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1. APPELLATE DECISIONS - BROADWAY LIQ-UOR STORE 3 INCo v. TRENTOl'L 

TRANSFER OF LICENSE TO NEW PREMISES REVOKED FOR ALLEGED FRAUD -
THE ESSENTIALS TO RECONSIDERATION ON THE GROUND OF FRAUD. -
BENEFICIAL INTEREST IN CORPORATE STOCK, OR INTEREST IN LICENSE 
OR BUSINESS) NOT CREATED BY A CONTINGENT INTEREST WHICH WILL VEST 
ONLY UPON THE HAPPENING OF AN UNCEHTAIN EVEIJT - HEVOCATION OF 
TRANSFER VACATED .. 

BROADWAY LIQUOR STORE, INC Q). ) 

Appellant, ) 

-vs-

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF THE 
CITY OF.TRENTON, 

) 

) 

) 
· Respo.nd_ento 
- - - - - - -) 

ON APPEAL 
CONCLUSIONS AND ORDER 

Nathan L. Jacobs, Esq., Attorney for Appellant. 
John A. Brieger, Esq. and Fran}\: I. CasGy, Esq", 

Attorneys for R~spondentQ 

On or about September 9, 1940, charges and ncitice to ~how 
cause were served by 1rhaddeus J. Burns, City Clerk, on behalf of 
the Board of Commissioners of the Clty of 'I'renton, on Broadway 
Liquor Store, Inco; the holder of Plenary Retail Distribution 
License No. 18 for premises 601 North Olden Avenue 51 Trenton~ 

The charges alleged that Broadway Liquor Store, Inc. 
(1) committed. acts of fraud and made false and misleading statements 
in violation:· of.Ro S. 33~1-25 and R. S. 33:1-~~6, an6. (2) misr0pre­
sented. and suppressed material facts in violation of ths same sec­
tions, by reason of certain allegedly erroneous answers in an 
application filed by the corporation with the City on July l, 1940, 
for the transfer of its lic·~mse from 2-} East State:; Str,3et to 601 
North Olden Avenue:; and othGr erroneous sta t'~ments, to vvi t: 

(a) . That in answering Question B(a) ~ it stated that the. 
premises to be licensed were leased or rented from 
George Levino, whereas the Corporation at that time . 
had. not leased the premises, nor was it authorized to 
lease thG prenises, from said George Levine; 

(b). That it answered "non to Question 23 asking: "Has 
any corporation, partnership, association or indi­
vidual other than the stockholders hE::reinbeforc· set 
forth any beneficinl interest directly or indirec.tly 

. in the stock held by such stockholders n, v1rhi2r •3as the 
in tore st of tho stockholders as set forth in tht.::: a p­
plication was to be transferred to others in the event 
that the transfer of license applied for was accom-
plished; · · 

(c) Tha·t it answered. 11 no" to Question 28 asking: Ytflas 
any individual, -partnership, corporation, or associa­
tion other than the applicant any interest directly 
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(d) 

( e) 
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or indirectly in the license applied for or in 
the business to be conducted under said license";? 
whereas the interest of the stockholders as set 
forth in the application was to be transferred to 
others in the event that the transfer of license 
applied for was accomplished; 

That the Corporation told certain members of the 
Board of Commissioners that one of the reasons for 
the transfer was because business was bad at 2~ 
East State Street, whereas the transfer was sought 
to enable the then stockholders to sell the business 
at a profit, which sale was conditioned upon the 
transfer being granted; 

That the Coruoration told the Board of Commissioners 
that one of the reasons for the transfer was that its 
lease was about to e±pire and the landlord refused to 
renew, vv-hich statement was knovm to be false. 

A third charge alleged that Broadway Liquor Store,.Inc., on or about 
AUBUSt 16, 1940, displayed on the exterior of the licenseQ premises 
certain sJgns in excess of l}n x l}n:> advertlsing prices of alcoholic 
beverages being sold in original containsrs for off-prm11ises .co.r1sw11p­
tion, in viola ti on of Hul0: 3 of Sta to Hegula tions No. 21 (Pamphlet 
Rulc:s, page 67) • 

The corporation vms l.:!.trected to take notice that a hearing 
vvould be held in the Commission Chambc:r, City Hc:~ll, Trenton, on 
Friday, Sopt:,;;mber 20, 19~±0 J at 10: 00 A.lVL :> Daylight Saving Time, at 
which it would be affordcc:i. full opportunity to be h:3ard and shovv 
cause ·why its license should not be susponcled or revoked and th0 li­
censee~ prer;iises declarc~d ineligible to become the subject of any 
further license for twD ycarsa 

So far, the procedure the Board adopted has ths appear2nce of 
reg1~ar disciplinary proceedingso See Instructions No. 6 (Pamphlet 
Rulos, page 20)o The notics to th~ licensee informs th8 licensee 
tha.t it may be heard and that it may show cause why its license 
should not be suspended or revoked. A hearing was duly held. It 
was apparently at the conclusion of the hearing that the Board went 
a.ff the tra.clL Notice and order in th;:; proceedings, entered September 
27, 1940 _'): by Tho.ddous J. Burns;; City Clerk>' on behalf of tho Board 
of Corn1nissionc~rs, and directed to Broadway Liquor Stor\::: 3 Inc. j de·­
clares tl1D.t the Boai·dJ after hearing the. charges anc1 consic~ering ths 
evidence, determines that the lic~nsee is guilty of the charges, and 
orders thGt the transfer of the license from 2} East State Street to 
601 North Olden Avenue.? be~ rovoked. 

Now that is a rather unique order. Disciplinary proceedings 
cannot terrninats with a·r0vocatlon of a transfero Disciplinary pro­
ceedings are ~irectod towar~s the suspension or revocation of the 
lic2nse. The statute is clear as to that. See Ro S. 33:1-31. But 
notwithstanding the finding of guilt on all charges, including the 
allegcC violation of Regulations No. 21, no action to suspend the 
lic0nsc was takeng Instead, the transfer was revoked. It is from 
this action that the appellant ap.peals, denying the charges and al.­
leging that the~ charges were unforul.dc~cl in fact or law.? that the action 
of tlle Board was arbitrary and unreasonable.? that the proceedings were 
instituted at the instigation of competitors, that th0 Board's deci­
sion vvas improperly influenced by cornpeti tors.? that the punisbmcnt was 
excessive, and that the or~er of the Board was not within ths charg2s 
pref·erred against the appellant and was ·without statutory a.uthori ty o 
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Let us first see if the procedure can be sustained. The 
Board instituted proceedlngs apparently cU.sciplinary·in nature. It 
ended with a resl1lt that could not properly follow· ·from disciplirniry 
proceedil'ig so Consequently, they were not Ciscj_plinary proceeding S·o 
Nevertheless, the procedure mew ho_ve been adequate .. ·. ·while it 1 s · 
generally consider eel that the right of a delibt::rati ve poc~y ·to. re...,. .. 
consider its action on 2. rnatter of a judicial or· quasi-juclic.ial .. · 
nature ceases when a final determination has bc::on reachecl 1 such re­
consi~eration may properly take place an~ ~ ne~ dete~mination hlay . 
be reachecl .if ther•2 has be on fraud.. Plagcr v • .C~_tl~_:rnt_ic ·Ct_~~ Bul-
lo tin 80.., . T ten1 11 o The authority to do this is not ·in the Al co­
hollc B.evero.ge LWN. It isJ rath8r, ar;. inlwrent pow8r which stems 
from the power expressly conferred upon the BoarC. to exercise ju.ris.­
diction over the matter ·in the first place. Stlch a··proce~ure ~~pliec 
to the instant case could very properly rcsuJ. t, if fraµd were· shown.'.' 
in the acti.on the Board took on Septc~mb;Jr 27J 1940.9 to wit, ·in a 
rescission of the transfers The fact· that specific charges were 
scrv(K~ ins teacl of nerely notifyin8 the license2 of the Board's in­
t2ntion to reconsider the transfer on the; ground of allegecJ.·fraud 
set forth in the charges, woulC. not j_nvalidate the proceedings~ .· I 
con.cl 1.1de _, therefore, that the order roscinding the transfGr is not 
defective because of any impropriety in proced.ureo 

Hence I shall consj_der the action o.f the Boar cl to · hav·2 been 
a reconsideration arnl rescission of the transfer on the ground.·or 
fraud. 

our next inquiry is: . Does the Comrn.issioner hav~: juriscnc­
tion to entertain an appeal from an action takt;n" after reconsidera­
tion on the ground of fraud.. I think that jurisdiction exi.sts o The 
reconsideration 2nd subsequent rescission is the equivalent of a 
denial in the first place, and as the denial could be appealed 
(Ro So 33:1-22), so may the subsequent rescission. 

That·brings us to the question of whether or not this was a 
propsr reconsideration· on the ground of fraud, L (.00, if th(:ffG was 
such fraud as coult support the reconsideration and rescissiono 

It is said that~ 

T1Fraud practiced upon the court is alvmys gro"Lmd 
for vacating thu judgm•;.:mtJ as where the court is 
deceived or misled as to material circwnstances, or 
its process a bus eel, resulting in the: rendition" of a· 
juG.gment whicn woulc~ not have been given if the 
whole conduct of the CB,s;;:~ bo .. d been fair. n 34 ·co.·J. 
~;s2 Q 

But tho fraud must relate to a matter matorial to th8 issue involved; 
that is.., it must be nthe effici;~mt, inducing, and proximate cause·1 

or the determining grounc_\. of actiono ii 26 C.J. 11020 This is the 
rule that has been followed in Nevil cTersey" ·wise Vo ·Fuller..l 29 N .J. 
Eqo 257; Byard Vo Holmes 9 34: N.J.L .. 296; ~c~mbeck v. Gerken, 86· N.J.L .. 
lllo To illustrate: An applicant for license was re4~ircd :by .law 
to r-.1.ccornpany his application with the signz::1,tures of a c·ertain number 
of householders.. The applicant representec1 th2 .. t thcj s'ignatures sub-­
mi tted were t.i:iose of householders, whereas in fa·ct ·certain of· the 
signatures were not, thereby not furnishing the requisi t<:; nurnher. 
Hele~ that i.t was fraud g·oing to th:~ jurisdictiorio~ Bachman· v.. " 
Phill1 .. psburg 1 6'8 N.J.L .. 552. T·o illustraVi the converse:. An appli­
cant for· license was required by law to accompany his · applic.ation 
with the signatures of a certain number of fr 1JeliolderS·o · The appli­
cant s·worE:~ in his application that the signatures attachecl were thosE. 
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of freeholders, whereas in fact certain of the signatures were riot~ 
However J a sufficient nurnber of authentic signatures was furnished. 
Held that it was not fraud,, since the licensing authority was:not 
prejudiced as the requirement in any event had been met. Lantz v. 
_Hightstoym2 46 N.J.L. 102. See also Decker v! Board of Excise, 
57 N.J.L. 603; Vanaman v. Adams2 74 NoJ.1. 125. Cf. Freeman Ve 

Hague, 106 N.J.Lo 107; Matthews v. Asbury Park 2 113 NoJ.L. 205; · 
Lehigh Valley R.R.Coo v. Jersey City, 7 N.J. Misco l54o . : .. 

Applying the principle to the instant case, it is apparent 
that none of the matters here allegeG to be fraud is essential or 
material fraud. We are here concerned with·the transfer of a liquor 
license to new premises. As will be later shown at lengthJ speci­
fication (a) that the corporation had not leased the new premises 
nor was authorized to lea so the new premises, was lmfounded.. Speci-­
fications (b) and (c) have nothing whatsoever to do with the question 
of whether or not th0; licens·3 should be transferr,2d from place to . 
place.. Specifications (d) and (0) are wholly unsupported by ·the 
testimony, and even if supportGd.? would also b~ imrna terial. Whether 
business is good or bad is one person's or another's opinion~ Stock­
holders are entitled to sell at a profit. Landlord-tenant relation~ 
ships are private matters of the parties, and not the conce.rn of · 
licensing boards. 

The alleged fraud is purely collateral. It is not such 
fraud as would suppo:ct reconsideration. Hence the aetion of the 
Board of' Commissioners 1n reconsidering the granting of the transfer 
was without lawful authority a..nd. void. 

A consideration of the charges· on the merits brings us to 
th~ same ·result. 

The first specification alleges that the corporation stated 
the premises to be licensE~d were leased from George Levine, whereas. 
the corporation at that time had not leased the premises, nor was tt 
authorized to lease the premises, from said George Levine. On June 
24, 1940 Charles Tattory (Treasurer), Helen Tattory (President), 
and Gus Agabati (Secretary),, who were then the ovmers of all the 
stock bf the corporation, holding 1 share.? 8 shares and 1 share rc­
specti vely J enter.ed into a wri ttcm agreement with Jack Bernstein 
to sell and convey to him all of the stock of the corporation and 
all of the fixtures for $1, 300 0 00, ~noo. 00 of which was paid as a 
deposit and the balance of which vvas to be paid when the ·license 
was transferred from 2! East State Street to 601 North Olden Avenue. 
Mr. Bernstein was represented in the negotiations by.Irving Ho 
Lewis, a Trenton attorney. Mr. Lewis testified thnt the answers to 
Question 8 -vvere correct, that he rented th2 premises at 601 North 
Olden Avenue on behalf of the corporation from George.Levine at 
$30 "00 per week, that the arr·a.rigemmt was in effect at the time the 
application for the transfer was maue. Mr. Tattory first testified 
that he took care of most of the negotiations and authorized no 
lease of 601 North Olden Avenue, but later testified that· ~le knew 
the place to which the transfer vvas· to be made, thn t he· knew arrange­
ments ·had been made for the new place, and thJ.t the arrangements. hac~ 
his nuthori ty. · Mrs o Tattory testified the.t the corporation held no 
lease:: or agreement to lease at the time of application.:1 but that she 
knew that arrangements were bi::dng made for a new place and that 
Mru Lewis was to ta~e care of these arrangements~ In vi~w of this, 
I conclude that Mr. Lewis had the apparent authority to act for,. or 
at least the acquiescence of, the corporation in renting the new 
premises from Mr o Levine o And in view of his testi1110ny ti1at all 
arrangements to rent the premises had in fa~t been raade,.it appears 
that the answers to Question 8 were true. 
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The second specification alieges that the corpbration stat~d ,in 
its application that no one other than the stockholders therein set 
forth had any beneficial interest, directly or indirectly, in tpe 
stock held by those stockholders, whereas the stock w·as, to. be trans­
ferred to others upon the transfer of the license. The resp·ondent.· ·· 
apparently relies ~or the existenc~ of this alleged beneficial inter­
est on the agreement between the stockholders and J.\llr. · BGrnst.eiri, 
pursuant. to which the stock was to be convey0d to Mr. Bernstein if 
the transfer of the license went througho 

I am not so sure that this agreement gave Mr. Bernstein a bene­
ficial interest in the stocko A beneficial interest is defined as a 
"Profit_, beneflt.9 or advantage resulting from a contract.? or the 
ownership of ·an estate as distinct from the legal ownership or coi1-
trol. ti But if the interest is contingent, ttno present interest 
exists.n Bouvier's Law l)ictionary. nrt is not the uncertainty of 
enjoyment in the future_, but the uncertainty of the right to that en­
j oymentJ which makes the. difference between a vested and a contingent 
interest. 11 2 Words & Phrases 15020 See also.9 1 Words & Phrases 7490 
It thus appears that a beneficial interest must be a present as 
distinguished from a contingent interesto 

urt has been said tb.at the terri1s 'beneficially en­
titled t and 'beneficially interested'•o•ooWhen · 
considered: with regard to the time ~hen the bene-

.rici ary becomes so entitled or interested, are 
~onstrued to refer to the time when the beneficiary 
has the title to the property or i~> entitled to the 
possession thereof, or when a contingent interest 
vests, or when a dcfeasible interest becomes indc­
feasible. n People v. McCormick, 208 Illo 437, 61: 
L.R.A. 775. 

Tho interest.of Mr. Bernstein in the stock of the corporation 
was contingent and inchoate.. Until the transfer took place, it was 
not a beneficial interest within the meaning of Question 23 and re­
quired ho disclosure thereino 

The third specification alleges that the corporation stated in 
its application tho.t no one other than the applicant had .any interest 
directly or indirectly in the license applied for or in the business 
to bf: conducted under the lic~riseJ whereas the interest of the stock­
holders was to be transferred to other~ upon the transfer of the li­
cense. The respondent apparently here also relies upon the above 
mentioned agreement between the former stockholders and Mr. Bernstein. 
The argument is patently inadequateo The corporation was asked if 
anyone else had a present interest in the licen~;e or business. The 

.respondent alleges that a present interest exists because one may be 
created 1n the future by the happen].ng of an uncertain event! It is 
apparsnt that neither Bernstein nor any of the subsequent stock­
holders lmd any interest in th2 license or business at the time the 
application was filed. Negotiations to purchase a business, without 
more, do not give the prospective purchas8r an interest in the busi­
rn.~ss. Neither do mere agreements to puI·chas:::; at a la t(3r dn te or on 
some contingency, wheth8r oral or writteno The testimony discloses 
nothing more than mere negotiation. It follows that the answer to 
Question 28 was also correcto The interest of the new stockhold~rs 
.arose when the transfer took place J when as aforesaid the contingent 
interest vested, at which time notice of changes in stockholdings was 
duly given the respondent as the statute requires. R. So 03~1-34. 
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The fourth specification that the corporation told _certain 
Commissioners that the transfer was being made becau~e business was 
bad, whereas it wa,s really to enable the sale of the business at a 
profit,. and the fifth specification that the corporation told certain 

·Commissioners that the transfer was -being made because its lease was 
about to expire and the landlord had refused to renew, whereas such 
was not the case.:; are not only illlSUpported in but also denied by the 
testirnonyj and as previously mentioned, even if true, would be im­
material to a determination of whether or not the transfer should be 
granted .. 

The third charge, respecting the tmlawf'ul exterior signs, on 
which there was a finding of guilt but a suspended sentence by the 
respondent, will not be considered as the appeal from that part of 
respondent's determinatioti was abandoned.by the appellant at the 
hearj_ng.. · · · 

Since the action of respondent must be set aside on the 
merits, it is unnecessary to consider the other reasons fo·r reversal 
alleged by appellant. 

Accordingly, it is, on this 9th day of J°liJ.~e, 1941, 

ORDERED.9 that the order heretofore entered by respondent here­
in on September 27, 1940, revoking the transfer granted on July 12, 
1940 of Plenary Retail Distribution License No. 18, held by Broadway 
Liquor Store:; Inco, from 2~ East State Street to 601 North Olden 
Avenue, Trenton, be and the same is hereby vacated,, set aside and for 
nothing holden; and it is further 

ORDERED:; that the said transfer be and the same is hereby re­
stored to full force and effect. 

E. W. GARRETT, 
Acting CommissionGro 

2. APPELLATE DECISIONS - SECOND WARD DEl~WCHATIC CLUB v o BRIDG.ETON o 

CLUB LICENSE DENIED ALLEGING RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD AND PROXIMITY 
TO CHURCHES AND SCHOOLS - DENIAL AFFIRMED. 

SECOND WAHD DEMOCRATIC CLUB OF 
THE CITY OF BRIDGETON, NEW JERSEY, 

Appellant, 

-vs-

) 

) 

) 

.) 
CITY COUNCIL OF THE crrY OF 
BRIDGETONJ ) 

Respondent ) 

ON APPEAL 
CONCLUSIONS AND ORDER 

Harry Adler,, Esq. and Samuel Adler, Esqo:; Attorneys for Appellant .. 
Jobn A .. Casarow:; Esq., Attorney for Respondent. 

This is an appeal from respondentts refusal to grant appel­
lant's application for a club license for. premises 100 South Pine 
Street, Bridgeton. 
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Among other reasons, respondent assigns in support of its 
unanimous action that the proposed premises i·s located in a resi­
dential neighborhood, with three chui-·ches and a school in close 
proximity, and thctt mc.ny of the persons residing there are opposed to 
.the issuance of the lj_cense in questiono 

From the proof in the record, a..nd report of the Hearer, who J 

with consent of the parties, took a view of the vicinity, I am satis­
fied t.bat the club quarters are situated in th9 midst ·or a strictly 
residential district. Within 500 feet of the club there art:~ three 
chw."ches and within 325 feet there is a public school. The only 
businesses of o.ny kind in that area are several small neighborhood 
food stores, a barber shop and o. small lu.i1.cheonette .. 

Club licenses are reasonably denied wh~:;re the premises are 
located in a residential district. Re Cranford American Legion2 
Bulletin 83_, Item 3; Re Passaic Elks2 Bulletin 95, Item 4; 
Re Cranford veterans, Bulletin 126, Itl:.;m 11; Re lVIanasguan River 
Yacht Club, Bulletin 190, Item 11; cf. Nuova Vito Lodge v. North 
Plainfield., Bulletin 355.? Item 8. 

Appellant apparently does not dispute the fact that its 
quarters are. situated in a residential area. It contends, however, 
that respondent has W1fairly d iscrimlnated against it because the 
Italian-American Poli tic al Club on Willow Street has, for r:iany years 5 

.held a club license in a section which appellant alleges is also 
residential in character. However, the testimorw, corroborated by a 
view taken by the Hearer, shows that the ne.ighr)orhoods are not com­
parable~ Within 200 feet of the Italian-American Political Club 
there is a railroad siding and the land in between is undeveloped; 
a large shirt factory exists but 100 feet away; a gasoline service 
station is within 150 feet and a public garage for the storage of 
trucks is also nearby. At bes.t, this neighborhood is mixed in­
dustrial and residential. Appellant's claim of discrimination is, 
therefore, without merit. 

Moreover, al though the three chw'.'ches. and the public school 
are more than the statutory distance of 200 feet e.way Csee .. · 
R. S. 33:1-76), an issuing authority may, vvithin its sound discre­
tion . ., decline to issue licenses for pr·emis·es which, al though beyond 
the said 200 feet distance, it reasonably considers as being too 
near churches and schools. Staciewicz v. Trenton, Bulletin 35, .Item 
10; Serafin v. Bayonne? Bulletin 107, .Itom 3; Hill v. Montville, 
Bulletin 148, Item 9; Rafalowski Vo Trenton, Bulletin 155, Item 8; 
Wenzel v. Maywood? Bulletin 310, Item 3; Pl.1.ru·uro v. Passaic, Bulle­
tin 425, Item 1. Although ,.the cited cases are concerned with public 
licenses as differentiated from cltib licenses, the principle is here 
equally applicable. Cf. Re Passaic Elks, sunra. 

Nor does the fact that a vacancy exists in the local quota of 
club licenses entitle appellant to such license µs a matter of 
courseo Despite such vacancy, an issuing authority may validly deny 
an application for good independent cause.. Re Somerville" Bull_,:-; tin 
110, Item 6; Zakarew v. South Bound Brook, Bulletin 216, Item 4;­
Andor v. Woodbridge2 Bulletin 409, Item 11; Robert·s v. De1avvare 2 

Bulletin 44?, Item 11. The foregoing reasons given by respondont 
for. its denial in this case cons ti tut0 such good :independent cause., 

The action of respondent is affirmed. 

Accordingly, it is, on this 10th day of June, 1941, 

ORDERED.9 that the petition of appeal be anc~ the same is 
hereby dismissed. 

Eo W •. GARRETT, 
Acting Commissioner. 
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3. DISCIPLIN.ARY PROCEEDINGS - FRONT - FALSE STATEHENT IN APPLICATION 
FOR LICENSE - AIDING AND ABETTING A NON-LICENSEE TO E.t'IBHCISE 
THE RIGHTS AND PRIVILEGES OF THE LICENSE - CHARGES DISI!IISSED -
HEREIN OF TEE COMPENSATION OF CLUB STEWARDS q 

In the Matter of Disciplinary 
Proceedings against 

EDWARD PARKYN POST #48 
AMERICAN LEGION, 

14 East Columbia Avenue, 
Palisades Park, N. J., 

} 

) 

) 

) 

Holder of Special_ Permit SM-615, ) 
issued by the Acting Commissioner 
of Alcoholic Beverage Controlo ) 

CONCLUSIONS 
AND ORDER 

. \ 

Paul J. Trapani, Commander of parkyn Post, Appearing for Licensee. 
Charles Basile, Esqo, Attorney for State Department of Alcoholic 

Beverage Control. 

Defendant-licensee pleaded not guilty to charges alleging, 
in substance, that in its application for club license dated Jlme 
24, 1940 it suppressed the fact that Frank VV o Petersen had an ii1ter­
est .directly or indirectly i.n the license and that from July 1, 
1940 until January 10, 1941 it knowingly c:i:ided e.nd abettGd. Frank W. 
Petersen, a non-licensee, to· exercise the rights ~nd privileges of 
its license. 

The Post originally obtained a club license in 19~4 and 
th1are~ftcr renewed its license from year to year to and including 
th2 fiscal year beginning July 1, 1940. During ·tho course of a 
routine investigation in Dec2mber 1940, the Department learned that 
two members of th~ Borough Council were also members of tho Post 
and thereupon ~he Post -vvas notified that, in accordance with the 
provisions of h. S. 33:1-20, the application for the license should 
have been made d.irectly to the· Commissioner of Alcoholic BeveragE.­
Control. Accordingly, on January 10, 1941, the Post surrendered its 
Club License CB-l;i issued by the Borough Council of the Borough of 
Palisades Park, and filed application with this Department for a 
club license·. The issuance of the lattr2r license was withheld 
pending investigation as to th2 int2rcst, if any, of Frank W., P8t2r­
sen j_n t.h~: liCl:HlSe, and in the meantime Special Permit SI..1-615 vms 
issued to the Post, under which permit it is novv operating o 

It appears from the testimony of Paul J .. Trapani,-Commander:i 
whose testimony is partially supported by documentary _proof, t11at 
for ~ long time past the club has been paying a rental of $35.00 
per E1onth for the use of its premises; that the lic.ense fees hnve 
been paid _by the club; that all monthly reports to the Stats Tiax 
Department are made by the club-" and that all bill:s for liquor pur­
chased ar·2 made out in tho name; of the club and paid in cash from 
the bar rec.eipts. It further appears from -the testimony of the 
Comiiiander that a part of the profi tsj which are very small-" is used 
to ptff•chase additional refreshments for the meHbers and that the 
club considers its elf responsible for any losses" All _of this 
evidence points to the fact that the club is the reo.l licenseeo 

The only evidence that the license was farmed out is con­
tained in a.statemerit made by Frank W. Petersen on January 15, 1941, 
wheroin ho states that .for the past four years he has been employed 
as steward and janitor at. the premises occupied by the :post; that 
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he pays in cash for the .alcoholic beverages and retains any. profits 
as his compensation.. It is permissro1e for the stevlfard, as agent of 
the club, to pay the bills rendered to the club for alcoholic bever­
ages; and hence the only question concerns the retention of the 
profits. It appears· from Petersen ts statement· that· in the beginning 
he W3.S paid a salary of $25.00 per weeko It further .:~ppears from a 
statement obtained from Pe.st Commander Earle that because of firn1n-
cial difficulties.? the Post was 1.mabli:~ to continue payment of a . 
fixed salary J and hence entered into the present arrimgemcnt with its 
stewardo Commander Trapani testified that.the Post considers the 
liconse as its own and that hs bGlieves that no one else has any in­
terest in the business. 

The present arrang eme~1t is not entiroly satisfactory and it 
would. be advisable if the licE"ms8e vmuld arrange to d(~posi t the re­
ceipts fronr the:; b3.r in its bank account and. pay the bills for 
alcoholic beverages by its check instead or permitting the steward to" 
pay these. bills in cash.. It should 2.lso arrange to pay th(:; steward 
a fixed salary rather than permit hh:i to kesp the swall net prcifi ts. 
The case.? however .9 diff(::rs fror11 Re Lau.ret1ce Brook Cour1try Club 2 In~ 
Bulletin 335, Item 6, wherein the steward in effect paid for the 
liconse and obtained a.definite concession on the understanding that 
he t&ke all losses and profits 0 It differs also from Ht-? Club Araby 2 

Bulletin 458.9 Item 9, wh0rein the Treasurer of the club admitted tho.t 
he pai.cl for the license. · 

On all of the evidence I· am satisfied that Frank W .. P·ater.sen 
was a mere employee 7 that the Post is th;J real licenseeJ and that the 
license was not rented out or fa~mcd to the stcwardo 

Accordingly 3 it is, on this 10th c~ay of June, 1941.? 

ORDEHED 3 that the charges herein be and ti1e same 2.re hcr(:by 
dismissed" 

E o W o GALiRETT:; 
ActJ..ng Corn.missioner D 

4c DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS - FRONT FOR NON-LICEFSEE - STJSPENSIOi"J FOR 
R\IjAf1'.~:S OF TEEM 7 WITH LEAVE TO PETITION TO LIFT AFTER 20 DAYS IF 
SITU.A~ Im~ ()JB.kiECTED - 21 DAYS ELAPSED - SITUA'.I'IOIJ CORRECTED -
PETI'CON TO LIFT GRANTED. 

In .L.·j.-,r. TT.-,.1-+e-,., 01·' Di· r"ci· Dl 4 nary 
.l G.ut; .:.>.1.a. v v ~ . 0 J: ..i.. · 

Proceedings dt;LLinst 

JENNIE liI:!?rrz J . 

199 ~" Ing~am Avenue, 
Tre::1ton, N 0 J., 

Holcle:;r of Ple::.1ary Rt.~tail Consump-
, tion License; 1fo., C-56 3 issued by 
the Boarcl of Commissioners of th~! 
<'i· +v of jir·c1" ·to··· v u.,1 J.1 .. lJ..o 

Defendant-Licensee:; Pro n . 
080 

) 

} 

·) 

) 

) 

) 

ON PETITION 
CONCLUSIONS AND ORDEH 

Heretofore in this· case I suspended the defendant·' s license 
froin iViay ~:.o J 1941 through the balance of its term 3 after she had 
pL::;aded guilty to charges showing tnat she ·was a YtfrontYY for her 
husband. HrnNE~ver, ·at the same time 7 leave was granted to :petition 
this Departmen.t for the lifting of such suspension once the 11 front YI 

vvar 1J actually corrGcted, proviC.ed, however, that the suspension 
would not be vacated Ul1.til at least twenty days th1_:;reof had been 
served. Re Lipitz2 Bulletin 460, Item Bo 
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Such petition has now been filed, setting forth (as also 
appears from the records of this Department) that on June 5, 1941 
the license was transferred by the Board of C01@1issioners of the 
City of Trentori to Romeo Quansi, subject, however, to the said suspen­
siono The petition also sets forth that neither the defendant nor 
her husband has any .further interest, direct or indir 12ct,, in the 
license or in the business_; and that neither of them will be em­
ployed at the licensed promises or b(0 in anywise concerned in oper­
ation of the business there. 

In view· of the transfer and the representations in the 
petition, especially the representation that neither the defendant 
nor her husband will be employed at the licensed pruH1ises, I am 
satisfied that a bona fide correction has occurred. Ses Re Boreth 2 

Bulletin 452_, Item 5-:- --

In view of such fa.ct, a..11.d since at least twenty days of the 
suspension have already been served, the dGfendant's petition for 
immediate lifting of such suspension is granted. 

Accordingly, it j_s 3 on this 10th de.y of June, 1941, 

ORDERED, that the suspension heretofore imposed on the li­
cense in question, from May 20, 1941 through the balance of its 
term, be and hereby is lifted, and such license restored to full 
force and. operation, 0;ffective immediatsly o 

E. W. G.AHRETT, 
Acting Commissioner .. 

5. LICENSES - PERAlvIBULATING PREMISES NOT PERMISSIBLE. 

Mro Robert E. Anderson, 
New York City. 

Hy deG.r lVir. Ander son~· 

June 12, 1941. 

I have yours of June 4th with reference to licensing 
vehicles 2quipped to dispense draught and/or packaged be1.:~r "very 
roughly, similar to those in use at present in dispensing ice 
cream. n The answer does not neecl to be ..,.... as you suggest - of the 
ntentative or qualified sorton 

There is po doubt that your idea is conceiveci. in GOOD 
FAITH, but it will definitely not be received in this State in 
GOOD HUMOHo To give you J. TYvery roughn reply, your proposal will 
be met with a shoulder as cold as the beer you intend to sell. 
Furthermore, would· not the inevitable jostling of tho trav:.~lling 
tavern shake the collar off the be~r? 

Imagine 2. typical sweltering surmncr night, with Nevv 
Jersey's gooc citizens footsore, weary and worn, sprawled on porches 3 

fire escapes, and at open windows,.9 eager for a cool evening breeze -
vmlcome relief from the harrowing heat. Suddenly the summer's sultry 
stillness breaks, a bell clm1gs and. th::; st0ntorian tones of your 
salesrnc~n proudly pipe from his perambulating purveyor, n1ce cold 
beer J vv Swea ting citizens swarm arounCi. like flies and stagger back 
like barflies, their pnrchec~ thirsts slaked by foo.my brew.. The 
night then s eerns fill eel with music and the cares that plagus the day 
fold their tents like the Arabs an~ as silently steal awayo The 
mobile tavern sells, and having sold, moves on. 

An intriguing picturel1 
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· Here 1 s the catch: R<:;putedly when Moharnrr~ed wouldn 1 t go to 
the mountain_, the mountain came to Mohammed ·-but whEm the public 
won't go to the bar:; the bar cantt come to the publ1c.. He Carlton, 
Bulletin 195, Item 7. 

very truly yours, 
E. W. GA...BRETTJ 

Acting Commissioner. 

6. APPELLATE DECISIONS - ALBERTS AND SCHOENFELD v.,HOSELLE AND 
LENA GARFINKLE, INC. 

ISSUANCE OF' LICE:NSE APPElH.iED ATJLEGING FRONT FOR DISQUALIFIED PERSON 
AND SUFFICIENT PLACES IN VICINrry - FRONT :NOT SHOWN - ABUSE OF 
DISCRETION NOT DEMONSTRATED - ISSUANCE AFFIHivIEDo 

MEYER ALBERTS and MOLLIE 
SCHOENFELD, 

Appellants, 

-vs-

MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE BOHOUGH 

) 

) 

) 

) 

OF HOSELLE and LENA GARFINKLE 3 INC" 1 ) 

a corporation of New Je:tsey, 
) 

Res:pond.e:nts .. 
- -) 

Philip Cohen, Esq., Attorney for Appellants~ 

ON APPEAL 
CONCLUSIONS AND ORDER 

Stanley Wo Greenfield, Esq., Attorney for Respondent; Lena 
Garfinkle.)) Inc. 

No appearance on behalf of Responch~nt :Ma;,ror and Council of the 
Borough of Hoselle o 

Because of doubt as to the extent of the licensee~ prern.-ises.:i 
this case was remanded to respondent :Mayor anci Council, BuTletin 444,. 
Item 1. Thereafter, on March 13, 1941, the license was restricted to 
the following area in prc·mises at 1181 St. G-oorge Avenue, Roselle: 

"Ground. floor :1 westerly window of store and sp2.ce 
adjoining the window 10 fto long and 8 fto fro@ the 
wall, together with entire c0llar under the entire 
store .. n · 

Certifico.tion of such restriction having been rect.:ived, it becomes 
necessary to determine the meritorious issueso · 

_Appellant, Meyer Alb2rtsJ who holds a liquor license :in the 
City of Linden and appGllan t, IVIollio Schoenf t-:;ld, wno holds a liquor 
licm~se in the Borough of Roselle, allege that the license hdrc~in was 
illegally and improperly granted (1) because the corporation, Lena 
Garfinkle, Inc. is a m1::re subterfuge~ and s hielG. usec!. by Leria Gar­
finkle J who .is inel]*gible to hold a license, and. (2) because re­
spondent issuing m;i.thori ty abused its discretion since there are a 
sufficient number of .licensed premises in ~he innnediate ne.ighborhooc~o 

For the past few years Lena Garfinkle has operat.jd 2 grocery 
and delicatessen store at 1181 St. Geoige Avenue. On·June 20, 1940 
sho filed vd th respondent Mayor and Council an· application for ~.1 
plenary retail distribution license for said premises and admitted 
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thnt o.t that time she had resided only two c.ncl one-half yeo.rs in the 
State of Nev1/ Jersey. On June 2?, 1940, at r.:~ hearJ.ng holcl upon said 
applicatton and after the objectors had pointed out that she was 
per s anally iIH:; ligi bl e to hold a liquor 1 i c ens e J her attorney;; 
1.VIr. ·Greenfield.? mmounced that he withdrew said npplication and that 
a corporation would be formed to obt~in a license. Respondent, Lena 
Garfinkle,, Inca was incorporated on July 2, 19·4:0. Its incorporators 
were Morris Holland, Lena Garfinkle and her husband, Benjamin Gar­
fii1kle, Three days later the application for the present license 
was filed by Lena Ga:rfinkle, Inc. 5 accompanied by Mr o Grecmfield' s 
certified check for $250.00 in payment of the license fee. The ap­
plication listed Morris Holland as president and holder of ninety 
shares of stock; Lena Garfinkle as Secretary and Treasurer and holder 
of nine shares of stock; Benjamin Garfinkl8 as Vice-President and 
holder of one share of stock. Written objections having been filed, 
a hearing vvas held before th2 Iviayor and Council of the Borough, and 
on July 25, 1940, by a four to one vote, the present license was 
granted to Lena Garfinkle:>· Inc. On the following day ~en sho..res of 
stock were issued to Mro Greenfield. 

The facts set forth abovs give rise to suspicion that the 
corporation may be a mere "frontn to enable Lena Garfinkle, an in­
eligible person, to hold a liquor license. With that thought in 
mind, the evidence has been carefully considered. Morris Holland 
testified that nearly thirty years ago he operated a saloon in the 
State of New York but that he has been engaged in business as a car­
penter since that time and has resided in the State of New Jersey for 
more than five years last past. He swears tho.t he suggested to 
Mrs. Garfinkle the formation of the corporation when he fount out 
that she c;ould not obtain ths license in her own name; that lv~ con­
tributed $400 o 00 in cash to the corporation in payment for tl.1-2 shares 
is suec~ to him_; that he is not rsla ted in any way to the Garfinkles J 

al though he has been friendly with them for the past two or thrcae 
years o. 

It appears from the sworn testimony that none of the other 
stockholders paid any cash for their shares and that the attorney 
accepted his shares in part payment of M.s bill for legal services. 
1v1rs. Garfinkle has sworn under oath that shr2 did not give Holland 
the money to pay for bis shares and that shE.~ has no understanding of 
any kine~ with him in reference to thr2 shares held in his name" 

The testimony of Holland is sommvhat weakened by the fact 
that during 1939 he was out of work for a period of about nine months 
and that hi..s bank account shows only small deposits and withdrawals. 
HoweverJ the Hearer reports that he appeared to be telling the truth 
and in view of the sworn testimony of the interested parties:J I must, 
on the record as it now stands, conclude that the issuance of the 
stock to Holland was bona fide.. Lema Garfinkle.? who leases th;c 2n­
tir0 storE.~ at 1181 St. Georg·s Avenue for ~~45., 00 per month.? has 

·sublet in writing to Lena G_arfinkle,- Inc., by instrwnent dated July 265' 
1940, th~t .. portion of the store covered b~r the license at a monthly 
rental of $10.00. Despite the suspicious cj_rcwnstances, I must con­
clude on the evidenc.;:; that appellants l1ave not sustained the burden 
of proof in shovdng that the corporation is a mere subterfuge. 

Unquestionably, there are a large nl1.11b0r of licensed. pre:cd.ses 
in this section of the Borough and the licensing situation is ma~e 
1ivorse by reason of the fact that the City of Linden has issuecl. numer­
ous licenses on the opposite sid;2 of St. George AvenueJ 1.vhicl1 is the 
dividing line between Roselle and J~inden.. However 7 this is a business 
anG shopping center. Until June 1940 th:::; only distribution lJ.cense 
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in the immediate vicinity vvas that helcl by appellant, Mollie Schoen­
feld, who operates th(~ Chandler Pharmacy at 1199 St.. George Avenue .. 
In June 1940 respondent Mayor a.ncl Com1cil issued a new distribution 
11cense to Southern Wine & Liquor Company for premises conducted as 
a fruit and vegetable storej located at 1149 St. George Avenu2. In 
July 1940 it issued the distribution license from vvhich this appeal 
was takenG The Mayor and Council have adopted no municipal regula­
tion limiting the number of licenses and apparently believe that this 
business section of the Borough is particularly suited for this type 
of busfr1ess 5 The number of licenses which shall be granted, 
especialli in a business district of this type, is peculiarly within 
the discretion of the J.ssuing authority. Sobocienski v. Newark2 
Bulletin 239, Item 8; Fanel Vo Newar~ Bulletin 284, Item 10; Sachs 
v,. Trenton, Bulletin 32l;i Item 12. Under the circurnstances 9 I do not 
find that respondent Mayor and Council abused its discretion in 
granting another distribution license in this section of the Borough. 

For the reasons aforesaid, the action of respondent Mayor 
and Council in granting a Plenary Retail Distribution License to 
Lena Garfinkle, Inc. is affirmed •. 

Accordingly, it is 9 on tb.is 11th day of June, 1941, 

ORDERED, that the appeal herein bi3 and the same is hereby 
disrnissedo 

E .. Wo GARRETT, 
Acting Commissioner. 

1 7. DISCIPLINARY PHOCEEDINGS - SALE OF ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE BELOW FAIR 
TRADE MINIMUM - 10 DAYS' SUSPENSION, LESS 5 FOR GUILTY PLEAo 

In the Matter of Disciplinary 
Proceedings against · 

EAGLE LIQUOR STORES;; INC.,, 
178 Newark Avenue, 
Jersey City 9 N. Jo 9 

) 

) 

) 

) 
Holder of Plenary Retail Distribu-
tion License D-9, issued by the ) 
Board of Commissioners of the 
City of Jersey City. ) 

CONCLUSIONS 
AND ORDER 

Eagle Liquor Stores, Incg, by Jacob Do Rosenfeld, Tre~surer. 
Robert R. Hendricks, Esq .. , Attorney for the Department of 

Alcoholic Beverage Control. 

The defendant-lic0nsee has pleaded guilty to a charge of 
selling an alcoholic bev0rag8 br:;low Fe.ir Trade price, in violation 
of Rule 6 of State Regulations No. 30. 

The Department file on this raatter shows that ori- April 29.9 
1941 Jacob Do Rosenfeld, the Treasurer of the defendant-licensee, 
sold a gallon bottle of Mru1is~hewitz White Label Malaga Wine to an 
investigator for the price of ~pl. 75... The minimum consumer price at 
which gallon bottles of this product c'oulc1 hav~:; been sold, lawfully' 
at that time was $1.79. Bulletin 416. 
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The m1111murn penalty for sale belmv Fair Trade price is sus­
pension of license for ten days. Re ~oenig 2 Bulletin 463,. Item 6. 
Since the instant offense is the defendant-licensee's first violation 
of record, the minimum penalty will be imposedo In view of· the 
guilty plea, five days of said penalty will be remitted ~ leaving a·. 
net penalty of five days. 

Accordingly, it is, on this 11th day of June, 1941, .. · 

·ORDERED, that Plenary Retail Distribution License D.,...9, hereto­
for2 issued to Eagle Liquor Stores.? Inc 0 by the Bo arc.~ of Gomn1iss·ioner.s 
of the City of Jersey City:; be and the same is hereby suspended fora 
period· of five (5) days, effective June 16, 1941, at 2:00 A.Mo (Day­
light Saying·Time). 

E. W. GARRETT, 
.Acting Cornmissionero 

8 .. ELIGIBILITY - ASSAULT AND BATTERY - POSSESSION AND SALE SINCE 
HEPEAL OF TWO 'BOTTLES OF BEER. ·- NO AGGRAVATING CIRCUMSTANCES -
NOT MORAL TURPITUDE - APPLICANT NOT DISQUALIFIED BY SUCH CONVICTIONSo 

Re: Case No. 375 

On ·February 28, 1930 applic.an t was convicted in a Police 
Court on a charge of assnul t and 'battery and rcceivcC::_ a suspended 
sentencG. Applicant testified herein that no weapm1s were used and 
that his arrest was the result· of a fist fight. I do not believe 
that the crime involves moral turpj_tud(3o Re Case I-Jo. 36h Bulletin 
441, Item 11. 

On No~ember 4.? 1936 applicant pleadc~cl non vul t in a Court of 
Quarter Sessions to an indictment for possessing an~ selling certain 
alcoholic beverages without a license in violation of Section 48 of 
the Control Act. He was sentenced to serve two months in a peniten­
tiary, but on November 6, 1936 this sentence was vac·ated and he was 
placed on probation for three yearso · 

At the hearing applicant testified that in May 1936 two men 
are alleged to have purchased bottles of be2r in a store~ wher8 ap­
plicant had formerly conducted business under a retail license "which 
expired on .June 30, 1935 and was not ren·2wed.. Independent investiga~ 
tion disclosed that at the time of the allegGd sale a social club 
was occupying the store and that applicant herein was not on said 
premises when the allcgccJ. sale was made. While his guilt or inno­
cence cannot be redetermined, I.find no aggravating circumstances.? 
and hence con·clude that this single violation of the Control Act does 
not involve more.l turpitude.. He Case No. 366 2 Bulletin 445J Item 10. 
The provisions of p .L. 1941.9 Chapt 1:;r 97 c)_o not bar applicant. from 
obtaining a 11cense or working on licensed premises.. Said act is 
not retr6active·in effect.? and hence.? in the absence of a finding 'that 
the crime involves moral turpitude.? saicl act does not d1squalify ap­
plicant. Bulletin 463, Item 10. 

It is recommGnded, therefore'- that applicc.:cn t be advised 
that he~ is not disqualified by statut·2 from holding a liquor lJ.cense 
or being employed by a liquor licensee. However, if he applies for· a. 
license, the question of his fitness should ·oe carefully considered by 
the issuing authority in view of his record set forth above and a 
number of arrests prior to 1936 on varj_ous chargesJ none of which re­
sulted in convictions. 

APPHOVED: 
E. W. GARHETT.9 

Acting CommissionGr. 

Edward J. Dorton, 
Deputy Commissioner 

and Counselo 
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9. MOHAL TURPITUDE - GRAND LARCENY BY CHEATING AT CARDS INVOLVES 1\;IQRAL 
TURPITUDEo 

DISOUALIFICATION - APPLICATION TO. LIFT - GOOD CONDUCT FOR F1 IVE 
YEARS AlJD NOT CONTRARY TO PUBLIC INTEREST - APPARENT INNOC.ENT E~M­
PLOYMENT ON LICENSED PREMISES DESPITE DISQUALIFICATION - APPLICATIO~ 
GRANTEDu 

In the Matter of an Application ) 
to Remove Disqualification be­
cause of a Conviction, pursuant ) 
to Ro S. 33:1-31.2. 

) 
Case No. 152 

- - - - -) 

CONCLUSIONS 
AND ORDER 

Petitioner has a lengthy criminal recordo In 1910, when h.3 
was nineteen years of age, he was convicted of loitering and sen­
tenced tu six months in jail; in 1913 he was convicted of the crime 
of grand larceny and sentenced to a one year jail term; in 1920 he 
was fined $10. 00 .:;n a charge of gam·r)ling and in 1921 he was given a 
susponded sentence on a charge of assault and battery. In addition, 
he was fined $15.00 in 1930 for violation of a municipal fire ordin­
ance and was held in 1934 as a material witness in a murder case .. 
Since then he has not ber~n arrested or convicted. of any criE1e. 

His conviction of grand larcmw resulted from his having do­
frauC.ed a person of the sun1 of $60. 00 by cheating at cards o In such 
circumstances, the crime of grand larceny indubitably involves moral 
turpitude. It is unnecessary.~ therefore, to consider the nature of 
any of his other convictions. 

On behalf of peti tiow~r, an engineer, a municipal srnployee and 
a businessman engaged in the wholesale tile business, who hav(~ known 
petitioner respectively for twenty, seven and nine years, testified 
that, to the hest of their knowledg•3, petitioner's reputo.tj_on, at 
least for the last five years, is good 7 and that, in their judgment, 
he has been leading an honest and law-abiC:ang life during that period .. 

The Chief of Police in the municipality in which petitioner 
has resided. for many years advises that there are no warrants, com­
plaints, reports or investig,ations pending against petitioner in his 
depart111<0n t. 

I am satisfied from the evidence that petitioner has lccl an 
honest o.nc~ law-abiding lif0 for more than five years last past. In 
view thereof ancl the report of the Chief of Police, I shall give peti­
tioner the benefit of the doubt in concluding that, despite his past 
record, his association \Vi th the alcoholic beverage industry in the 
future will not be prejudicial to the best interests of the industry. 

Since 1924 petitioner has been ~mployed as a cook by one em­
ployer 1 who, for the past several years, has held a liquor license. 
He does not handle, sell or s~rve alcoholic beverages. Petitioner, 
who is not well educated and speaks English poorly, swore that h(:; did 
not Y-~.now that he was in8ligi ble to be ~3mployed on licen.sed promises o 

He testified that irnrnediatt.~ly upon being infornk~d of his disqualifi­
cation ·ht:; communicatE:d ~vi th his attorn..::y and promptly fil(~d th0 
instant petition. There is nothing in the record to indicate any bad 
faith on the part of petitioner:; and in view of his lack of educa­
tion, I shall accept as true bis assertion that h0 was unawar·J of the 
disqualification resulting from the terms of the statute. Cf. Re Case 
No. 1412 Bulletin 455, Item 5. 
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Accordingly, it is, .on this 18th day of June, 1941, . 

ORDERED 3. that petitioner ts application to li.ft his statutory 
disqualificati.on because of the convictions referred to herein be and 
tr1e same is hereby granted_, in o.ccordance wJ.th the provisions of 
Ro S~ 33:1-31.2~ . 

E. W~ GARRETT, 
Acting Cornmissionero 

10. HETAIL LICENSES - ISSUANCE ~ NECESSI1IY J:t'OH IMMEDIATE HEPORT1S 
FROM MUNICIP p;L CLEHKS •. 

June 16, 194:1 

To: lJiunicipa1·c1erks, 
Clerks of Municipal Boards of Alcoholic Br~verage Control. 

' 

It is ·the duty of all issuing authori tie~) ·to report forth­
with to the Cormilissioner upon the iss-µ.ance of all licenses. 
R. S. 33~.l--19. 

During the next fifteen days more ~nan 11,000 retail licenses 
will be issued throughout the State for the next fiscal year. 

We cannot ct.o our part of the work quic~cly and satisfactorily 
u11less we have your close c:~nd vulued cooperation. For example 3 we 
carmot issue transportation insignia unless and. ULvitil you certJ.fy to 
us the issuance·~·or the license .. 

Will you, therefore j hav1~-; a hear·t an/l_ promptly certify all 
licerisGs as issued and not later than the day following issuancco 
Letts not delay some licensee from receiving his delivery privilegao 

. · Certification should set forth~ (1) Name of Licensee.? · 
(2) TradG name, if any, (3) Address of licensed premises.? (4) License 
number:> (?) Kind 9f license:? (6) Date authorized; (7) Effective date.s­
{8) Fee charged, (9) Special Conditions, if anyo 

Thanks irnmens e'ly ~ 

Acting Coinmissioner • 

. ·, 

. ~~w J~r~ey State Library 


