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1. nPPELLATE DECISIONS - O'BERTZ v. PERTH AMBOY._ :

VICTORIA OVBERTZ :-~ilr'f‘-;f‘)~f*"“‘”
tradlng as OBERTZ TAVERN, ~ - _ .
e ')) ) - . v
fppellant. - -~ | © R ON APPELL - - -
) CONGLUSIONS AND ORDER
Ve AT 3
BOARD :OF -COMMISSIONERS-OF - .
THE CITY OF PERTH AMBOY, )
Respondent{ )

nalter Waverczak qu., by Wllllam h. Llller ESq., nttorney
k for “ppe]lant.
Francis M. Seaman Eoo., Attornev for Llespondent. -

BY THE DIRECTOR

ThlS is an appeal fro1 resoonuent?s actlon on November 1€,
1053, whereby it denied, without statin g any -Feason, -an. application
Tor transfer of appellqnt's plenary retail consumptlon llcense from
22 Smlth Street to 33 35 ‘Smith otxeet. '

In ber petltlon of apneal appellant contends that such |
denlal was arbltrary and unreasonable.‘

In-its answer, respondent asoerts that there are three
plenary retail’ consumptlon licenses:on theé’ nortn side of ‘Smith
Street, ‘between Rector Street and High- Street  (in the same block as
the prOposed new premises), all close together; that appellantt?s
past record "and the type of persons who- patronlze her present
licensed” premises and disturbances occurring at “said premises-are
not conducive to the issuance of the transfer requiested’; that -
public necedsity and convénience do rot warrant the granting of tne
transfer; and that “It is in the interest of thé public welfare of
the Clty of Perth Amboy that the action of the respondent in dernying
the appllcatlon for transfer be 1a ell reSpects afflrmed“

: At the. hearlng on thls Qppeal numerous exhlblts were
1ntroduced in evidence by stlpulatlon 1nclud1ng the written ob=-
Jjections presented to respondent -and petitions for .and against the
‘granting of tle transfeér.  In addition, appellant, her daughter Her
son and -her attorney testified for appellant whlle a’clergyman,: four
persons who reside near the: proposed new location and three-of the
five members of the local 1osu1ne autnorlty testlfled for respon-
den : P y

' From all of the ev1dence tne follow1ng facts appear to be
undlsputed On October 19, 1953 ‘appellant filed her application for
the place-to-place transfer, the denial of which 1s the subject of

this appeal, "Notices were published as required by law. In the
application and notices the premises to which the transfer was
-sought were -properly identified 4s 33- 35 Smith Street but, in answer

.~ - to a'number of questions designéd to elicit information with Téspect

S0 previocus viclations of law: and appellant ¥s record las ‘a licensee,
sppellant gave negative answers, tihereby denying and concealing
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certain conv1ctlons (hereafter re01ted) and the fact that, in 1935,
the tlen local issuing authority had refused to renew a plenary
retail consumption license which she then held for premises 8 Smith
Street. ‘Objections to the transfer having been filed the present
issuing authority held a publlc hearing November 4, 1953, . at which
the questlon of false answers in the appllcatlon was raised. The
hearing was continued on November 18 to afford appellant ‘an oppor-
tunity to engage counsel. At or before the continued hearing on
November 18, appellant filed an amended applicabtion amending the
answers to three of the questions (Nos. 33 34 -and 35) whereby she
disclosed the follow1ng convictions:

February 11, 1927--conv10ued of selling llouor to ,
three boys 15, 17 and 18 years, Lespectlvely-—paroled. S

Karch 7, l932-—convlcted on a cnarﬂe of dlsorderly
coaduct 11quor violation and fined 50 -

May 7, 1933--convicted as a disorderly .person on'a
charge of possession of liquor at & Smith Street and flned 50.

May 13 1035--conv1cted of" v1olatlon of Clty llquor
ordinance, selling liquor te a girl under-17 years, and’
fined ¢ 50 ’ :

May 13, 1935--convicted of violation of City iiquor
"ordlnance, selling liquor to a girl. under 17 years (different
girl)--sentence suspended, : . ‘

" The amended appllcatlen also dﬁeﬂded Guestion No. 40.to
disclose the fact that, on May 31, 1935, an application by this same
appellant for renewal of a llccnse had been denied. :

In the amended appllcatlor tue address of the premises to
which the transfer is sought ‘was - -inadvertently given as 22 Smith
Street, However, the issuing authority apparently 1gnored this -
error and proceeded to dispose of the. matter on- the nmerits,

v . Lt :the continued hearing~below,tne 1ssu1ng~author1ty :
heard -further comment both favoring and.opposing the transfer. The
minutes-of the. meeting state that 2/ objectors appeared ‘and , were
counted. - Lfter recessing, the members of the local issuing author-
ity voted unanlmously to deny the appllcatlon for. transfer, W1thout
- further - comment.g 2 x : :

Appellant admlttedly, nas been a licensee on qmlth Street
for many years.. From December lo 103% until June 30, 1935 she held
~a plenary retail consumption . llcense for & Smith-: Street.' As herein-

above indicated, a renewal of that llcerse was dénied -in 1935. From-
- 1936 to 1939 a. llcense was held by appellantts daughter, Rose Melvin,
. first for 22 Smith Street:then: for 8 ‘Smith Street. -In 1939 the
license was retransferred to.-22 Smith Street. - Appellant. again ob-
tained a, license for. 22 Smith Street, -efifective July.1l, 19L0, and
tnerea?ter such license has been renewed annually to appellant for
the premises at 22 Smith Street. Those prem1ses are included in a
housing and redevelopment project and, as - result thereof ap-
Dellant is being requlred to vacate. ‘

hppellant testlfled that she looked. all over for a place
and rlnally bought the premises. at 33-35 Smith Street, which are on
“he southwest corner .of Smith.Street and Rector Street.v No., 22 Smith
Street 18 on the northeast ,corner of Smith Street and Willocks Lane.
Thus the two. premises-.are on opposite sides’ e’P Sm1uh Street and are
approximately: L50 to 200 feet apart. - = : :
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Appellant further testhled that she is a w1dow, 65 vears
of age; that she supports herself on the income from her licensed
business; that she has been a, llcensee on Smlth Street for many
years; that she now has to move, that . she has no previous record of
violations; that ‘she has:not ‘beer cohvicted of any offense since
1940 and that 'she has had no trouble with the police. On cross=
examination she admltted selllng alcohollc beverages during Prohlbl—
tion. - : LT : :

S Appellant?s daughter testlfled w1th respect to.the varlous
lloenses heretofore held by appellant and herself and further testi-
fied that. she {(the" dauvhter) nad made out the lloense appllcatlons
for her mother. ‘ _

Appellant?s son. testlfled that he tends bar for her and
5enerally corloborated her testlmony : g

. Mr. Wavercaak ‘appellant®s attorney, testlfled W1th
respect to the neighb "hooo and the -buildires on Smith Street. He
further-testified tbau he has-. personally 1nsoected ppellantvs
present licensed premnises and hat sucn premlses are Aept clean.

The contentlons of tne obJectors, as they appear from
thelr testimony and.the exhibits, are-as folldws: “ippellant?®s
present- licensed premises are iroquented by uncesirable males and .
_lemales, women passing the premises have been insulted by men (some. -
of whom - appear to- have been- 1ntox1cated) standlng in front of the
premises; flghts and brawls. have occurred.there; the present.
premises are nolsy -even late at nlqht, many more children would have
to pass the premises at the proposed new locatlon, the location, -of =&
tavern- at that site would be inconsistent with the’ redevelopment
program and there are already enough taverns (three or four) within
one block of that sitei Several of the female. witnesses and a
clergyman testified with respect to'certain extremely unpleasant ,
personal experiences, invelving insults, while passing appellant®s
present licensed premises and tie Clergyman testified that, because
of the location of-33-35 Smith Street, many children who. a6 not now
have to pass appellantvs licensed premlses would have to pass the . - -
proposed new premises In order to travel: west on Smith Street to the
caurch %center.'. This would:also be true of shoppers going to the
stores on Smith Street west of Rector Street. . The objectors ad-
mitted, however, that they had not previously " complalned to. the

local. 1ssu1ng authorlty and had not obJected to the annual renewals
of the llcense.;nn; : : -

The three members of the IOCal 1sSu1nv ‘authority. who.
testified at the hearing on this appeéeal were also present at the
hearings below. Each testified that he had considered the entire.
record beforé-the Board of Commissigners, 1nclud1ng the protests,.
appellant’s previous record of conv1ctlons and 'the police records
wnich disclosed. the follow1ng in addltlon to the conv1ctlons herewn- :
above set forth° ‘ ~ : : g

April 8,.1953--Complaint received at 7:10 pom.
from 22 Smlth Street, Officers Miachel Pavlovics and
Gerald Peterson a581gned.' No polloe action’ taken.‘ﬁ

.Juhe 1, 1953——Compldlnt recelved 10:20 p.m.. Offlcers
found 2= year -old male sufifering from bump on scalp-- :
Had been sitting on stool in -Momf's (appellant?s) Tavern——'
fell backward hlttlns’nead on floor , :

September 5 1953-—P1”nt on 81dewalk in front of
Momsi.s (appellant?s) Tavern--man lying in gutter in semi-:
conscious state--another man lying on sidewalk, uncon-
scious~-another man standing near entrance to tavern-—
men refused to sign complalnts against each otherm-
disorderly persons charges dismissed. (Chief of POllC°
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' Bachman notified the Board of Comm1531oners in-writing,
that after a thorough investigation of this. matter he
. was of the opinion that there had not been any violation = -
of the statute or regulationg and. that no grounds for
‘_fdlSClpllnary action ex1sted.) o

. ' Each of the three comm18310ners also testlfled that untll
the hearings below, he was unaware of appellant?s previous record of
convictions and the fact that ghe had ever been denied a license.,  In
this connection Commissioner Balinski-testified that he had conS1d~ .
ered the record of convictions sunly with respect to the present
application for transfer, but Comuissioners IMihalko and Tarloski-
testified that they believed that such record reflected on ap-
pellantts general fitness. to hold a license, Commissioner Tarloski
testified that, during the recesa on November 18, 1953, he expressed:
that thought to the other Commissioners, saying that in his opinion,
she should be denied a license entirely, not merely the transfer. It
was admitted, however, that nc proceedlngs have been instituted by:
the local. 1ssu1ng authorlty for suspension or revocation of ap-'
pellant?s license, either for the false answers in her successive
license appllcatlons or for any other reason. -

: It was stlpulated tnat the present premlses and the pro-
posed new premlses are located in one of the oldest sections of the -
City, which is a mixed business and residential zone, and that in the
near vicinity there is an industrial zone. Appellant contends that
both premises are in the same neighborhood while several-of respon-
dent's witnesses, including the three City Comm1551oners, testified -
that they considered the two premises to be. in different nelghbor—‘
hoods., These witnesses described the huildings in the area east of
Lector Street-as being run-down, with little or no’ attempt"at ,
modernization, while the. area west of Rector Street is a shopplng
center Where the bulldlngs have oeen cared LOP and improved.

o Comm1351oner Ballnskl testllled that the two: premlsea are
in dlfferent blocks and that more people-usée the part of Smith Street
where the proposed new premises are located than the part where the
present premises are located. Commissioner Mihalko testified that
the present premises are “located in an-area which'is ‘surrounded by a
tremendous amount of vacant land¥ whereas the area in which the’ pro-
posed new premises are located is more congested and there is more
business and there 'are more. residents,. Heé further ‘testified that the
area’'east of ‘Rector Street, where the present premises are located,

18 a different business sectlon because "on that side of the street
“there is nothing offered as far ag merchandise is concerned.” Conl-
nissioner Tarloski testified tﬂat while both areas are zoned for
business, the block west of Rector Street has better busirness -
establlshments than’ are found east of LRector Street; that no effort
has been made to improve the buildings- in the latter area so as to
Yattract flner clientele® and that, while he would have no- objection
to members  of his family shopping in the block between Rector and
High Streets, he would object to their going beyond Rector Street to
the area where appellant?'s present licensed premises: are- located. He
sald, in part, -#The type of business that is conducted there is not
the type that you would send your wife and daughter to do business
with because of the character,"

. Because of thls confllct 'in the testlmony I personally
inspected the nelghborhood. While it may be true that some of the
-bu1ld1ngs east "of Rector Street are different in use and appearance
¢LOM some- of those west of Reg¢tor Street, I cannot find, as a fact

that No, 22 Smith Street and No. 33-35 Smlth Street are in dlfrerent
neighborhoods. The two premises are less than 200 feet from each
~other and are 1n the 'same. general nelghborhood. - -

Several of the. w1tnesses ‘1nclud1ng the three Clty Com-
M1351oners testlfled that there are three taverns in the block in
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. -which the. proposed néw, premises. -are located and that in their. . .
opinionjs public: necessity. and convenience do. notr requlre the grant
of the appllcatlon toytransfer: the llcense.:.J L .

‘ In appeals of.this: nature the" burden is on® the appellant
to establlsh that the action: ofthe issuing authorlty was erroneous
and.- should be reversed. ule 6 Ol State Regulatlons No. 15.--~~~
LI No oneis entltled to a: llcense to sell alcohollc bever—
_..ages-as a -matter-of- rlght.sL21cherman v.. Driscell; 133 N.J.L. 586

(Sup. Cts+1946).. Nor: is:there. any-inherent right-to transfer such a

,‘llcense £0x other perscons’or.premisege.. The- lssuing: ‘authority, ~in the

- -eXercise. of its. dlscretlon, may- grant: or..deny a- transfer.s It denled

L oen; reasonable ground,  such action.will be: ‘affirmed, “Fafalak .v.>
Baronne ~Bulletin- 95,‘Item 5; ‘VanSchoick v, Howell; :Bulletin” '20
Ttem 6;- Cralg Vo Orange, Bulletin: 251, Item™l; Semento v, West.:

MEiEQEQ Bulletin 253, Ttem 23 Nasarlk et al, Ve Mllltown Bulletln

283, Item 105 Biscamp :& Hess’ v. Teaneck, Bulletln 821 Item 8; Kemo

Va Trenton Bulletln 983 Item 2.»:. , S

On the other hand where 1t appears that refusal of a.
_transfer is arbltrary O unreasonaole, ‘theaction-of” respondent An
3re1us1ng the- transfer:will ‘be reversed, +Maliken vy Neptune City,
.Julletln 915, Item 2 ohapley Vo Delaware Bulletln 294, Ttem 7»-~

: B . Before proceedlng to the merlts two other matters should
be dlSposed Of e o T P e

’“*‘“; Flrst at tne hearlng below, reSpondent announced N0 ,
reason for its de0131on. While it has been repeatedly indicated
that, in all fairness, a local issuing authority should state the
reasons for. its-decisions, ssuch failure :is-not: fatal..:Since this is
- a trial de. novo, appellant i's being accorded her full: day in: court.
rurtnermore  the .reasons were ‘set lorth in respondentvs :anSWeTr,
Trinity- Methodlst Church of - Rahway, o ol Ve RANWEY,: €F° al., Bulle-
tin 97/2; Item 37 .CF. Gorcica Ve Walllnwten, BulTletin 659, Tten 104
However, under these circumstances and even though there 1§ no -
‘1ndlcatlon of: 1mproper motivation, the reasons riow’ “gssighied by ;
“leSpondent for 1ts actlon ought to befscrutlnlzed most carefully._

R - | Giscd
- ‘;\ Second Comm1ss1oner Tarloskl testlfled “‘that ‘some- of the
'vobJectors had.: communlcated with. him and-had asked him-if' there were
“"legal means orf objecting to:the: transfer: and ‘how they could do ites

He further testified- that he:told them. what they” ‘could do i’ this!
,rebard and” had. been- "guldlng them .and. advising ‘them": -on ‘the’ petltlon
which had beén. 01rculated in.opposition to thetransfer, Qn cross-
examlnatlon he was asked whether he had disqualified himself at-the
hearings below and, when he said that he had not, he was then asked
wnecher he. thouvht that. that was #fairito- the. llcensee in view of
the fact that he was to. sit-in: “Judgment: upon: thel, appllcatlon for -
_tlansfero . He then testlfled tnat he had. not-#guidéedy: or. "adv1sed“
the obgectors beyond glVlng "proceduralJadv1ce” ;a8 to” Thow they
could form a" petition and how they:could:appear: before.the: Board,'
He further’ testlfled that, his vote was:based on.a.consideration of
- the” entlre record before the issuing authollty. While. there may be
some doubt as. to. the w1sdom ofithe: ﬂvuldance" and. nadvicet: afforded
the obJectors by. Comm1351oner Ta*loskl, it would.not: appear that his
conduct . constltuted “an. improper . interest: in-the. matter:or in any- way
requlred hlm to dlsquallfv hlmsell, ‘I-.am satisfied-that- appellant
was not: preJudlced by higs part1C1patlon in.thesvote; which was.
:unanlmous.u There is'no. ev1dence ~that: he 1nfluenced the vote of any
oft the“other folir - members of tne Board all of whom were present at
botn nearlngs below.:rl, s : : e porio

e On the merlts 1t would appear from the testlmony of tnree,
“of its members ‘that the Board was-influenced by ‘these threé factors,
(1) "the protests of tle neighbors and the reasons behind those
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protests, (2). appellantfis record of convictions ‘and the: police
records “and (3) the difference in the. character of the nelghbor
hood at the olo and the proposed new premises.

Ls to. (l) .while there is some evidence teénding to
» establlsh that “in the past,:the manner in.which appellantis
licensed premlses have ‘been. conducted has been something less than
satisfactory, some of the incidénts complalned of could not bé
traced direetly-to’ appellant?s premises:’ Furthermore the obJeotlons
lose force by virtue-of -the fact that' it.was: generally admitted that.
no complaints had béen reélsteled with: the local authorities, no
objections to.license renewalg:had been filed and no: dlscipllnary
. proceedings;instituted against. upoellant during”all of the marny years
she.has held a license on Smitlh ‘Street. -Then- agaln, if objec¢tionable
conduct in: operatlon were to occur . dt the new premisés adequate..
remedles to correct ‘that.. 51tuet10n would be readlly at -hand. _,“
. N IR (2) admlttedlv;fannellant Ialsely answered ‘the
’questlons thereby suppre551nn the.fact of her convictions,. afore-
mentioned, and the fact that a renewal application was once denied.
nppcllant?s daughter testified'tﬁat'she?personally}made'out the
license appllcutlons for her mother. This.is not unusual consider-
ing the relationship between tlelaappellalt?s ‘age dnd the fact that
Sald daughter at one time held.a license in'her own name in the same
nelmnoornood. Of course, it is no ‘defense that someone other than
the-licensee prepared-the applications. One?s signature to a sworn
document imputes to the affiant knowledge of its contents even
though it may not have been-read by or to him., State v, Siegler,
12 NrJ;-52OJ(Sup,+Ct¢p1953);xKleinberg-V@<Har ~ison, -Bulletin 98L,
Ttem 2. SRR o RN R o R

R : Comm1881oner Ballnskl, “vho “has been a ‘mem ber of the
1&issuins authority since 1938, and Commissioners lMihalko and Tarloski,
-who have been members since: 1050 all testified that they had no
‘Pnowledge of these convictions when they voted .on. appellant®s
arlier - appllcatlons. I have no way -of knOJlng whether' the other

two comn1s51oners also were unaware of tnese conv1ctlons or whether
-lnu, T do not know whether a maJorlty of t1e flﬁe nerbers con-
sidered appellant unfit to be a licensee, I am not aided in divin-
1ng their view on This matter by ‘the fact. that' they instituted no

proceedings to suspend: or.revoke her license -even:after they learned
of 8uc record .and .the false answers: conceallng ‘such record when -
appellant flled Jher amended- aopllcatlon in-November 1953. Further-
inore, respondent ‘has thereby permitted uopellant to continue to hold
a llcense and. to.-.conduct bus1ness ab ner oresent llcensed pTGMlueS
at 22 Smlth Street.”pq-n,:; y G e A

i Ty I D R s ’ ' ’ -

L The questlon of personal ”lltneSS" to- hold a 1liquor
llcense is, generalily:’ Speaklng; unrelated to the geographical loca-
tion of the licensed:premises and vae’ denlal of. a place-to=place
Transfer ‘based upon c-uni':Ltness appears to- be. inconsistent with
permitting such Tunfit' person. to.continue to hold: a license and to

continue to:do: business at the old locationy Respondent as. the
dlocal .issuing: authority, has the dut"‘to deterxlne whether ap-
pellant?s record of weonvictions or ne 7lalse ‘answers concealing sucih
. record, -or both, .are of such figbure as’ ‘to requlre disciplinary -
actlon to suspend or-revoke her’ lltense pursuant to R.S5, 3321~ 31
or to warrant denial:of a renewal:of" S1ch license. However, its
determination . on-these matters rests’ w1th1n its sound dlscretlon and
since, afong-:other: things, it& action“or inaction, as, .the case may
be, way pos31bly come . oefore me on appeal, no:opinion whatsoever is
expressed herein with respect thereto, In evaluatlng this alleged
reason I must also take into account two other important factors.
¥irst, it is the duty of respondent; as the loecal issuing authority,
to. 1nvest1gate appllcants for: llcense (Roua 33:1- 24), and SeCOnd
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- appellantf®s . record of convictions and-other police record are all in

the City of Perth imboy ard thus were, at all times, readily avail~
able to respondent so thdt even a :cursory 1nSpectlon thereof would

have revealed the Lrue situation, . :

As to (3),~respondent based its action, at least in part, .
upon the premise that appellant wgs seeking to transfer her license
from one neighborhood to. another. nelghoorhoodez As hereinabove
indicated, I have found. that such premise 1is contrary to the fact.

hus, we are confronted with a:geos raphlcal situation closely re-
'sembllng that in a.number of other cases previously adgudlcated.

While it.is true that, generally, the question of public necessity
and convenience is paramount in determlnlng whether a license spould
be granted for a partlcular location, the instant case involves not
the issuance of a new or additional license but the place~to~place
transfer of a license which has been in existence for many years
within this same business area, In such cases it has been held that
\the mere fact that other licensees also serve the same neighborhood
is not a valid reason for denyinmg a place-to-place transfer from one
location in a meighborhood to an0uner location in the same neighbor-
hood, ‘since no increase in concentration of licenses results from
such transfer. Kupay V.- Passalc, Bulletin 803, Item 9; Grower v,
Hackensack, Bulletin 789, Item .1, Costa Ve Veronu, Bulletin 501,

Ttem 2.

Under all the facts and 01rcumstances in thie base I find
that the denial of the transfer was unreasonable. The decision
below 1s therefore reversed. '

ncoordlngly, 1t is, on this 6th day of Aprll 1954,

ORDERED that the actlon of respondent be and.the same is
nereby reversed, and the respondent is directed and. ordered to
issue to the appellant a place—to-place Lransfer pursuant to the
conclusions herein. oo S S : ,

WILLIAM HOWE DAVIS
" Director.

2 DISCIPLINnRY PROCEEDINGS - O‘DEu POSTPONING EFFECTIVE DATES
' OF SUSPENSION.. R

 In the Matter of DlSClpllﬂafT-zv o
Proceedlngs agalnst o Uy

TH“ GLENWOOD TAVERN IWC., 3 SR
T/a THE GLENWOOD TAVERN . - '~ = Lo ... i
842 West Side-Avenue - - 0% o ON PETITION
Jersey City 6, New Jersey ), .
: O R D B R

Holder of Plenary Retail Consumption . ) - .::. - .
License- C-451, issued by the wunlclpal BRI S
Board of Alcoholic Beve;age oontrol of ) .

the City of Jersey Clty.- N —

-—-————--—_—-———-——m—-

lieehan Brothers, Esqs., ittorneys for Petitioner..
BY THE DIRECTOR: o B |

"On March 29, l954, an order was entered hereln suSpending
defendant?s license for a perlod of ten days, commencing:at .2 a.n.
April 5, 1954 and ternlnatln“ at 2 ella uprll lS, l95h°. L

~It "appears- from a verllled petltlon flled herein: by Louls
E. uenton, Secretary and Treasurer of defendant corporation, that -
prior'to the entry of the aforesaid order defendant had made defi-
nite’ arrangements to service twelve dinner parties of ten people’ '
each at its licensed premises orn Palm Sunday, April 11, 1954.
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e It suff1c1ently appearing that many members -of the:general
*publlc w1ll suffer hardship because of the suspension. of defendantts
- license in ‘accordancé’with the terms of tne orig 1nal order, and.no
cause aopearlng to the contrary, L T

It 1s, on-this 2nd dav of Aprll 19FL,_

ORDERED that the suspen31ou of ten days heretofore 1mposed‘

. in these- proceedings shall: commence at 2<a.ms Lpril-5, 1954,-and

- continue in effect until ‘2 a.m, April 11,7195k, that: thereafter said
suspension shall be lifted until 2 a.m,” hprll 12;5.1954; when. it shail
'agaln become effectlve and ontlnue 1n effect untll 2 a m.AAprl1 16

WILLI“N HOWE DAVIo
: o Dlrector. e

13.}'DISGIPLINARYWPROCEEDINGS~é.LEWDNESSUANDiIMMORAL ACTIVITY¢:v”
© -« (PERMITTING MAKING - ARRANGEMENTS. ON LICENSED PREMISES' FOR .-
© ILLICIT SEXULAL INTERCOURSE)sé PERIITTING: OBSCENE LnNGUAGE e
' '*L_Oh LICEWSED PREWISES~— LICEISE SUQPLNDBD ﬁOT 120 DnYS :

Tn the Matter of Dlsc1pllnarv . ')
_ Proceedlnrs agalnst
: “f~\g;ﬁ

JnCOB E HUHN & GEO GETJ.?OLS£~“" :
L88 Springfield Avenue Loy
Newark 3 New Jersey T
: ' . )} - - CONCLUSIONS
, olders of Dlenary Retall Consuubtlon ~AND ORDER
Llcense C-733, issued by the Juplcloal“j Voo T
Board of Alcoholic- Beverape Conurol of L in e
“the City of Newark., - e I REELERCE

Defendant- llcensees, by Georze J. Olsh, Partner.
Edward F. Lmbrose,. qu., Lppearing for Division of Aleoholic
Beverage Lontrol

Sl.th DIRECTOR
Defendants have pleaded non vult to tze follow1ng charres.

], On Tuesday night, December 29 ‘and- early Wednesday morning,
December 30, 1953 you allowed, permitted and sufféred
lewdness- and 1mmoral activity in and upon your licensed
premises, viz., the making of. arrangements for illicit

... sexual 1ntercourse, in violation of Rule 5 of State
‘Reeulatlons No, 20,
“2, On the occasion. aforesaid,; you allowed,mpermltted and”
suffered foul, .filthy .and. obscene lanvuage .and--conduct
in and upon your licensed- ‘premises; in v1olatlon of
Rule 5 of State Regulations No.,ZO AL SR

The-file»aereln~dlsclosesctnat.thnee,nBC;agents&entered
defendants? licensed premises about 10315 p.m. .Tuesday, December 29,
1953, George J. Olsh was tending bar. Two couplés entered and re-
mained .at the bar for about one hour when the:two- males left the
prenises, ‘leaving the two females.-- Harié- and . Jeannette =- at the
var, larie’ 301ned another male at the bar, remained with him- for
about one-half hour and then left the premises. Jeannette sat
. @lone at the: bar for -some time; and -sne and the bartender carried
on a. conversation which.was loud Filthy and dlswustlng. After some
time -one .of -the agents approacned Jeannette and.said to-her, WThese
two ; hlds w1th me want me to ta“e them some place where they can’ pet

R
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-some -action.%. Jeannette replied, #What do you. want, women?" and
Tater said, "Stick around, I go out.’. The net result of the subse-
quent--conversation between her and the agents was that she agreed
to have sexusgli-intercourse with each of them -but indicated that she
could not take them to her room. When Jeannette left the bar to go
to the ladiest® room one of the agents said to the bartender, “Shefs
going to lay us all for five dollars a piece, is she clean?? and the
bartender said, %0Oh yeah, shet's clean," In reply to a further in-
quiry the bartender said that she did not engage in unnatural sexual
acts..- The agents then:left tiie premises-with Jeannette, but one of
the agents returned with her to the premises while the -other two
contacted the Newark Police. As a result, the serial numbers of
two five-dollar, bills were noted before one of these two agents re-
turned to- defendants® premises and passed one of the bills to the
agent who had previously returned to the premises., Both bills were
subsequently handed by the agents to Jeannette and were found in
her possession after she had left thé premises with the two agents
-and"entered an automobile:owned by one of the agents.  : °

In a statement given to the agents Jeannette admitted -
that she had been arrested in 1943 on a charge of fortiication, and
in 1947%en a charge of prostitutidn; that, as a result-of her first
arrest; she served six months-in the House of Good'-Shepherd and, as
a result}bf“héfJSegona?arrést,vShefseryed three years in a_ reforma-
tory. - She furthér stated- that on the' evening ih question she-had
Tone too many;" that neither she nor Marie has ever taken any. other
men out of defendants? taVverhn for immoral purpcses,  and that George
Jo Olsh doesn't take any money.and "doesntt get me any guys." .

v In'd statement  given to the agents George J. Olsh said
that he has 'beeh & partner in the business for more than four years.
~He admitted that his conversation with Jeannette was filthy. He =
-denled-that hée had" heard any' of the conversation between Jeannette
and -the ‘agents coneerning sexual intercourse,  and :stated that, when
one of the adgents asked’if shé was’clean, he replied, "I guess s0."
He denied that he had any krnowledge that Jeannette was a prostitute
and said that, during the eight months he had known her, he fnever

saw ‘her promote’anybody in:-the’ placée.i =

o " Defendants have no-prior records -'It-is somewhat difficult
to:fix & -proper peéehalty in this' case, Where the eévidence "es~ - o
tablishes that deféndant’ or hi's agents or employees permitted so-
;1c%tatioh?fd%ﬂimmdral'purposeS“and the malking of arrangements for
1llicit sexual intercourse on the licensed premisés,  the license is
usually revoked, Re Merjack Corporation,. Bulletin 998, Item 1,. and
cases therein cited. faere 1s 1o doubt that arrangements for s
illicit: sexual intercourse were made on' defendantg? premises, but
there is a doubt as to whether.Ceorge :J., O0lsh heard the conversation
concerning these arrangements or knew or had reason t¢ know that the
Temale was a prostitute, Under all the circumstances, including the
plea entered herein,'I shall suspend defendants? license for one
Qpndred twenty days. The question as to whether George J. Olsh is a
L1t person to hold a license should be carefully considered by the
local issuing authority if he is one of the applicants for renewal

of the”license,
Accordingly, it is, on this 2nd day of April, 1954,

) ORDERED that plenary retail consumption license C-733,
1ssued by the Municipal Board of fAlcoholic Beverage Control of the -
City of Newark to Jacob E. Huhn & Ceorge J, Olsh, for premises 488
Sgrlngfleld hvenue, Newark, be and the same is hereby- suspended for
the balance of its term, effective at 2 a.m. hpril 12, 1954; and

1t is further
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ORDERED .that, if any.license be.issued to these licensees

. or to' either of these licensees Sr to any other person for the ©
premises in -question for the 1954-55 llCGlSlﬂg vear, -such license
shall be under suSpen51on untll 2 a.m. hug just” 10, l95he A :

JILLIAM HOWL DJVIS'
Dlrector. )

L. LIGENSED PREMISES - ENTERTAI_LEIT - uATHING oe OTHER BEAUTY
CONTEST TABOO AT TLVERNS.
. _',.'teprifl,".ﬁ-??,ﬂ 1954
Dear Madam°f | SUUT

In your letter of lprll 2nd recelved today, you ask whether
a bathing beauty contest may be neld in the cocktall lounge at your
tavern, o o . - .

E We have been permlttlng bona flde talent or so- called

: ?auateur nights” at taverns under thée conditions .specified in --
- ne Bleler, Bulletin 767, Item 14, .copy encloseds  Entértainment
o ~song and dance is a tradltloqal paxt of the- tavern bu31ness.,

But as for batblng beauty 0ontests, tbat 1s\qu1te a ; o
different matter. 411 things wisely con81de¢ed I do not belleve
that a tavern is the proper place or milieu for any bathing or
other beauty contest, no matter under whose auspices held, To

- -drop such a contest 1nto the midst' of the. pastime of drinking at a
“tavern is’like addlng fire to-the fire-water. -The Trojan- Wars
started because of an.attempt, under serene CGrecian skies, to award
a prize to the- goddess adJudged tiae most beautliul - How mueh more
‘,dwle might have béen the consequences had-the contest taken pnace
jxln the Greek equlvalent of a tavef“ or barroomi = :

In more Serious vein, 1t 1S Clear tqat holdlng bathlng or
other beauty contests, Wlth their undue appeal for the young to
enter therein and also with their inevitable emphasis upon aspects
of dress or undress, would open the door to- undesirable: - problems -
at taverns. From the viewpoint of sound liquor control, I there--
fore dlsapprove of any bathing or-other beauty contest at any
tavern in thls state, . :

: Tne ”Mlss nmerlca" centest in New Jersey is internationally
known., Let?s not dim. its reputation by the spectacle-of taverns
'in the state having thelr own. beauty contests;tOrthe clink of:the-
fwnlskey glass. e e C

Very truly-yours,

TWilliam Howe Davis
Director.
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5 DISCIPLINnRY PROCEEDINGS = SuLE TO HINORS: = PERMITTING
. OBSCENE LANGUAGE ON LICENSED PjEﬂIoE - LICENSE SUSPENDED
. fOP\ 25 days LLSS 5 FOR PLEA. W :

e

In the Matter OI D1301p11nary
,;Proceedlnﬂs aealnst RN

CLnIRE PINIAAIK & WIL IAM;OSEECKY“ﬁ'
506 Springfield ivenue
Newark 3, New.Jersey CONCLUSIONS

SRR AND ORDER

/

Holders of Plenary Retail Consumptidn
.License C-327, issued by the lunicipal
Doard. of Alcohollc Beverare Control of
Sthe Cityrof Newarke: =5 L e

- ea mm em em em mm em  es  Am  mm  em  me s s S ma e Rw e

\_/ ~— ~— ~ e e
[ RN .
. u . Ty

Claire Piniazik & William 031ecky, Delendant llcensees Pro Se.
Edward F. Ambrose, Esq., Appearing-for® BlVlSlon of'’ nlCOhOllC
. Beverare Control.~

BY THE DIRECTOR:

Defendants pleaded non vult to charges alleglng that
(1) they sold, served and-delivered ‘e alcbholic beverages to minors
and permltted the consumption of suci beverages by sald minors.
in and upon their licensed premlses tine v1olat10n Of Rule 1tof "
State Regulations No. 20; (2) th ey aliowed permltted and suflered
foul, fllthy and obscene language in- and upon the rillcensed
pfenlses in violation of Rule 5 of State Refrlatlons No. 20

The file herein discloses that .on. Frlday-nlght T
February: 5, and early Saturday. morning, February, 6;: l95h,\apents
of this Division” observed two fenales whom they later learned to
be 17 and 19 “years of age respectlvely, seated in a booth.consuming
beer, - When questioned Ly the agents they clalmed that they were
- twenty-two. years of age.  However, K further 1nves+1gatlon disclosed
'éﬂmlnors in oo
anch they admitted their true: ages and that. they.had ‘been: served
and had ¢onsumed’ drinks of "beer at defendants®: licernsed premlses“
on the occasion in question. .The younger minor denied havinZ -
visited defendants9 llcensed prenlses on_any. other.occasion but
the older mitnor ‘stated that’ she had been tiere’ before ‘and had . -
“verbally mlsrepresented her age"s;twenty-two.‘ Both minors denied’
that’ they had made any: wrltten representatlons with:) espect to '
thelr ages -at. any tlme. -_¢.;_,,. R : S

minors-is neither a defense nor an excuse.
;Imgrgﬂhm”~

L hlle upon the llcensed premlses the agents heard a male
customer utter foul, fllthy and obscene lanbuag e which was re -
peated by one of. the licengees,:  No.useful- purpoge-would be served
by repeatlng the langbage here. Suffice it to say that such.
lanﬁugge 1s clearly prohlblted by nule 5. 0f; State Regulatlons .
1\:0. 2 P p LA S ST T B """fl‘ _:‘j".'.' N

G Defendants have no brlor adJudlcated record. “Since
one, of the minors was-only ¥7 years-of age, I:.shall suSpend de—
fendants? license for. fifteen days. Ite. Bocnnlak ‘Bulletin 989,
Item 9, I shall suspend the license for an addltlonal ten days on
charge 2., Re Lukas, Bulletin 963, Item 4; Re Arno, Bulletin 830,
Ttem 1, This. maEes a total suspen81on of twenty-five days. llve
days will be remitted for the plea entered herein, leaving a net
suspension of twenty days. ‘
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Accordlngly, 1t 1s, Qn tnls lst day - of Aprll 1954,

ORDLRED that Plenarn neuall Consumptlon Llcense C 327,
wssued by the Municipal Board of Alcoholic Beverage- Control of the
City of Newark to Claire Piniazik & William Osiecky," for premises
506 Springfield Avenue, Newark, be and the same is hereby suspended
for twenty (20) days, conmen01n at 2:00 a.me, Aprll 7, 195&, and
terminating at 2:00 a.m.,’nprll 27, 195A. :

-JILLIAI HOWE DAVIS
Dlrector.A

5. DISCIPLINARY PROCEbDIﬂGSJ— S LE DURIhG PﬂOHIBITED HOURS Id
VIOLATION OF T EGULATIONS N0, 33~ LICEHSE SUSPENDED FOR 15 DAYS,
LEQS 5 Foﬂ PLEA. FR . e . e e A e e e e s

In the. hatter of D1501p11nary L ‘*)‘j"
Proceedlngs agalnst - o

JAMES P, GLLLAGHER : L
T/a JIMY CALLAGHER®S TAVER! ) - i}

085 Summit. Avenue. ... .. . . ... ... - . CONCLUSIONS

Jersey Clty 7, New Jersey**““"j?g ,;”Jr]'.;‘AND'QRDﬂﬁr,J

Lolder of Plenary netall Consumptlon ).
License C- A95,rlssued by the Nunlclpal,
Board.of nlCOhOllC Beveraﬁe uontrol 01 S)
the Clty of Jersey Clty. T R

James P,: Gallaghen, Deflendant- lloenuee, Pro se. . -
: Dav1d S. P;ltzer Esq.,"uppearlnr Ior DlVlSlon of Alcohollc
e .r . LT Beveraee Control

"“v THE DIRECTOR°'

. Defendant nas pleaded non vult to A charee alleglnw thet he-
sold- alcohollc beveraves at rétall in or 1r1nal contdiners for off-
prenlges consumptlon 1n v1olatlon OL uule l of, State Regulatlons
0. 3,-n-_;n Sai an Wd.a, -

k]

S The file hereln dlsoloses t“at on’ Sunday, February 28

- 1954, two ABC agéents observed a sale Ly defendant to two. patrons of
' six cans of beer Tor off—premlses coneumptlon. Lt 6330 pem. one of
the agents purchased “from defendant six cans of. beer. The agents
left the premises with the beer, but returned and identified them-
selves. . ... . :

‘ . Defendant has no prior record.7 I shall suspend his
“license for the minimun.period of fifteen days. “Re ‘Flemingts Wine &
qupol Inc.,, Bulletin 984, Item 6. TFive days will be remitted for

" the nlea entered hereln 7eav1nf a net suspenSLOn of ten days.v

! B

Accordln ly, 1t 1s bn» lis 318t day of 1\f'arch l95h,

OnDERED.that plenarv retall consvrptlon llcense C=495, .-
1ssued by the Municipal Board 6f Alcoholic Beverage Control of the
City of Jersey City to James P, Callag ner t/a Jimmy- Gallagherts
Tavern, for premises 1085 Summit Avenue, Jereey City, be and the
same is hereby suspended for tem -(10)" days, ‘commericing . at 2 a.m,
lplll 5 lQSA, and termlnatlnb at 2 a.m. Aprll 15, 1954, e

UILLIAM HowE DnVIS
o Tt e Dlreetor '
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7. DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS =~ fnLSE LISWER . TH APPLICnTION FOR
LICENSE .CONCEALING MATERI.L FACT (NOW-RESIDENCE) .~ ILLEGAL
uITUiTION CORdELTED - LIFL ISE QUSPn[D?D FOH lO DﬁYS. ;

In the uatter OL DlSClpllnary : fi)f
Proceedings agalnst . .
a

. CATHERINE MADGE

.. T/a. CLUB . 00 T o o e
-Route #17 P ER CONCLUSION°;

. uahwan New Jersey A ) JAND ORDnn»

~—

" older of Plenary Retall ConSh”pElO“;l)'
.,,Llcense C-lk, issued by the rququn,' :
. Committee.of‘the; Townsnlp of...ghwal,. )

Twn ew. em . w3 em, e mm wm ow em em em mm am s Am e e em e

Vanderburgh & fhronsohn, Eédé;, Yy Te William Aronsohn, Esqge,
- C . Attoraneys. for Defendant llcenseeo
'ullllam F. Wood Esq., nppearlng for DlVlSlon of nlcoh071c
L ,A~_ o L o Jeverare uontrol
__r“v THE- ‘DIRECTOR 'j'"ﬂ‘ Q’j P ﬂf>“'”j ;gg;;
Defendant nleaded noL gu1lty to t“e follow1nﬁ char ;

wIn your" appllcatlon dated-ilay 16, 1953, illed with the
IMahwah Township Committee, upon which vou obtained your
current plenary retail conswiption license, you falsely
stated your: residence” 1n answer to ¢uestlon 3 ras Route
, (”17 HMahwah, New Jersey, and also’ 7“algely stated tYes?
“in answer to Question 2/( ),‘Wthﬂ asks: Tire you and
~all persons mentioned in this applwcatlon actual and bona -
. “fide residents of the'State of New Jersey at the present
' time?¢, whereas in truth-and fact you resided at such, .
' time at- 337 Thlrd Aivenue, ieéw York City; said’ false state- o
'hbnenU;belnv 1n v1olatlon of Re S. 33 1-25. e o S

S The ev1dence herein dlSClOSeo that defendant obtainedﬂthe
license which she now holds by the: transfer: thereof to her. from.one .
Wilbur. helly-ln October 1952, The&eartor» she filed an appllcatlon,
dated lay 16, 1953, for- 1enewa1 of her license for the present
licensing year and’ said: epp11cablon contalned the questlons and
answers. set~forthﬂln the- char e hereln. . . R :

. 0n behalf of: the DlV'SLOl tnere was 1neroduced Jinto
evidence' a‘statemelt obtained by an 4BC agent from ‘defendant on. ‘
fugust 25; 1953, whlch statement conualns the follow1ng questlons -

and arswers=““w' L T oL } ,

:f“QjLUnere do you llve9 ' T '
AT really live at’ 337 - Brd nve., New York. Clty because I
- vote from that addréss and my car is revlstered from that-

New York address. -I have lived at 337 - 3rd Lve., N.Y.C.,
. about 8 years, I lived in the Jew vork City nei@hborhood
abeout 13 yearso ~ ®
Qs Do you'work in the grocery store at 337 - 3rd Ave., New
" York City?
Lo Yes, I usually get-up at 5 a.m, every morning and work there
until about 3 pems, when I come to the tavern in Mahwah and
I work in the tavern from about L4 p.m. until about 2.p.i.
(sic). The grocery store is presently closed in New York
City for two weeks vacation,
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3. Do you have any New Jersey re31dence?

A. T have been sleeping at the Mahwah tavern nlghts off
arid on. I usually sleep two or three hours here at
the 4OO club and then I leave for New York where I
open up around 7 -a.m. as I have early morning -
grocery customers at my place of bu51ness." o

At the hearing defendant testified that she Stlll ‘has an
dpartment on Third Avenue, New York City, and operates a grocery
store, for which she holds a beer license, at the samé address.

She further testified that in iay 1953 she was residing Wriost of
the time in Jersey® and bases this contention on the fact that she
slept almost every night at the Club: 4OO wheré she had a sinall room
contalnlng a convertible couch and a few chairs,’ She admits, how--
ever, that in May 1953 she was registered to vote in New York City,
that she held a New York driverts license, and that her automobile
was registered in the State of New York.

After considering all the evidence I am satisfied that
in uay 1953 . defendant was not a resident of. the State of New Jersey
within the meaning of the terw as used in R.S, 33:1-25, In Re
Gellert, Bulletin 618, Item 1, it was held that the words "resident®
and residence® as presently used in the Alcoholic. Beverage Law
contemplate physical presence in-addition to domicilé. It is clear
that, at least prior to .lMay 1953, defendant had not changed her
don1c1le from New York to New Jersey because, at least up to that
time, she had not established a residence in New. Jersey "anlmo
nanendl.“ Hence I find defendant ~u11ty as charged. ’

ht.the hearlng hereln 1u_appe red however, that ‘defendant
and her brother-in-law purchased in eptember 1953 a four-room
house in Upper Saddle River, New Jersey. Defendant testified that
she has furnished this house tas much. as I could afford. to buy;*
that she now spends all of her spare tine at. the . Upper ‘Saddle River
place except that she goes to New Xork once or twice a week, and
that she considers the Upper Saddle River place as her permanent
address at this time., Under these Clrcuﬂstances it appears that
she. is now a bona fide resident of the State of New Jersey (Re ,
deesch, Bulletin 635, Item 9), and.nence that, the. unlawful situation
has been . corrected. I e :

_ Defendant has no prior record, Because of thé false
answer in her application filéd on iay 16 1953, I shall suspend .
her license for a period of ten- days. 'Re Meyers and. Phelan,
uulletln 635, Item L; Re Heesch, supra.

Accordingly;'it is, on’tlls BOth day of March l95h,

ORDERED that plenary retall consumptlon llcense C=-L,
issued by the Township Committee of the Township of Nahwah to
Catherine Made, t/a Club 400, for premises on Route. 17, Mahwah, be
-and .the same is hereby suSpended for ten (10) days, COmmen01n at
2 a.m. hpril 6, 1954, and termlnatlnp at 2. aam.;Aprll 16, 1954.

WILLI “ HOWE DAVIS
: Dlrector
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JS& "PLENARY RETAIL TRANSIT: LIGEWSE - OBJECTIONS TO ISSUANCE OF

HLLD TO BE WITHOUT NERIT.

In the Matter of ObJectlons to tne
vGrantlng of ppllcatlons flled by

N V NEDhRLnNDSCH-AMERIKnn&SCHE
" STOOMVAART MAATSCHAPPY - T« .7) .ot
" (HOLL:AND~AMERICAN LINE) - ’ ““3' S - j‘Tjﬂi” R
Pier, foot of Fifth Street ) = % ~'CONCLUSIONS -

Hoboken New Jersey St ey LND ORDER
- For Plenary Retall Lran51t Llcenses e
+ " for #S.S. Maasdam™, %S,S. Ryadam#, " -~ )~
“M.Vs Westerdam?, ”S Se Nleuw nmsterdam?
and ”B.V. Noordham.”_' ) )

. -0, p
- e lem e ew em mm Am Cmm s mm e mm e me e e oem em Cem e e,

Joseph C. Dunn, Esq., Attorney for Hoboken Llouor Dealers
"‘ASSOC1atlon, Objector.
Emory, Langan & Lamb, Esqgs., -By:Raymend-Je Lamb; Esq.,
' ‘ Lttorneys for Applicant.

- BY THE DIRECTOR:: -

Written objections to the granting of the appllcatlons
for plenary rétail transit licenses hav1ng been filed, a hearing
was held on March 23, 1954,

it the hearing the attorney for the obgector 1ntroduced
the written objection, whlch .alleged in substance that:

(1) Applicant is not quallfled tq hold a license because
it was not a resident of New Jersey or a citizen of
the United States at the time of the submission of its

- application and because the ‘holkders, dlrectly or in-
directly, of more than ten per centum (10%) of its
stock do not qualify as 1nd1v1dual appllcants,

(2) Upon information and belief, that appllcant has been
selling alcoholic beveraees without a license; to
passengers, -guests,. crew members and. loneshoremen
while its vessels were docked in. Hoboken,

(3) At no time are the vessels "in transit® in New Jersev.

The only -evidence presented by the objector was given
by Frank J. Bellizzi, President of the Hoboken Liquor Dealers
Association, who testified that a member of the Association had
reported to him that longsnoreﬂen and guests have been buying and
drlnklng liquor aboard the shipg. This testimony, which was '
purely hearsay, was denied by Jacob Van Der Werff, operating
manager- of applicant corporation. The latter witness admitted,
however, that, while the vessels are docked at Hoboken, a certain
amount of beer has been lawfully taken out of bond and sold at
“practically cost" to members of the various crews at relaxation
periods, and only during certain hours. He further testified that
the members of-the crew are residents of the Netherlands, and some
other countries of- Europe, and that the applications herein were
filed because question had arisen as to the legality of the sales

to crew members as a result of an investigation made by ABC
agents,

hAs to (1): Applicant is a corporation of the Netherlands.
The appllcatlons disclose that the corporation is-authorized to do
bu31ness in New Jersey, and has a Registered Office and Registered
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gent in this. State.s  -Aise D.,Sw1erst1a, ASSlStant Comptroller of
tne Corporation, testified that the 300,000 shares of stock of the
corporation are issued to bearer, are transferrea by dellvery, are
traded on the Amsterdam Exchanre ~and that; in his opinion, no-
person owns more than ten per centum of the stock. - He further
testified that the offlcers of the corporation are designated as
“General Manager® and "Manager¥ instead of ““President® and "Vice
President.”" Upon the: evidence presented it does not appear that
the provisions of R.S. 33:1-25 would prevent the appllcant from
noldlnﬁ the- llcenses.; - SRR X

ks to (2): There is no ev1dence of prlor v1olatlons,

except perhaps as to crew members, and -the issuance .of the llcenses“

is sought to remove any questlor as ‘to the levallty of sueh sales.

“As to (3): The vessels are ”lP tran31t" whlle they are in
waters subject to the Jurlsdlctlon of the State of New.Jersey.
This would 1nclude the period of time during which they’ are dockea
at Hoboken plers. Cf. Re Jall -Bulle+1n 53, Item 10,

For the reasons aloresald I conclude that the objections
~are without merlt, B : :

The applications will be granted if and wher they -are in
proper form, .

o ~JILLIAM HOWh, DAVIS
: “Director. '

Dated: hprll 6 1954
9. STATE LICENSES - NEW APPLICATIONS FILED.

lionarch Wine :Company of Ca.; w'yx*f~
Sawtell- Ave., B8 E,,‘-,_ e \
Appllcatlon flled Aprll 19, 1954 for Transportatlon Llcense.

Ceorge Halnes

21 Peshlne Avenue , e

Newark, - J, A PRI Co '
nppllcatlon flled fprll 19, 195h for transfer of
Transportatlon License T-49. erﬂ Concesso Plzzarelll.

Tomasello Wlnery

225 Whiteé Horse Pike-

Hammonton, N. J. I — LE
Lpplication filed:. nprll.lQ, -195L for'transfer of i .
Plenary Wlnery Llcense V- lO Erom»ﬁnnle'Tomasello;y?

' Wllllam Fowe Dav1s
Dlrector

r .



