of this hearing, I 
.granted. the request of counsel for the licensee for the· testimony 
·or each of these witnesses to be taken in the absence of the other 
witnesses·so.tbat none of them may be influenced by each other's 
,testimony. 

"ABC Agent H testified that he obtained sta-tements from· the . 
. ··thre·e· prior witnesses, including .the minor, and Douglas gav~. him· 
a detailed description of the bartender who had ; allegedly served · 
him on April 6 and April 7e After executing these statements, 
this agent, accompanied by Agent T and the minor, visited the . · 
tavern and round that the description of Pietroniro,. the bartende.r, 
as given to him by the minor, was an accurate oneo The agent 

·questioned Pietroniro» who admitted that he had served two 
companions of. Douglas, but couldn't :r:ecall whether· they were 
with· Douglas on the night in question. He further stated that 
Pietroniro informed him that 'if he had served him, the boy must 
have shown some type of proof; he stated he never asked for any 
representation as to his age--he never asked anybody to make 

'written representation; and the boy appeared to _be ninetten years 
of age•. 

. "His testimony was corroborated in all respects ~y Agent T 
particularly with respect to the conversation which was had with 
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Pietroniro regarding his procedures on identi~ication. His 
recollection of Pietroniro' s ··statement regarding service ·to 
t_he minor w:as, 11 might· have served him. He might 'have been 
here on one or two occasionSe But if I served him any 
alcoholic. beverages he had to show me some sort of identiflcati.on' ~-' 
He repeated that, Pietroniro emphasized to him that he never 
a·sked ·for any written representation. 

"Th~ licensee's defense consisted, in effect, of a 
denial of service of alcoholic beverages to the minor on the 
dates ~n questione The only witness called on its behalf was 
Pietroniro, a vice-president and one of two bartenders employed 
on these dates. Pietroniro testified that when Douglas entered 
the premises, he showed him the ID card belonging to Jones. 
He looked at the card and then said to the minor, 'All right,. 
Jonesy, take a walk'. He further testified that he recalls 
the conversation with the ABC agents in which he stated, 'The 
only way he could have been served (referring to service to the 
··minor) in here is if he proved his proof of age because the .· 
fellow.he looks like about 18 or 19 years old'. He recalls 
serving the two companions of the minor on that night, but h.B.s· 
no recpllection·or serving the minor. 

"Oµ. cross-examination, he stated that he now recalls t-hat 
he told Douglas to take a walk because the picture on the ID 
card was not an accurate reflection of Douglas, and he looked· 
only about 19 years of age. He. admitted that Douglas sat at. 
the end.of the bar next to his two companions and the only 
conversation that he had was. with Douglase 

"At the request of ca.~sel for the licensee, this matter 
was adjourned in order to enable counsel to make a more 
·complete investigation of its case, and to produce additional 
witnesses·in support of its defense. On the return date hereof;· 
Pietroniro resumed the stand and stated that he attempted to 
contact a Military Police officer who might be helpful in his 
defense, but he ascertained that this man was unavailable. He · 
stated that someone told him that this officer· was away without 
leave~ I questioned hbm on this point and found that no subpoena 
had been issued or an effort made to subpoena him or anyone.else 
who might know of his whereabouts. · 

"Thus. we have the clear, unequivocal and forthright 
testimony of the three main Division witnesses, supported by the 
admissions made by the agent of the licensee to the ABC agents, 
contrasted to the equivocal and uncertain denial made by the 
witness for the licensee. I was particularly impressed with the 
testimony of Douglas, the minor, who gave a straightforward, 
credible account of this incident and his testimony in every· 
detail was corroborated by his companions. As note.d before, the 
companions were absented .from the court room during·· his . . 
testimony, and their testimony reflected an accurate recital ,, 
of the facts. 

"It was clear to me that the Division witnesses had no . 
improper motive in inculpating the licensee and, under searching 
and skilled cross-examination, set forth with candor the episode 
of April 6 and April 7. On the ,other ~nd, Pie~roniro seems to 
have a conflicting defense. At first, he says that he told the 
ag~nts that he did not recall serving this minor, but that. if he 
did serve him, he would have done so only upon questioning him 
as to his agea He admits, however, that he never requires any 
written representation~ as required under the rules and 
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re,gulations of this Division. -Rule l of State Regulation No. 
20 and special note in· Section 5 of appendix to rules.- er. 
Re Kaczka §Dd Trobiano, Bulletin 1063, Item 1. 

. ''At· the hearing he makes the additional claim thatthis 
minor.looked to him to _be ~bout 18 or 19 years of age and he 
thus told, him to ·'take a walk'e I am not convinced that this 
~as the fact, and the-most charitable considerations of his' 
testimony would lead me to believe that he had no accurate 
recollection of what transpired on that evening$ 

' 

"One further observation: When the minor identified 
Pietr.oniro, at the confrontation, as the bartender who served 
him on April 6 and 7, the failure of Pietroniro to deny the 
same when he heard this accusation·, and had a reasonable 
opportunity to deny the same, his failure to do so ~aises a 
strong inference that he could not truthfully deny the same., 

·Cf. State: v. D'Adame, 82 N~J. Law 315, 82 Atle 520, affe 84 
N.J • Law 386, 86 atLi 414e \ · 

. "Pietroniro's reply that he 'might have served' (the 
minor)· does not, in my judgment, constitute a denialQ His 
further elaboration that if he did serve him, it was done only 

·upon examining the minor's identification, should be evaluated 
with his other testimony that he never requires a written · 
representation as to age; and that this minor appeared to him 
.to be about ·19 years of age~ 

· "Thus., the conduct of licensee's agent reasonably 
justifies the conclusion, in fact and in law, of assent, 
expre·ss· or implied, to the truth of the accusation.i er. 
State v. Too~, 6 N.J. SuperQ 97, 70 Atl. 2nd·l80Q 

"His denial of the sale at this hearing appears to be an 
afterthought, and unbelievaQle, when viewed within the context 
of his failure to contradict or deny the t~stimony of 
Division's witnesses wi~h refer--~~. e to the conversations .which 
took place at the confronta~ions hereinabove referred to. 

"After reviewing the evidence and the argument_s of 
licensee's attorney at the conclusion of the hearing, I 
conclude that the Divisiam·:has established the truth of the 
charge by a fair preponderance of the believable evidence and 
I recommend that the licensee be found guilty as charged. 
Freud and Pittala v. Davis, 64 N.J$ Super. 242, 165 Atl. 2nd 850 
(1960Ja . . ·. 

_ "Licensee had no prior adjudicated record. The minimum 
penalty for sale of alcoholic beverages to a 19~year-old minor 
is fifteen dayso Re Vance's Bar, Inc~, Bulletin 1396, Item 5. 
However, in view of the quantity of beverages sold ~o this minor, 
it is further recommended that an order _be entered suspending the 
licensee~s license for twenty dayse Re-Garcia, Bulletin 1415, , 
Item 1; Re Bursteinp Bulletin 1244, Item 12Q" 

No exceptions· to the Hearer Y s Report were filed with me 
within the time limited by Rule 6 of State Regulation No. 16. 

Having carefully considered the entire record herein, the 
transcript of testimony, and the Hearer's Report, I concur in the 
findings and conclusions of the Hearer and ad·opt his recommendations 

Accordingly, it isj on this 11th day of 'september, 1962, 
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-.ORDERED that Plenary Retail Consumption License C-1~ 
issued by the Mayor and Council of the Bor01.J€h of Qceanport . 

. to Pi~t Corporation~ t;(a Colonial Inn; 345 Ocean1)o:rt Avenue~ 
OceanportJJ be and the same is hereby suspended fo:r twenty (20). 
days commencing at 2:00 aome Tuesday, September 18, 1962, and 
terminating at 2,:00 a~m" Monday P October S, 1962~ . 

. WILLIAM HOWE .. DAVIS 
DIRECTOR 

~~ DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS - SUSPENSION REIMPOSED AFTER DENIAL 
OF FURTHER STAY PENDING APPEAL TO APPEI,LATE DIVISION@· 

In the Matter of Disciplinary 
Proceedings against 

GEORGE J e DE F'EBB 
2936 High Street 
Camden, N., Jo . 

~' 

Holder of Solicitor's P~rmit· 
1\fo. 28.16 issued by the Director 
of the Division of Alcoholic 
Beverage Controle ~ 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

ORDER 

Harvey L. Stern, Esq0, A'ttorney for Solicitoro . 
D~vid S. Piltzers> Esq., Appearing for the Division of Alcoholic 

Beverage Control~ 

BY THE D !RECTOR: 

On August 13j 1962 1 I s~spended the solicitor's permit 
herein for one·hundred fifty days commencing August 20, 19620 
Be D~febb, Bulletin 1476, Item l~ 

Upon appeal to the Superior CourtJJ Appellate Division, 
the court on August 17, 1962.entered an order temporarily 
staying the suspensiono · On Septembe:r;- 10~ 1962, the court , 
denied application for further stay of the suspension but 
directed that the appeal be heard on an accelerated basiso 
Hence, an order to reimpose the suspension may now be enterede 

.Accordingly, it is 3 on this 12th day of September·1 1962 1 

ORDERED that SolicitorYs Permit No~ 2816 issued by the 
Dir·ector of the Division of Alcoholic Beverage Control to George 
Jo DeFe»bj 2936 High Street, Camden, New Jersey, ~e and the same 
is hereby suspend~d for o~e hundred fifty (150) days» effective 
7:00 aom. Tuesday, September 18, 1962, and terminating at 7:00 
aome Friday, February 15J 1963~ 

WILLIAM HOWE DAVIS 
DIREC~:o:a 

.. ; 
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4e DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS - ORDER TERMINATING SUSPENSION FOR 
BALANCE OF. TERM UPON· PROOF OF CORRECTION· OF UNLAWFUL 
SITUAT!ON Ii . · . . . 

In the _Ma·t.ter .of Disciplinary_ 
Pro~eeding·s against . . . - . . -

KARUNOS·ANDARVANITIS {A Corpo)' 
t/~ PETERS, · . . _ 

·) 

) 

) ·' Ocean Avenue (Boardwalk) 
Long "Branch, Ne J" · ) '· · ·oRDER. 

. . 

·· Holder of Seasonal Retail Consumption 
License CS-5 (expiring November.1; · 
1962), issued by the City ·council of 
the City of Long .Brancho 

) 

-) 

~-~-~~-----~~---~~~~----~~~~~-~~~~~·-~·~~ 
Walter J .. Geo.rge,. Esq., Attorney. tor· LiC:ensee .• _ .. 
David Sci Piltzer, Es.q. ,_ Appearing for _the Division. ot Alcoholic 

· · Beverag·e Control. · 
( 

~y THE· DIRECTOR: 

( On Augu~t 13, 1962,···.:I entere'd. ·an order suspending the 
license herein for the balance of its· term, . cpmmencing August 
21.i» 1962, with leave to' .. the licensee or any· bona fide. trans~ 
feree or the 11-cens·e to file verified petition establishing 
correction of the then ·unlawful situation (farming· out -the 
license) for lifting of the suspension on or after 3:00 a.m. 
Monday, ·September 10; 1962. Re Karunos and Arvanitis, 
Bulletin 1476 3 Item 4. · 

It now appearing from verified petition submitted by the 
licensee that· the licensee 1$.s resumed the sole and complete 
operation of the ·11c.ensed business ·and that all undisclosed· 
interest in the license and licensed business has been 
terminat~d, I shall gra.nt its petition requesting termination 
of.the Stispension~ . . · · 

Accordingly, it is, on this 12th day of _September, 1962,·: · 

.ORDERED tha.t the· suspe:h~ion heretofore imposed herein be·. 
and the. "same is hereby terminated, effective immediately. 

·WILLIAM HOWE DAVIS 
DIRECTOR 

5. STATE LICENSES ~ NEW APPLICATION FILED~ . 

Spatola. Wine Company of ·Pennsylvania,·I:nc~ 
1900 South Delaware Avenue ·:. 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania · 

Application filed October 19-1 1962 for Wine Wholesale 
license. 

. . . . . 

-:Ir-!~ · .. 
~i~lia;'~owe Davi~ 

Director 


