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1. COUHT DECISIONS - NEIDEN BAH & GHILL, INC. ET AL·i V • 
Err AIS. - ORDER OF DIREcrro~ AF_FIHMED. 

NE IDEN BAR AND GRILL, INC., 
and .GRANT LUNCH CORPORATION, 

Appellants, 

-vs-

MUNICIPAL BOARD OF ALCOHOLIC 
BEVERAGE CONTROL OF THE CITY 
OF NEWARK, IRVING GOLD and 
ISSIE 1S TAVERN, INC., 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) . 

------------------~:~~~~~:~~~:_) , 

Argued .March ?6, 19560. Decided April 16,. 1956e 

Before Judges Clapp, Jayne and Franciso 
. , 
' , 

.NEWARK 
\ 

Mr. Daniel G. Kasen argued the cause for the Appellants. 
(Messrs. Kasen, Schnitzer & Kasen, Attorneys.) . . 

\ c 
~ Mr. Samuel B .. He1fanci, Deputy Attornf:?y General, argued 

the cause for Respondent, Division of Alcoholic 
"Beverage Controle (Mr .. Grover C. Richman, Jr., Attorney 
General.) 

Mro Sidney S~ Jaffe argued the cause for Respondent, 
Issie's Tavern, Inc. . 
(Messrs. Milton M. and Adrian M. Unger, Attorneys.) 

The opinion of the Court was delivered by 

FRANCIS SJ J .A .D .. 

The Municipal Board of Alcoholic Beverage Control of the 
City of Newark approved the transfer of a plenary ~etail con­
sumption ·liquor license from Irving Gold to Issie 1s Tavern, Inc.,· 
a New Jersey corporatiori. The license reiated to premises at 
308-312 Market Street, Newark, ·New Jersey. Appellants;· compe­
titors in the area, oppose.d the transfer on the ground that· 
Issie Chernichaw, president and principal stockholder of Issie's 
Tavern, Inc., is not a fit person to hold a liquor licenseo The 
approval was reviewed by the Division of Alcoholic Beverage Con­
trol where, after a de novo hearing, the Director affirmed the 
local board(ll Further appeal is now pursued in this court" 

. In order to obtain a transfer of a license of the type 
involved· here, the transferee must qualify as an original licen·­
see. N.J.S.A. 33:1-260 Under N .. J .. S.A. 3J:l-25, to obtain a 
retail license a person must be~ citizen of the United States 
and a resident of New Jersey at· the time of submission of the .· 
application. He cannot qualify if under twenty-one years of 
age, if he has been convicted of, crime involving mo:ral turpi­
tude or twice convicted in a court of criminal jurisdiction of 
violation·or the Alcoholic Beverage Control Acto A cor~oration 
meets th~ requirements of the statute if each direct or indirect 
owrter of more than 10% of its sto6k comes up to the legislative· 
standarmprescribed for an individual applicante 
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At the hearing. before the local board, appellants di~ not 
undertalrn to shm..,r ·that -Chernichaw lacked any of these statutory 
attributes~ Rat-her, in order"to sustain the claim that he was· 

·not a fit person, evid~nce was adduced to indicate that in the 
course'of'operatirtg another tavernhe had engaged in certain' 
11deceptive" practices when selliLg drinks over .the bar.. The· . 
schemes need not be described in detail. It j_s sufficien-t .to-. say;. 
for.purposes of J.llustration, .th2t Chernichaw's advert1.slng stim.­
ulated the thought ih the custo~er 1 s mind that the purchase ·or a 
double drink or a 11do1.1ble-double hooker 11 

"!"- as it was delicately 
and euphonious l;)r called -- would make him the beneficiary of a 
pargain -- a quantity discount .. · But the Director, a quantita­
tive analyst and an iconoclastic mathematician, disccivered that 
the double drink contained twice the.content of a single drink at twice the price' and the 11clouble -double hooker!! contained 
four times the quantity of a sJngle drink at four times the 
price. The illusion of a bargaln having been thus shattered,. 
the Director banned the project. Under the regulations, any . . 
practice which is designed or tends to encourage unduly a de.s.ir·e. 
for the purchase of over the bar drinks is condemned as not in 

c the public interest. Chernichaw yielded a.rid no disciplina.r:l 
a·ctiori was taken against .him .. 

However., appellants,. being wary of such an ingenious mind 
in a competitor, and fearful that he would ignore the Director 1s· 
injunction~ orl worse yet, devise a new and better "mouse trap rr.· 

·which might make their patrons· beat a path to his door, charged 
that the public interest would be served only by a judgment 
declaring his unfitness to be the transferee of the license in 
question.. But neit_her before the local board nor before the 
Director was any substa.ntial evidence adduced to establish that 
Chernichaw intended to engage in prescribed practices at the new 
addresso · 

In_ granting the transfer, the mlmicipa.l commissioners who 
heard the matter said: 

'~fter carefully considering all the evidence and 
the facts and circumstances in this case, Commissioner 
Wal~a~k and I decided that the application for a person 
to person transfer should be approved. We .could find no 
sound or reasonable basis for denying this ·application for· 
transfer .. " . · · 

".)'It, was only the testimony of several objectors Who 
assumed that the applicant would operate a cut rate estab­
lishment and by so doing would' create a situation in.the 
Marlrnt ·street area. tr~at would be dangerous and undesirable. 11 

·On appeal to the Director, .the cause was heard de nova .. 
·N .. ·J ~S.A. 33':1-22; 33 :1-39;_ Ruie 6, Regulation .15 of the Di"'v1sion 
.of Alcoholic Beverage Control; Rajah ·Liquors v., Division of ... · 
&1~9-.]J_g_ .. ·J~::..veri~Q_n~_tol, 33 N .. J .. -Su0er. 59b{App-~-:-ffiV:-1955) j 
g~~ 130 N.. J" L. 535 (sup. Ct.. 1943) . However, the 
additional testimony tak~n. did not add to the substance 6f the r 

record made at.the mtmicipal levelo 

The Director likewise sanct_ioned the transfer of the license. 
In the conclusions filed, he said! 

"No testi.mony. was .:tntroduced,-to. indicate .that . 
Mr It Chernichav.r does not meet t;he .·statut.ory qualifications 
(LL-.. f:3 •. 33 :1-25). por was his· personal .. reputation impugried • 

. _/ .Qn the contrar1y,, ).t appears that Mr e .Chernichav.r h_~s been 
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. "·i.cle~tif'i~d. with liquo;r lh-;enseG i; for f:i.bout tvrnnty ye0rs, 

· ... -:.·'.': 

. dfaring which tiiue no d iscip1:in~1f·y p~oceed tngs were ins ti­
. tuted age.inst .him' or the eor:bJorate licensees 'in which he. 

· was· ,a· pril1cipa 1 shareholc:ler.. 'rne grounds· upon which 
··:appellant~ predi6ate their objections to the transfer of 

·tfae license. in ques,tion are "spec.ulative •. The evidence 
fails: to establish that Mr. Chernichaw ·is un.fit to hold . . . . r . . 

a 'license or to be. a stockholc1er in a corporate licensee. 
* * * II 

The notice qf appeal V·rhich brings the matter to us 
properly see.ks a review of the "final decision of the Director 
*· * * in granting" the transfer. But the only ground of appeal 
urged in the brief :rs that the appr.oval should· be reversed 
because of the failure of the Municioal Board to make findings 
with respect to the.objections-r-aiseCft'"heree · 

. We incline to the view that the·board prop~rly charac-
terized the appellants' objections as mere assumptions that 
trade practices inimical to the public in'terest ·would. be engaged 
in by Issie's Tavern, Inc., upon approval of the license trans­
fer.- In any event, postulating a .duty to make .findings and 
that they were not made, we fail to see that any prejudice 
Tesulted which would justify a reversal. 

The order of the municipal board is not the subject of 
this' appeal. It was taken, and necessarily so, from the action 
of the Directoro His review was plenary and resulted in inde­
pendent findings and decision.· And nowhere is it sugges.ted 
that his conclusion was.not justified by the evidence. 

In the administrative hierarchy created by the.statute 
for the. conduct of such proceedings;: the Director provides the 
final agency revieWo His findings and decision enterly su.per­
sede the action taken at the origina·l hearing level. 
Khachadoorian's Case, 329 Mass·. _625, 110 N .. E. 2d 115 (1953); 

· Wa+l v. Regi~trar of Motor yeh~£.~~," 329 Mass. 70, 106 N .E. 2d 
425"""11952); Marshall_ v·. Registr_§:..r o£:~M?tor Vehicles, 324 Ma$S. 
468, 469, .87 N. E. 2d 7, 8 (1949f;McLean's Case, 323 Mas·s. 35, 
80 N. E. 2d 40, 42 (1948); Haves v. Joseph E. Seagrc;tm & Co., 
222 Ind. 130, 52 N. E. 2d 35CTf9Tf4/;DiClavio 1s Case, 293 Mass. 
259, 199 N. E. 732, 733 (1936); 73 .. C.J.S., Pubiic Administrative 
Bodies and Proced~re, § 159c, P• 503'. 

Apparently realizing the vuln.erability of their position, 
appellants filed a reply brief which in substance attacks: the 
adequacy of the Director's findings. Passing the question as to 
whether the new note can.be injected into the appeal at this 
late s_tage, examination o.f 'them sat1s·f1es us that they suffi-
ciently dispose of the merits of the case_. 

The order is affirmed. 



. 2 Q APPELLATE DECIS-!ONS ~ BHIGHTON i-rorrEL COMPANY v fJ WILDWOOD. 

. BRIGHTON I-I01rEL COMPANY; 
trading a.s JOi'-JE 1s· KORNER, 

Appellant, 

-vs-

BoARD_.OF COMMISSIONERS o·F THE 
CITY OF W'ILDWOOD: · 

" · ·· Respond"ent".~ 

)' 

) 

) 

) 

) 

I ... ,ff 

i:c'.);N APPEAL .. ·~ 
. • ~ .... . . I l I 

CONCIJW&HEONS ·AND. ORDER··; 
!· 

. . . ) 
Ch;;1:;-S~d1~~~~-E;q·~-~~d-M;;.~i~;.fLo Perskie, E:sq ~, Attorn~ys 

.. · . _ . ·f-0r Appe-,(&ant .. 
No apoearance ori \behalf of Respond·elflt~ 
Jonathan w 0 Acton, Esq e, Attorney for Objec~t-t»rs 'O 

BY THE.DIRECTOR: 

Appellant her.ein ·filed with respondent an appli-cat~d:n 
to transfer its Plenary Retail Consumption License C-:-46 (with 
broad· package· privilege) from 3511 Pacific Avenue ·to premises 
to be :constructed at· the s·out~ast corner of Rio Grande .and 
Susquehanna Avenues, Wildwood .. 

· · .· Respondent .Board is composed of ·three membe::es.. Mayor W" 
Harry Steele, Jr.. (one of· said members) is disqualified. from 
acting upon any alcoholic beverage matters because he is a· liquor 
licensee" On February 9, 1956, the other two members of respon­
dent Board conducted a public hearing upon appellant's applica­
tion and, at the close of the hearing, adopted the following 
resolution:· 

''WHEREAS~ application was made by the BRIGHTON HOTEL 
CORPORATION fo'r a trc.nsfer of Plenary Retail Consump-

· tion License Noc C-46 to premises being the southeasterly 
corner of Rio Grande and.Susquehanna_Avenues, and 

''WHEREAS, public hearing was he.ld before the Alcoho lie Bev-
~rage Control Issuing Authority of the City of Wildwood · 
at City· Hall on February ·9, 1956~ before George W ... Krogman 
arid Bernard W .. Maxwell, the Issuing Authority as aforesaid, 
and · 

"viHEREAS, ·the· Honorable Georg_e W .. Krogman having heard. tes-
. timon~ and considered all the other evidence and not being 

satisfied that public convenience e.nd necessity will be 
s·erved- by the granting of the transfer of said license, 
and the Honorable Bernard W .. Maxwell having likewise }J.eard 

·the testimony and considered all other evidence and being 
satisfied that public convenience and necessity will be 
served by the granting of the transfer of said license, 
C3.nd .by' virtue of ·such determination by the Alcoholic Bev-
erage Iss~ing Authority of the City of Wildwood, no 
decision for or against the granting of the ·application 
of transfer can be madeo 

"NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Alcoholic Beverag.e 
lssuing Authority of the City of Wildwood that the trans­
fer of said lic~nse can not be granted by reason or· 
di vision of' oplnion 0 

11 
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Ii1or· the reasons set forth in H:tvr).::tru.i v., Elj_zaJJethJ Dul­
.. letln 1081, Item 5, the a.ct ion t2.ke0°···B:;r- res-i)o.r1Cfe-nt.-i30Etrd is 
·.equivalent to a denial of the application and an ctppeal to th,e 
Director m·ay properly be ta.ken from;; said action. 

·Prior to the hearing herein, the City Attorney for the 
City· of \·\fildwood advised me: that, because of "the clear ind.ica-

·. tion of imoasse which exists in the· local issuing authority", 
h~ h~s ·not.been authorized to take any action on behalf of 
respondent. No answer ~ms filed by respondent and no attorney 
appeared at the hearing to represent respondent. Jonathan W. 

·Acton, Esq. appeared at the hearing as attorney for some indi­
vidual objectors and introduced into evidence a petition con­
taining the names of one hundred teri residents of Wildwood, 
which petition stated that the signers objected to the· transfer 
for reasons which may be summarized as follows: 

(1) There are sufficient licensed establishments in the 
area; 

(2) 

(3) 

The proposed establishment would increase traffic 
congestion and would be detrimental to the general 
character of the neighborhood; 

The previous manner of operation of appellant's prem­
ises_ makes it undesirable for this type of establish-
ment to invade this neighborhoode 

The attorney for objectors also produced as vritnesses at the 
hearing Commissioner Krogman and Joseph Schipani and the testi­
mony of both of these witnesses is hereafter consideredG 

On behalf of appellant, William Jones, Jr., president of 
appellant corporation, testified that appellant has operated 
under a.plenary retail consumption license at 3511 Pacific 
Avenue for the past five ·years; that the corporation's lease 
of said premises terminated on January 1, 1956; that it has 
permission to remain at said premises until May 1, 1956, and 
that· it cannot obtain a renewal of its lease. Mr. Jones fur­
ther testified that appellant corporation ·has entered into an 
agreement with Ward H. Bright and wife to buy an irregular plot 
of ground running eighty feet along Rio Grande Avenue and two 
hundred feet along Susquehanna Avenue opposite the Wildwood 
Yacht Basin; that a prospectus and floor plan for buildings 
consisting of a liquor store, restaurant with bar and twenty-· 
eight motel units to be erected on said plot had been filed 
with the application for transfer, and that the plans for con­
struction of these bu~ldings have since been completed. It 
further appears from Mr. Jories 1 testimony that the restaurant 
will have a seating capacity bf one .-hundred sixty; that 
licensed premises known as the Rio Grande Cafe are located on 
the opposite corner of Rio Grande and Susquehanna Avenues; 
that there are no other licensed oremises within two full 
blocks, and that the nearest restaurant is more than two-fifths. 
of_a ~ile from appellant's proposed premiseso It was stipula- · 
ted that the location to which appellant seeks to transf~r its 
license is about twenty blocks from.the premises for which 
appellant now holds a license. 

At the hearing held ·herein three other witnesses testi­
·fied on behalf of appellant that there was need for a licensed 
restaur1ant at the location to which· appellant seeks to 'transfer 
its license. One of th~Se 0itness~s was Henry L. Hayes, who 
has a home less than three blocks from the location and Who is 
president of' Schooner Isle.no Yacht Club located at the Wildwo'od 
Yacht Bastno Another of .these witnesses wc:~s William L_. F.. L 
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Fitzpatrick, a·realtor 1 who testified that the section is . 
sparsely settled anµ\ "leans towa11 ds being commercial." The ··:

1 

... 

third witness was Ward H. Bright, who has owned the Wildwood, c;;. . 

Yacht Basin since 1927 and who testified that "during the pas:-tJ'.(l> 
Stnnmer we· qa tered to· around two and three hundred yachts at, -~he. 
yacht basin 'permanently berthed" a:(l-'-d that commercial charteiw~ 1 : 
boats "unload, approximately, welV, close to· 2, 000 people on ci-~­
Friday ," Sa~urday and SUl'}day on that corner." This witness· al.~,0· 
testifi~d that appellant will have an easement on a portion of 
the land owned· by him· sufficiently large to park ove:r two . ,_ · .. · 
hill(ldred automobiles. · -

On behalf of the ob,jectors, Commissioner Krogman testi.­
fied that he vbted to deny the application ·because he beli~ves 
the a~ea to which transfer was. sought is adeq~tely served by.· 
the present licensed places and bec~use.of the attitude of the 
people who reside· in that areao He admitted that the area is 
essentially commercial and is generally undeveloped except 
alpng Rio Grande Avenue. Joseph Schipani testified that he · 
operates a tavern.three blocks from 'the proposed iocation and 
that "we have enough licenses there .. " · - · 

After carefully considering ·the testimony and ·briefs 
filed herein, I conclude that appellant has shown a definite 
need for a licensed restaurant ~t the location to which it 
seeks to transfer its lic~ns e., Tnere appea:bs to be ample area ::.=. 

for parking at said location and there is a complete .absence or>:' 
·evidence that appellant has improperly conducted its business :'.·· 
at its present location. The attorney for objectors alleges · 
in his brief that the perso'ns whose names appeared ·in the peti.:... 
tion did not ap~ear to testify at.the hearing herein because 
they received no notice of the date thereof. However, it 
appears from the record that no objectors, except Mr~ Schipani, 
testif:Led at the hearing held before the lo-cal Board. Under 
these circumstances, little weight can_ be given to the petition. 
For the reasons aforesaidJ the action of the Board in failing to 
grant the application ·for transfer will be reversed.... Cf • .&19.ha,fi 
Inc .. v. J3elmar, Bulletin 1100, Item 9. · -·.·---·---

Accordingly,. it is, on this 5th day of April, 1956, 

ORDERED that the action of· the respondent be and the 
same is hereby reversed, and respondent is ordered to grant the: 
transfer applied for, if and when the licensed premises ar-e com.-
pleted in acc·ordance with the plans and specif'ications filed · 
··rith respondent. 

WILLIAM HOWE DAVIS 
Director .. 
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.3. APPELLl\'l1I~ DECISIONS - .'I11IE .FLOHENCK MET'HODIS~L1 CHURCH E'I1 AIS., v • 
PLORENCE AND CHRIS'lY (OHDEH A)\'IENDING. AMENDED. ORDEH). 

· 
1rI-IE FLORENCE ME'J.1HODIS'r CHURCH, 
et ·als., · 

Appellants, 

-vs-

TO\vNSHIP COMMITTEE OF THE 
TOWNSHIP OF. FLORENCE, and 
GERTRUDE CI-UUSTY, 

Respondents., 
----------------------~-----~---

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

. , 
•' 

ON ORDER TO SHOW CA USE 
ORDER FURTHER AMENDING 

. AMENDED ORDER 
\ . 

G~orge Pellettieri, Esq.j Attorney for ·petitioner-R~spondent, 
Gertrude Christy. 

:Martin ·J. Queenan, Esq., Attorney for Respondent Township 
Committee .. 

Dimon,· Haines· and. Buntin·g, Esqs., by John E. Dimon, Esq., 
Attorneys for.Appellants. 

BY THE DIRECTOR: 

, By amended order dated March.8, 1956, I amended the final 
paragraph of the~original Conclusio~s and Order her~in to read 
as follows: 

I• 

"ORDERED that said License No. C-7 be cancelled, effective 
2:00 a.m. May 4, 1956, unless befor~ said date said Town­
ship Committee shall, in its discretion, grant a transfer 
of said license to a qualified person for other premises, 
in which event said license shall be in full force and 
ooeration as soon ~s the ·transf~r is endorsed on the face 
of the license certificate .. " 

l\'Irs. Gertrude Christy has pres.ented to me an affidavit, 
duly sworn .to on April 2, 1956, wherein she alleges,,·among· other 
things, that she has endeavored to obtain a prospective. trans­
feree of said license for other premises in accordance with the 
provisions of the original and amended orders herein., and·-. that 

·her efforts have been una.vailing Cl She further alleges that she 
has entered into a_ contract with one Augustine Bonatz _whereby he· 

., has offered to pay a ·substantial sum of money for the purchase of 
·the ·premises known as 1 Front and Broad Streets, Florence, and 
the b0siness formerly conducted at s~id address, provided that 
the license transfer be approved to ~aid Augu~tine Bonatz for 
said premises. She furth~r alleges that the prospective pur­
chaser intends to use only the first floor of the .premises for· 
the sale e..nd consumption of alcoholic beverages, and that the 
·remaining floors ·will be used as rental units by caref"ully 
selected tenants. She reouests that the orders heretofore en>tered 
herein be further amended -to permit Augustine Bonatz to apply --to 
the Towns:Qip Committee for the transfer of the l.icense to him for 
premises known as 1 Front and Broad Streets, Florence. 

The principal intent of the ·original order herein was to 
prevent the further operation of the privileges of the license · 
by Gertrude Christy, and that result was· accomplished prior to 
Februc:.r·y 3, 19560 The re.quirement that the permissible apolica­
tion must be 11for other premises 11 vrn.s inserted to -orevent· the -
possibility that Gertrude Christy or her husbcmd might continue 
to have an undisclosed interest in the license. If there ·is an 
outright sale of the property and. business to a Qualified person_, 
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and the· 11.cense is transferred to such person by the Tovmsh1p 
Committee,. the possibilit~r that a "front" situation might con-:-:· 
tinue to exist would be eliminatede I have decided to grant t:he 
further relief requested b~r striking the words "for otner prem­
ises" from" the· amended order and· by changin·g the date "May 4, 
1956" therein to 11May 18, 1956" so that the Township Committee 
may have sufficient time. to investigate·the application for ( 
transfer.. The person applying for transfer must, of cours~, .r:: -­
comply with the provisions of Re So 33:1-26 and State Regula~ . 
tions No.o 6e Appellants herein and all other interested.persons. 
will hq.ve a.n· opportunity to be· heard by the Township Corrnnittee· 
if they decide to file written objections with the T.ownship 
Clerk to the application for transfer~ · 

Accordingly, it is, on this 5th day. of April, 1956, 

ORDERED that the amended order entered herein on March 8, 
1956 be further amended to read as follows: 

"ORDERED that· said License No Cl c·-7 be cancelled, effec­
tive 2 :00 a .m., May 18, 1956,. unl~ss before said date 
said Township Committee shall:, in its discretion, 
grant a. transfer _of said license to a qualified person,. 
in which event said license shall be in full fo·rce and 
operation as soon as the transfer is endorsed on the 
face of the license certificate .. 11 

WILLIAM HOWE DAVIS 
DirectoT., 

4.. APPELLATE DECISIONS - MAURONE v., CINNAMINSON TOWNSHIP AND 
SHEA. 

DOMENICK MA URONE, JR. , ) 

Appellant, ) 

-vs-
) 

ON .APPEAL 
CONCLUSIONS AND ORDER 

TOWNSHIP COMl'JIITTEE OF THE 
'TOWNSHIP OF CINNAMINSON, and 
JOHN N., SHEA, 

Respondents,, 

) 

) 

--------------~--------~---~-----) Salvatore J., Avena, Esq& and Neil F~ Deighan, Jr.,, Esq°" .. 
· Attorneys for Appellant.. . 

Parker, McCay & Criscuolo, Esqs.,, by Robert vi a. c·riscuolo, 
Attorneys for Respondent Township Committee. 

Walter L. Smith, Jrn, Esq., Attorney· for Respondent Shea. 

BY THE ·DIRECTOR: 

Esq.·,·. 

Triis.is an appeal from the action of respondent Township 
Committee· whereby it granted a new plenary retail distribution 
license to respondent John No Shea for premises to be const~ucted 
on the northwest side of' State Highway No~ 130 approxima_te ly 1709 
feet from the intersection of said highway and Highland Avenue, 
Township or·c1nnaminson1' 

, The petition of' appeal alleges, in substance, that the 
action of the Township Committee vms erroneous because: 

{a) The application by respondent Shea is fatally defective 
·because no right to poss~s~ion of the prop~rty.is 
indicated,; 
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' 

(b) The application refers to ~lans and specifications 
filed with the Township Clerk but no specifications 
were in fact filed~ 

(c) The· Townsh.ip Committee., ln authorizing the issuance of 
the license to respondent Shea, abused its discretion. 

It appears that on September 13, 1955, the Township 
Committee, which then consisted of three members (Mayor Brennan; 
Connniss ioner Durboraw and Commissioner Stover) adopted an ordi­
nanc~ authorizing the issuance of one plenary retail distribu­
tion license and that only one su"'h license may presently be 
issued in the Township because of the provisions '.(l."ftf -R .• S ,,· 
33:1-12.14. 

During the months of September 'and Octobe~.,, :[955,. 
applications for the license thus authorized were 1ffled with 
th.e 11ownship Cammi ttee .bY1 appellant, respondent Shea, rRocco · . 
Boratelli, Frank Schenk, ·and a Mr .. Deshield who died l:b'efore any. ·.:­
ac!tion was taken on his application. Exerc_i~ing commendable· 
judgment, the three members of the r11ov.rnship Co·mmi ttee inter- .. , 
viewed each of the first i'·J~.r apr)1icants named :above on Novembe1~ 
28, 1955. At the opening of the~1e tnterviews Mayor Brennan. - . 
stated that it had been establ:lshed that none of the applicants 
has a crimix1al record and, thereafter·' each applicant wa.s ques ~ .. , 
tionecl. as to the location of; his premines, his arrangements_ .fo~· 
financing hi~; business and his sole interest :i.ri the business.' . · 
These :tntervJews v·rer1e taken !st_enograph1cally and transcribed · 
and the transcript has been: introduced a.s an exhibit herein. 
At the hearing here in Cornmhfa ion.er D1u,...borav1r testified that · 
tvw meetings eoncerning the :qual:Lfications of the applicants 
·were e.rranged to be held on :later1 dates but that he was unable 
to attend the meeting on December 5 a.nd .Mayor Brennan was unable·, 
to attend the meeting on Deoember 12. ~r:h.e 'I'ownship Committee· · 
took formal action upon the pending application at its regula~ 

: meeting held on Decembe1'3 13 • 

. A .certified copy of the minutes of the regular meeting 
of the ':L1ownship Committee held on December 13., 1955, discloses 
that the roil.owing action was taken as to the pending appllca:".'" 

. tions: 

"M D , r. urboraw moved that the Deshielcls Estate be sent 
the check in full that was deposited with Mr. Deshield 1s·· 
application for a liquor license. Mr~ Stover seconded the 
motion" So ordered unanimously. Mr.,. Brennan then moved 
that since Mr. Deshields wa.s deceased_, that J.Vir., Jo1u1 Shea· 
be awarded with a liquor· license .. Mr .. Stove seconded the 
motion as Mr. Shea has the best location of all the ~ppli-: 
cants. Mr., Durboraw objected on the grounds that the other 
proposals; also that the applications were never examined-···· 
and discussed as the first meeting c2lled. was postponed · 
and the second one Mr. Brennan was absent; end lastly, . 
acqording to the solicitor's findings the application sub~ 
mitted by Mro Shee. is ·not· in order in a. legal sense, The. 
vote was as follows: Mr .• Stover-aye, Mr. Brennan-Aye,, 
Mr~ Dur·bor2w-Na.y 11 So 01.,dered. Mr. Brennan instructed 
the Clerk to notify the others that they were denied their 
appl1cations oeceuse none were 2.vailable. 11 

. .As to (a) and (b): The application filed by respon-
. dent Shea disclosed that o·n the elate the application was filed 

he did not own the premises to be licensed but that they were 
ow~ed by Harry E. Shea and Mary T'G Shea, his wife. A ttc:.ched ·to 
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said application are complete "Plans for Cinnaminson Liquor · ·' 
Store to oe constructed on U. So Haute //130" including th:ereop._~~ .. 
"General notes 11 which sufficiently set forth specificatio~s f.::H.l'!." 
the building to be erected., At the interviews held on Novemt>-e·f 
28, John N. Shea told the members of the rrownship Commi tt~e that 
he had a written agreement with his father and mother (Harry; E. ~- · . 
Shea and Mary rr. Shea) to se 11 to him the parce 1 or· land refe1;,1red 
to in the application., . Before the conclusions of the 1nt-?rVJ,~~yrn 
he produc.ed a .. written ag·reement, dated September 15, 1955, . 
between said parties. At the hearing herein.there was in~ro-~, 
d uced into evidence a deed dated December 12, 1955, and duly.:· 
.recorded December 16., 1955, whereby Harry E0 Shea and Mary T.~_·:·:, 
Shea conveyed to· John N .. Shea·a plot of ground being 100 feet ... 
wide on. Highway 130 and 200 feet deep, which I am sati~fied are 
t~e p~emises mentioned in the application .• 

It is well established that an applicant for a-liquor 
license must have possession, a right to possess-ion ·of., or· 
interest in the premises sought to be licensed. Richwine v. . 
Pennsauken, Bulletin 1045, Item 2e However, there is.no require~· 
ment as to the ·quantum of such interest provided the applicant· 
has a colorable claim to possession and control of the· premises. 
Rittinger v., Bordentown et al., Bulletin 547, Item 10~ This is·.· 
especially true where the applicant has obtained the right to 
possession of the premises prior to the date on which an appeal 
is decid-ed. Segal et al .. v. Clifton et al·., Bulletin 732, Item 
3. · Under the circumstances, I find that T1easons (a) and (b). in 
the petition of appeal are without merit a 

As to (c): In Giber.ti v., Franklin et al .• , Bulletin· 150, 
It~m 3, which was one of the earliest cases involving a selectio~ 
between qualified applicants-,, Commissioner Burnett said that 1 t 
was the duty of the issuing authority to consider both applica­
tions ·and to make its choice based on public, not on private, 
considerations. The same principle has been consistently appiied 
in subsequent cases. Matweishyn et al Q v. Hillsid.e et al., · 
Bulletin 783, Item l; Kugler v. Lindenwold et al., Bulletin 784, 
Item_l; Sauer_v. Read~r:igtonB~al°' Bulletin 10b9, Item3. In 
the present case appellant's premises and Shea's premises are 
both on Highway 130 and the premises of the two other applicants 
are located elsewhere in the Township.. Highway 130 runs from 
one end of the Township to the other end (a distance of about 
four- miles) and is heavily traveled.. There 2re three motels neap 
the MEturone property, and a number of new housing developments 
not far from the Shea property. At the hearing Mayor Brennan 
testified that he felt that .Shea •s would be the "best spot" for 
the license, and Commissioner Stover t~stiried that, in his 
opinion, the is~suance of the license to Shea ''would best serve 
public necessity and convenience in the township<)" Commissioner 
Durboraw testified that he felt the Committee had never gone over 
the qualifications of ·the applicants but, apparently, the other 
two members thought otherwise., . On cross-examination Commissioner . 
Durboraw stated that he did not think.the:re was any substantial 
distinction between the Maurone and Shea properties so far as 
public convenience is concerned@ Despite the fact that Mayor 
Brennan admitted that he had stated he woulQ. not v,ote in favor of 
the Maurone application· "subject to pressur·e 11

3 I am satisfied that 
no member of the issuirtg authority was.improperly motivated a. 

·Although not specifically mentioned in the petition-of 
appeal"' evidence was intr.oduced at the hearing to establish .that 
the issua~ce of the license to respondent Shea would violate a 
local zoning ordinapceB The property in question is located in 
a "specially restr1cted commercial district.& 11 Section 1002 'of · 
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the. Zoning Ordln2.nce pr·ovid.es · tha't ~.n such a district the area · 
, ·of -the. lot shall not be ·1ess than Go,ooo square feet and the · . 

width of the lot not less th&.n :200 feet· at the building ·11ne:~~ .... 
. · : Howeve-r, at a. ;regular meeting held ,0n March 27, 1956, the ~~~n~.~:· 
.··ship Committ~e (wh~ch now consists of five members) granted·.to 
.. ··John 'N. Shea a va.riance .recommended' b:,r the Zoning Board of_-."<O::·' .. · 
. Adjustment for the erection of e building 20 feet by L~q. ~eet· 
. o_n ·the propert~~ own eel by him. It thus appears that at the_ ':.: .... 
. present t.ime no violation of the ZoDing Ordinance is involved~ 

' 1. ~ 

l . ' ( ·. 

The· burden of proof to establish that the action ·o..r · 
the Township Conunittee was erroneous rests with a.ppellant.:· . 
Rule 6 of State R~gulations No.$ -15. After considering the · 
evidence herein and the briefs submitted., I conclude that 
appellant has not sustained the burden of proof herein. Hence 
I shall affirm the action of the Township Committee. 

Accordingly, it is, on this 17th day of April, 1956, 

ORDERED that the actio1~1 of·:.respondent Townshlp Com·­
~ittee be and the same is hereby affirmed, and the app~al 
herein be and the same is hereby dismissed. 

WILLIAM HOWE DAVIS 
Director. 

5. STATE REGULATIONS NO. 34 ~ EXAMINATION BY WHO-LESALEHS OF 
PRICE "POST-OFFS II .. 

·Gallo Wine Sales of New Jersey, Ince 
. Newark 5, N. J. 

April 5,, 1956. 
·Gentlemen: 

This acknowledges your letter of April 2, 1956 1.n 'con­
,nection with the interpretation of revised Stat~ Regulations. 
No. 34, new Rule 9, subdivision (b).providing "for inspections 
of amended prices to retailerso 

You state that it is your understanding that a whole.::. 
saler ma~.r examine price "post-offs" only of other wholesalers 
who sell the same brand of wine and that the opportunity for 

· • · inspection is afforded so that the wholesaler may fur1ther amend 
his prices to meet price competition of another wholesaler 
selling the same br1and. You state that· you further unde-rst0nd 
that a wholesaler may not exam:i.ne prices of another brand of' · 
wine being sold in the state during this "post-off" inspection 
period. · 

As I indicated in our recent conferenc·e, your unde~­
standing is correct. Since a wholesaler may amend or further 
amend his price listin~ to meet a higher or lower and cocipeting 
price lieting filed by another wholesaler with respect to.alco-· 
holic ~_eve rages of the same brand or trade name and of like age, 
quantity and unit container size, he may inspect only prices for 
products for which he .is one of a number of listers" Since th.e 
inspection provision was designed for this limited purpose,·it 
is obvious that inspection 9f prices of other brands or trade 
names is unnecessary for' that purpose. 

Very truly yours, 
WILLIAM HOWE DAVIS 

Direc,tor $ 
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6 •. STl\TE ::bt.:GVEHAGE DIS'l1l1Il3U110H 'S LiCENSE - OBJECTIONS TO ISSUANCE' 
HEID TO ·BE MERI'lDHIOUS - APP,LICNl1ION' FOH ISSUANCE DENIED. 

' . 

In. the Matter of ()bj$ctions .to 
the Issuance of a State Beverage 

·Distributor's Licens~ to· 

MICHAEL : KOSTIC 
t/a.· KOSTIC BEVERAGE ·c9. 

. Box 232, . Black Horse Pike 

) 

) 

. ) 

) 
·:.c:-ecil - · 
.. : P. ·a~ Williamstown, R oD. 1, :r ~J 11· ·) 

--------------------------------~----
Michael Kostic, Applicant, Pro se. _ . 

CONCLUS:i:'oNS . 

. :i J 

Leo J •. Berg, Esq . ., Attorney. ·ror. Objector J. st.ate l3everage ·.;:. 
1

.• · Distributors 1 Assoc:t.a ~ion. .- .... - .. ·, ·.:.· .. 
Samue] Moskowitz, Esq.; Attorney for .Obje·cto.rs·, ·New 'Jersey Reta1.l,>-· .. ,. 
· Liquor Stores Association and. South J:ersey: Retail Liquor.· 

S'tores Association. · · · .. · ....... .. 

· BY THE DIRECTOR : 
•' .. ··· .. ;··' 

\f ri tten objections . tb the issuance of the. liciense:., ria viµg· 
been filed with me' a. hearihg was duly scheduled to 'be he:l~ ~ .:" .... ;. 
Rule 11 o~ State Regulation~ No. 1. . I 

- . I . . . . ..... . 
Severa.J,. objectors appeared ·and testified.· that the arl.ea ... 1:n 

"which the applicant intende9 to distribute unchilled. malt bev-'"7.-.. > .. · 
erages is already well supp;lied With liquor outlets •. 'Under .. th.e/ 
circumstances, it was t.heir( contentj_on that ther•e is· no .preserit< 
need or necessity for the issuance of a s·tate beverage 'distri.~·:..::. 
butor 1s license for the prernises in question.. · .. · · .. 

'I'he applicant testified that he is engaged in the busi ~ .. · 
ness of delivering soft dPinks to customers v{ho reside· "in · 
various munlcipalities; that although none of the .customet~s 
inquired about the particular brand of beer he intended to _ 
dis~ribute "they said it was satisfactory with -them -1r I· would·, .: .. 

·deliver i.t 11
; . that he would sell both at wholesale a.nd at ret?Lil .. i'·, 

that ·the brand of beer he intended to handle could be sold .tit .. ~ .. 
a· pr·i~e below that usually charged for pr1em'iurn beer; a.nd" ·that'"· 
he. was a.ware that at least twelve other d.:Lstr'lbutors of beer.: :. 
service the area wherein he expected to' distribute mal~ bev.~r:~ 
ages .. 

'11he evid,ence presented herein on the part of the appli­
cant ~s insufficient to convince me that a new stat~ beverage 
distributor 1s license should be. issued to h:i.m. I am satisfied·, 
that there are enough alcoholic ·beverage outlets of all types' 
to adequately supply the needs of those who desire to pu~!'.1chase 
un:chilled malt bever·ages in the area ment:Loned. Hence-, the 
application filed herein for a_state beverage distributor's 
116ense will be denied. 

Dc:~ted: March 29, 1956 o 

WILLIAM HOWE .DAVIS 
Dj_recto:r .. 
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sr.rA1'E J:?EVEHAGE DISTHIBU110H 1S LICEN~SE .. ,. ODJECrrION rro ISSUANCE 
HELD. TO BE MEHPL10HIOUS, - APPLICATION. FOH ;ISSUANCE DENIED. 

:~: 

In the Matter of Objections to ) 
the· Issuance of a State Beverage· 
Distributor's License to. ) 

THOMAS F o HEHIR ). CONCLUSIONS 
t/a TOfvPS BEVERAGE DISTRIBUTING 

SERVICE . ) 
i ... :.> -:, } ' bert .. · _;_11.e Hoac1 
W2ntose Township, N& J~ ) 

Thomas Fe Hehir, Pro see 
Libertyville Church, Objector J by ~rilliarn Kvale j Pastor o 

$amuel Moskowit2: _. ~;sq .. , Attorney for'·ObJectors North Central 
Counties hetail Liquor Stores Association and New Jersey 
Retail Liquor Stores Associationo 

Leo Je Berg, Esq6, Attorney for Objector State Beverage 
Distributors~ Association@ 

Eciw2-rc_ :F., Smi tb-" .Jr«>, Esq .. ,, flttorney for Obljector Sussex 
County Tavern Owners As so cie. ti on & ', 

Sidney Simand 1, Esq.,, Attorney for Objector United Tavern 
Owners Association of New Jersey~ 

Written objections to the issuance of the· license having 
been filed wt th me _1 a hearing was duly flcheduled to be held .. 
Rule 11 of State Regulations No., L.· 

At the hearing the objectors· alleged that there are a 
number of liquor outlets in the area so that there is no 
public need or necessity for the issuance of a state beverage 
distributor as license for the premises, in questiono 

The applicant testified that for approximately two and 
a half months he has owned a soft drink business and delivers 
to fifty or sixty customers; that he has made no arrangements 
for the supply of malt beverages to him; and that he is of the 
opinion that there is a need for another state beverage.distri­
butor's license in the area wherein.he presently operates .. 

The evidence herein ·indicates that there are a number 
of liquor licensees who se 11 beer in the sa.me area in which 
the applicant intends to conduct his businesso 

Under the circumstances, there appears to be· no public 
need or necessity for the issuance of an additional state bev­
erage distributor 1s license for the-premises in questione 
Hence, the application will be deniedo · 

Dated: April 2, 19569 

WILLIAM HOWE DAVIS 
Director., 

•.;: 
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'8. APPELLATE' ·:DECISIONS - L. D. COMPANY, INC. v. NEWARK~ 

L. B •. COMPANY, INC e, ) 
.:\. 

Appellant, ) 

-:vs-

.. MUNICIPAL BOARD OF ALCOHOLIC 
BEVERAGE CONTROL OF THE' crrY 
OF NEWARKJ 

.) 

) 

) 

ON APPEAL 
CONCLUSIONS AND ORDER 

, Respondento 
----------------------~-------) 
Leo Jo BergJ Esq., Attorney.for Appellant. 
Vinc.ent Po Torppey J Esq.; by James E o ·Abrams, Esq o, Attorney. 

· · for :Respondent<!! 
Van Y. Clinton, Esq.,' Attorn~y for Objectorso 

BY T"".tIB DIRECTOR: 

This is an appeal .i.'r¢>m re,spondent 1.s denial· of· appel- · . 
. lant's application for t~ansfer of the plenary ~etail distri~ 
bution license held by it from pr1~mises 28 Park Place to a 
building to be constructed at 117 Watson Avenue, dist~nt a mile 
or more from the Park Place location. 

The parties hereto submitted in evidence the transcript 
of the proceedings before the loca.1 issuing authority pursuant 
to Rul.e 8 of State Regulations No. 15,. and presented additional 
evidence at the hearing hereino 

· - · The petition o:( appeal· alle~es that the a.cti.on of 
responden.t wa.s erroneou·s in· the.t (a) no similar license is situ­
ated with1.n 750 feet of the- proiwsed licensed'. premise~.,; (b,) 
public need and convenience warranted the availability for resi-: 
dents of the proposed licensed area to purchase packaged liquor 
other than.in an establishment operating under a ·plenary retail 
cons·timption license; (c) said aetion constituted an· abuse of 
sound discretion. · · 

-The Chairnia·n. ·of the Board,, at the conclus~ion of t.he · 
hearing'below, annouriced th~t the sole question involved in the 
case is whether a public benefit and welfare would .be served .by 
adding ar:i additional license in 'that pa11 ticular vicinity:; that 
it was n6t ~hardship caseiwhere~n the prope~ty i~ being taken 
over by the Public Housing Authority; and that, after·car~fully 
considering all the evidence in the case) the Board concluded. 
that the applic.ant had not sustained .the burden of proof in so. 
far· as public necessity and public convenience are concerned· 
and that, therefpre, the.application is denied~. · 

'The responden.t in its answer alleges that the grounds 
upon which the issµing authority made its decision were based 
upon the fac.tual·testimony before the Board. 

The evidence .presented establishes that Watson Avenue 
extends a distance of 2,300 feet and is mostly a business area. 
A tavern w.ith the privilege of' se.lling package go.ods ·in a por­
tion of the licensed premises other than the public barroom, 
otherwise clesignated as having a "broad pac-kage privilege·", is 
located at 53 Watson Aifenue, about 790 feet east of, and 
another tavern is lo.cated at 159 Watson Avenue~ abou·t 575 ±;'.eet 
west of', such proposed premises ii In the a.rec. of what is 
described as six blocks there are three.taverns ·and a licensed 
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· package s tor? located at various ~(Joints on Hav.rthorne ·.A venue 
~hicih parallels Watson Avenue~at a distance of about 1,000 

· feet, and there are four taverns at various points on Bergen 
Street which int~rsects Watson Avenue about· 750 feet from the 
propo~ed.premises. 

A petition in favor of the transfer. (signed by eight 
c property owners and eighty-three tenants), a petit1on opposing 
·such transfer (signed by approximately 115 persons) and many 
letters opposing transfer were presented. An officer of the 
corporation and one witness appeared in person to testify in 
favqr of the granting of the tr~nsfer. Four witnesses testi­
fied in objection to the transfer. Three tenants, a:).l 
residing in on~ apartment house, were present and were repre­
sented as available to testify on behalf of appellant.. Twenty­
f'our property owners and sixte.en tenants were present and were 
repres~nted as available to t~stify in opposition to such 
transfero · · 

A member of the City Council, not a resident of the 
area, in objection to the transfer testified that he is well 
acquainted With the neighborhood and is .. much concerned because, 
in his opinion, the area is well supplied 1~i th liquor· licenses; 
that another license would be detrimental to the plan for · 
improving the neighborhood. 

Reference was made before the issuing authority to the 
fact that appellant had made application for'a transfer of its 
license to 121 Watson Avenue ~ome three months previous and 
that such application had been denied. The secretary...:.treasurer 
of the corporate licensee wc:.s !·asked to explain why it persisted 
in again seeking trahsfer to ~r&ctically the same location, and 
upon what grounds this witness based his opinion that public 
need and necessity would be served by the present application in 
face of the previous strenuou~ opposition by objectors. In 

'other vrnrds, what reasons he.d 'he to believe thEt such persons 
would patroniz~ the premises if the ·transfer w2s granteds His 
reply was th2t, while he 6id rl6t believe that they would be 
good customers, .he \·-.rould infl0'ence them to do business with 
them.. , 

At the hearing on s.ppeal the secretary-treasurer merely 
-added·that he had surveyed other locations in the City or Newark 
and was unable to find .any 0th.er location wherein the nearest 
pacln~.ge store was as f2.r renioved as here e 

The transfer of a liq~pr.license is not an inherent or 
automatic righto If denied ori reasonable grouncls,, such action 
will be affirmed .. The transfer of a· license in a mlU1icipality 
from one, section to ~nother section containing other licenses 
may result in unsatisfactory cibnditions suffibient to warrant 
denial of the transfer .. Herbert H .. Levine, Inc .. v. Harrison, 
Bulletin 1032, Item 1, and. cc:~~s cited therein .. · 

in determining whethe~ a plenary retail distribution 
license 9hould be transferred :to a particular location,,· a local 
issuing authority may properly take into c6nsideration the 
number of plenary retail consumption licenses existing in the 
vicinity~ Moschera v., -Pl~sted, Bulletin 1075, Item Be : 

The weight to be. accorded tb oetitions\ for or arr2:inst 
a transfer· .or· '2. license is'· e·nt'ire·l~v· .,;rithin the· discret-i~n: .of the 
fssul·~g authority... Rothman v e Hamilton, Bulletin 1091, -I'tem. L, 

. . . . . . ' . . 
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in the :tnst~mt .c~1 f.le the 1oc.s~l j_seulng authority cone luded 
for· .the second tlrne ·in the space:~· of a fevr months . that ·a;ppellaht 
bad not est2.blished· thE(t. the p\.,i.blj_c··need ancl cdnv.erilencrn. ·would .. · 
be served by" the transfei'l of_ the l_icense ·to: the area· ~n -.qt1.ef3/1f:}oh. 
It· is· ·to ·.be noted the.t no app·eal vrn.8' t2.ken by: appellant_ :frorri<. 
the first denial. The ten existing licenses in th~ a~ea an4 
the ·considerable nunber .of objections by resid~nts of the , 
neie;hborhood' appear to. furnish a substantial basis for . that cc:~on-

_"6 lus ion. The ·ract that the· proposed location would be more · .. than 
.. 750 fee.t.-·:·from .the· neares·-c ·s ir11ila·r license -- a requirei:nent or.· 
the .pertinent municipal orc1inance -- does not automatically · 

_-entitle appellant to the· transfer nor does it per-__se create· ~-h 
:.inference .that there is a ·pub._lic r. ;ed or necessity for:a liquor 
:license at such location. Market. Liauor Store Corp'·· v .··Newark, 
·Bulletin.1005, Item-2. 

·In an appeal to the b·irector the burden of proof to 
·estab.lish~that the action of respondent Board was erroneous 
·re·sts :with appellant. Rule 6 of .State Regulations No. :.15. 

~ have considered th~ ~ntire ·record and .briefs 0£ 
.couris'el· C?-nd conclude there.,·rom th2~t appellant. has failed .to-·s-us·-. 

:-.ta.in the burden of proof .to ~stablish that the·· action of ·the 
·Board.·.was ·arbitrary or qonstitute:l an abuse o·r its -discretionary 
:powero· ·r.:sha.11, therefore, affir.m the action'_ofthe respondent 
·Board. 

Arrcordingly, itis, on this 17th day of April, 1956, 

ORDERED that the -action of respondent Board be.C?tnd:the 
.. same· is ·hereby affirmed,. and the appeal herein· be and the same 
~~s hereby-dismissed-. 

WILLIAM HOWE DAVIS 
Director. 

. . 

·_-::9 .• ,_.::STATE :LICENSES - NEW· APPLICA'l1·IONS FILED • 

. ·~:ear.uta :.wine ·:.co Q, :Inc 0 

'·«51 ·.-Market .·st., ·Paterson, N .J ~ 
. .Applicat.ion filed May 3, 1956 for transf~1-a of Plenary· Winery 
.: ... Li·c·ens'e V-20 from -Dominick M11 Paruta, t/a Paruta Wtne Co., 
:5.ltMarke.t .8t.q1 Paterson, N oJ e 

··:·Rahway Va:ll~y Company, Lessee 
_:Ent.ire -·ra.1lroad ·from Aldene· & Roselle ·Park, .N~J~ to Summ.it .& 

;·Map.lewodq, ·N ~Jo with ·rreight stati'ons at Kenilworth,. N .·J. 
·:·:Pr1nc.1pal .office: Boulevard & Market St., ·Kenilworth,, N .J tt 

·-Application filed May 4,· 1956 for· Transpo·rta:tion .Li·cense., 

.·:s·,tanl:e.y '.A.shmen, -·Albert Was.i.lauski & Albert Till 
·t/a · Ee'ver..age .Delivery Service . · · . 
;M/S "0-f.'. De lsea ~Drive opposite 'Hillside Ave., Westville, N ~J. 

-'~pp.li~at.ion filed May, 4, 1956 .for ·T1~ansportation .L:t_oense. 

.. 


