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. STATK OF NEW JERSEY 
·Depar'tm·ent of Law a11d· Public \Safety 

. DI-VJSION OF ALCOHOLIC· .. BEVERAGE CONTROL 
: 1100; Raymond Blvd.. Newarir,.Mji i. 07102: 

Nwember 179 1966 .. : · 

1~· COURT DEGISIONS· ... IN RE .cox a~d O'TOOLE - :DIREdTbR AFFtfilrlID/ /' 
. SUP,ERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY : i 
. . APPELLATE.DIVISION: 

. A~1+99-65 . . . 

Ih the Matter of Pis_ciplinary .. · 
. Proceedings ·against.» . 

. SAMUEL H~· COX 
. . and. · . 

'EDWARD 0'TOOLE, 

. . Employees of the ·Division of 
·Alcoholic B~verage Control. 

Argued September 26, 1966 - J?ecided.October 6,-1966 

~Before Judges Con.ro.~8-_, : Foley and Leonard. 
. . . 

On appeal from Divfsion of Alcoholic 
Beverage Control, Department of Law amt. 
Public Safety, .State· of New Jersey. 

' ~ : . . ' . . ' . 

Mr. Raymond A. Brown.argued.the cause.for. 
appel~ant, .·samuel H" .. cox. 

Mr~ Gera:td · D. ·Miller argued the cause- for 
app.ellant, Edward O' Toole, (Mr. Abraham· 
Miller , ____ attorney). · . · - .. 

Mr .. Morton; L~· Aneks'tein ·argued the cause . 
for.respondent, (Mr. Arthur J. Sills, Attorney. 
General of New Jersey, attorney, Mr. Avrom J,:' 
Gold, of counsel and on the brief~. - · 

_·- -·:The opf~ion of- the·.courtwas- delivered.by-. 

i 
I • 

FOLEY,:J .A~p. -. · . . . . . . 

•. , Appeal fro!ll decisiC:m a~d order of the ,Director reinoV:in~ from 
off_ic·e Div:Ls~on ,~nvestigators- Samuel H., Cox and_ :$dward 0 1 Toole~.:f" 
.Dfre ctor' :s:: order· affirmed~- . Opinion not approved· for publica t:i:.on: 
by .. ~he·: Court commi tt'ee on opinions 8 - . : 
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I 

2 •. COURT DECISIONS - . SABBIA v •. DIVISION OF :ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE CONTROL'" 
DIRECTOR. AFFIRMED~ · : · · ~ 

I 
SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY 

APP~LLATE DIVISION i . 
. ,[A 494-65 ·. · ·' . 

I • 

' ' 

VINCRNT 'B.· SABBIA ·and 
NICHOLAS S·ABBIA, · 

·'Plain t~f~ s-Appellan t"s, 

DIVISION .OF ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE 
CONTROL . OF THE DEPARTMENT OF LAW 
AND PUBLIC SAFETY, STATE Qi' NEW 
JERSEY, and JOSEPH. P •. ·LORDI, · . 
PIRECTOR of said DIVISION, ~ · . 

. ··, ,, 

. . 

' ' ' 

Defendants-Respdridents • 

I· 

Argued September 12, 1966 - Dec~ded September 2.~, 
[ 

Before Judges ·.Sullivan, K~l. ovskYiJ:. :arid Carton. · L 
, . . I " . II, 

O:p.. appeal fr,om the pivl.sion of. ~lcoholic ! 

· Beverage Control. · · . . .. · ·.· j · . > i 

Mr.···Charles M. Schimenti ·argued !'the cause for 
appellants~ I 

Mr•·. Michael· Rud.olph; ··Deputy Atto)rney General,: 
:argued the cause for respondent~; Mr. Richard: 
·F~ Aronsohn, Deputy Attorney Ge~era1; of· . 
counsel and on· the brief (Mr@_~rithur__.J_~ Sills, 

.. Attorney General :or. New Jersey, !attorney). . · 

PER:".CURIAM. ,._ 
I r 

I ·i 

l J.' 
. . . ' ' ' ',. ' '·1 ·· ' 

1966 -

· · · Appeal from· the Director vs decistion in Re Sabbia,-
Bulletin 1661+, .Item 1. Opinion not appro~ed ·fo.r publicat~on by· . 
the Court committee on opinionso Petition for certif icatfi_on filed 
October ,-10, 1966. " ··-.: r · - L: · 

- - _.,. . " ' ' :.. ' :· '-_ ",-_ ... ·, "- ,. ,· 

Order· of revocation: effective Fe!bruary 3, ·1966 was stayed 
9Y order· of .-the ·court on February io; · :1966!a · · The stay was! vacated · 
on March 14, 1966 when the revocation was ~re_effectuated. 
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3e APPELLATE DECISIONS = UZZELL v .. ATLANTIC CITY and 2705 PACIFIC 
CORPe 

Marion Uzzell, 

Appellant, 

) 

) 

) 

Board of Commissioners of the ) 
·City of Atlantic City, and 2705 
Pacific Corpe, t/a Haunted House,) 

Respondents. ) 

On Appeal 

CONCLUSIONS 
AND 

ORDER 

Kirkm~n, Mulligan, Bell & Armstrong, Esqs@, by David Re Fitzsimons, 
Jr~, E~q .. , Attorneys for Appellant 

Murray Fredericks, Esqo, Attorney for Respondent Board of 
Gommi.ssioners 

Edwin He Helfant, Esqo, Attorney for Respondent -2705 Pacific 
CorpQ, t/a Haunted Bouse 

i-'' 

BY THE DIRECTOR: 

The Hearer has filed the following report herein: 

Hearer's Report 

Appellant appeals from the unanimous action of respond­
ent Board of Commissioners (hereinafter Commissioners) whereby 
it approved an application for a person-to-person ~nd place-to­
place transfer of a plenary retail consumption 1icense from Morton 
Charleston and Grace CharJ_eston, t/a Bayview Bar, to 2705 Pacific 
Corp", t/a Haunted House,·. and from premises 443\ North Rhode Island· 
Avenue to premises 2705 Pacific Avenue, Atlantic CityG 

Appellant's petition of appeal alleges that the action 
of the· Commissioners was erroneous and should be reversed because 
the transfer to the proposed premises will (a) dim~nish.the value 
of appellant's property, (b) the said property at 2705 Pacific 
Avenue-has in the past been operated as a nuisance and issuance of 
a liquor license to said premises will "worsen the situation" and 
(c) that· the respondent corporate licensee ''is in fact an alter ego 
for persons" who are not qualified to hold a licE?nSee 

Marion Uzzell testified that she resides in Margate ap­
proximately "five mlles" from the premises ih question and is the 
owner of the property 2703 Pacific Avenue immediately adjacent to 
the proposed premises; that the .buiiuing .whi.ch she owns has seven 
elderly tenants and there are two., suites rented by doctors; that 
the transfer of a liquor license to the proposed premises would 
tend "to depreciate the value of my property, ·and certainly isn't 
helpful to the neighborhood;" that she has no·persona.1-knowledge 
of any problems that have been created by the use of the property 

·to which transfer of the licen~e was approvedo 

Frances Williams, residing at 2705 Pacific Avenue and 
president of the 2705 Pacific Corp.~ testified that her husband 
Allison Williams. is the o.vmer of the property to which the transfer 

.··-0f .the licens~ ha4 been approved; that she is the holder of twenty­
eight of.the .thirty·shar~s of capital stock of the corporation but 
that she. has no per.sonal l{nowledge of the terms of the proposed 

lease because the matter is "in the hand$ of my accountant and my 
lawyer~ "· · . 

·. ~: 
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Commissioner John ovnonnell testified that he voted to 
approve the transfer .of the license in questioh because he was of 
the opinion that "the public convenience could be served by the 
issuance of the license, and in view of the fact pf the trem~ndous 
.race lifting occurring in that areao iV I I 

' I 

The testimony of Marion Uzzell discloses that she ~s ap­
prehensive that her property located adjacentito the propert~ to 
which the transfer of the license was approved would depreciate the 

·value thereof@ /However, her opinion was not ~ubstantiated by\ any 
pr;oof whatsoever and. thus cannot· be considered a valid reas.ori for 
the denial o.f the transfer of the license. The question of wihether 

·property in the area will depreciate in value may be conside~ed to 
be conj~ctural rather than fact() CL~ Smith et als. v, Newark and 
Black, Bulletin 1481, Ite~ 2$ · 

There has been ro proof wha tso·ever: .. that the corporq te 
licensee was formed to protect persons who hatj. an interest in the 
license and who would fail to qualify as individual licensees., 

. ; ! 

Another .contention of appellant wastthat the corporation 
to which the transfer of the license was approved had no riglit of 
possession to the proposed premises& The app+ication discloses that 
'Frances Williams ·and Allison Williams, her hu$band,-resided dt and· 
are the owners of the property knovm as 2705 Pacific Avenue, !the 
site sought for the proposed premises~ Frances Williams is ttie major 
stockholder of the respondent corporate licen$ee. Thus it fqllows 
that, since Frances and Allison Williams are the owners of ttie prem-

. ises and Frances Williams is the president and major stockho]fder of 
the corporate 'licensee, it can be justifiably;presumed that ~here 
is ·a colorable right to possession to the pro~osed premises~ J 

. ' 
I ' 

In· the exercise of its sound-judgmerP.t, the local i~suing 
·authority may issue.or transfer a license where it finds that ap­
plicant has a colorable right to possession and _complete control of 
·the premises. SQindel v. Garfield et als .• , Bulletin 1015, It~m 3., 

I sha.11 now consider whether the Commissioners abused 
their discretion in approving the transfer ofithe license in:question. 

It has well been established that a local issuing ~uthor-
i ty' s discretionary power is broad when calle~ upon to detern\i.n e 
whether a liquor license- should or should not! be transferroo"'! 'T1.1r' 
Director 1 s function on appeals of this nature:.is.not to subsitttutc 
his personal opinion for that of the issuing authority but nil~I'eJ.y ''. c· 
determine whether reasonable cause exists for: its opinion Dnct., l.f · 
so, to affirm irrespective of his personal view. Broadlev __ Y.L ... ~;~:.:t'.../' .. t.Q.;} . 

. and_Klingler, Bulletin·l245, Item l; Bertrip Liquors, Inco ~~ 
pl.Q.omfielc1,,. Bulletin 1334, Item L. In Ward v, Sco ... tt., 16 N .J··~ 16 
Jl95lf), a Supreme Court dec,:Lsion of an ·appeal: from a zoning qrdi-· 
·n~nce, .·cited in Fanwood v. Rocco and .Di~o o:( ~lcoho1j .. ~ B~_yer_@;_g..Q . 
. ·con_trQl, 59 NeJ~ Super.· 306, the ·following ge~eral principle$ wc:re 
·stated: · · 

·''' 

" •• .,Local officials who are thoroug~ly familiar 
with their community's characteristi-cs a~d interests. 
and are the proper representatives qf it~ people, are . 

·undoubtedly the best. equipped to pass initially on : 
such applications-· for varianc.ee . And the}r determlnatior1s 
should. not. be approached. wi tlf a·, general feeling of , 
'.~u~p~c~~n, for as Jus~ice Hol~es has properly admonishe1: 
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~Universal.distrust ·creates universal incompetence.• 
Graham v. United States, 231 UaSo 474, 480Q 34 Se Ct. 
~4~, 151, 58. LG Ed .• 319, 324 (1913) ~ 11 r' 

I 

It). the Rocco case, . supra,· it was'- stated:· 
\' . ~ . 

nThe Legislature has entrusted to.the municipal 
:'issuing authority the right and charged it with the 
duty to issue licenses (R.Se 33:1-24) and place-to­
place transfers thereof '1i9]n appli.cation made therefor 
setting forth the same matters and things with reference 
to the prem.ises to which a transfer of license is sought 
as are required.,to· be set forth in connection with an 
original application for·-license, ~s to said ·pre~is~s.' 
NoJ&S.A~ 33:1-26. As we have seen, and as respondent 

. admits, the., action of. the local board> may .. not be reve~sed. 
by the Director unless he finds 'the act of the board.was 
clearly against the, logic· and effect of the presented. · 
facts.'"· Hudson Bergen Gounty Retail Liquor: Stores .Ass 'n 
Inc. v~·· Board of Com 1 r·s~ ):>f Ci~y of Hoboken, supra, 135 
N ~ J. L., ·: a:t page 511~ 

.. _.. . · Th~re has been no E3vidence ·presented to indicate" that 
the.· Commissioners· were improperly motivated or abused the di sere~ 
tion yested ·in them bf granting the transfer of the license in 
question.·. .. .. 

; .. : Arter car.eru1. e·xamination or the· entire record :Presented.. 
here1n, · I conclud·e that the appellant has failed to sustain tl)e.. · 
burden of·proof in.showing that the acti9n of the Commissioners 
.was· erroneous •. · .. · Rule 6. of State Regulation No~: 15. See Shiloh , ... 
Barrtist Chur·ch v. Atlantic City et al .•. , Bulletin 1387, Item 2,. and . 
cases :cited therein. , .. 

' . " ~ . . · .. ·': .. - . 

· ··: · .. :· ' .. · -.·· .: :.·For .. ·th~·:·reas~ris_'.af.o~ementioned, it is recommended ·-.that ... 
·"-an qrder- .b.e ·entered affirming .. the ac~ion of the Commissioner$" herein:·_.:'.. 
' _:and. dismissing tJ.:ie ,app,eal. ' ' " ,. ' '-

•' ... 

Conclusions· and Order 
' '. - ~ • > ,._ 

. . . . ~. . -

·' · .. ;- -'"No''_ exc.eptions ·to the. Hearer's report were· filed pur·suant.:.:. 
,_.'to' ·RUle 14 of'· State Regula ti.on ~o~ 15,, · , , 

' 'l ' ;'. 

. . :· A~ter·c~refully.6onsidering the entire record:he~ei~, 
including ·the transcript o'f. testlmony, the· exhibits, ·the oral: . . 
argument, in summation presented by the attorneys for the. resp,ectiye .· 

;'parties, .. '.and ·the Hearer's report,· I ·concur ·in the findings .anp.:,1-:: .... 
conclus.ions'"of the Heaxer. and. adopt them as rny conclusions ·herein~.· 

., . . ' 

'iccordingiy., "1 t· is,·,.on; this 15th day o_f Sept'ember .· .1.966 ,· · 

ORDERED that .. the action of the.Board of"Cornmissioners. 
of: the ·.Ci·ty of 'Atl'antic" .. City be and the same :ts her.eby. affirmed,~­
and .. that the appea:L>herein be and t.he sam.e is: hereby -dismissed~ ' 

JOSEPH P. LORDI 7 . 
. DIRECTOR 
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4. APPELLATE.DECISIONS - WILLIAMS v. PATERSON. 

Anna Mae Williams, 
t/a Big Daddy Bar & Grill, 

Appellant, 

Board of Alcohdlio Beverage 
Controi for the City of Paterson, 

Respondent. 

). 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

- -- - ... -- ...., .... -- -- _, - -- - - .... -- -· ... 

On.Appeal 

CONCLUSIONS 
AND 

·ORDER 

Joseph J. Cappa, Esqa, Atto~ney for Appellante 
Adolph A. Romei, Esq., by Marino Tedeschi, Esq., Attorney· for 

. Respondent. · 
Shavick, Th:evos, Stern, Schatz & 'Steiger, ;Esq sf>, by 

· Barry I. Croland,-Esqa; Attorneys for Objector 
Broadway Bank· & T;rtl.st Company. · . · · 

Evans, Hand, Evans, Allabough· & Amoresano,
1 

Esqs., by 
·Douglas. q~ Borchard, Jr., Esq., Attorneys for Objector 
Ne:w ~ersey Bank & Trust Company• 

BY THE DIRECTOR: 

The Hearer has filed the following report hereip: 

Hearer's Report 

Appellant appeals from the unanimous action of respondent 
in denying appellant's application for transfer of her plenary.· · . 
retail consumption license from 499 Main Street to 26;..28 Waship.gton 
.Street, Paterson. · · 

Appellant's petition of appeal in ~ubstan~e alleg~s·that 
there is a need for a license·_at the pro.posed premises where a 
tavern was forme.rly located and which is equipped for said purpose; 
that the owner of the.building "put considerable investments in the 
premises which can only. ·be used for tavern purposes", and that 
respond.ent •·s action in denying the transfer was arbitrary, capri-
cious· and without legal basis. · 

· . Respondent's answer contends that .there are sufficient 
liquor·outlets in.~he area of~th~ proposed premises ·to serve ·the 
convenience of the·public'and therefore the. action of respondent 
was neither arbitrary nor capricious, but that respondent acted 
fairly .and reasonably within its sound discretion • 

. ·William W •. Harris, secretary of respondent, upon betng 
asked what the reasons given by the members of respb.ndent .board 
were,. re~d the· minut~s taken at' the hearing as follows: · 

- , . .. . . ' ~ . . . 

"Commissioner .~Pasquariello. moved for denial of· 
~his_ application for transfero . He stated that the 
area in which· it was ·sought.to locate the tavern was 
ina section in.which there are few residents; that 

· section -is frec1uen_ted primarily by trans_ients •. 

: . ·".Mr.· Pa;squarieilo c.ontinued by citing locations. 
of existing· taverns in the general area.· He added, . 
. 'It is my opinion.that there are enough taverns · 
there now· to serve that immediate area.~"-
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Mr. Harris further testj_f-ied that the premises sought 
for transfer ·~f the license in question was formerly occupied as 
a tavern; ·th.at the "liquor store" which was directly across the 
street from the proposed premises transferred its license one 
block ~outh of the said proposed premises. The witness, in answer 
to questions o.f th~. attorneys representing the respective parties 
and those.Tep?esenting the objectors, gave detailed testimony re~ 
garding locations of various liquor outlets and then stated that, 
within an area of four blocks of the premises sought to transfer 
the license, there are twenty-five taverns and four package stores. 
A d'ocument prepared· by the ~itness disclosing the name_s and loca­
tions of the aforementioned 1icensed premises was admitted in 
evidence without objection. Further testimony of Mr. Harris dis­
closed that across the river and within a distance of one~quarter 
mile from ,the· proposed premises, there are two large housing devel­
opments there are six plenary retail consumption licenses and one 
plenary retail distribution licenseo Further~ore, Mra Harris stated 
that the present location of the license sought to be transferred 
is three-quarters o~ a·mile from the proposed premises. 

J • • • 

~Appellant testified that on a previous occasion her appli­
cation for place-to-place transfer of her license to 45 West Broadway 
was denied because of. too many taverns located. in that area; that · 
the proposed premises on Washington Street is located between two 
chicken markets and there are a number of empty stores in the area; 
that appellant desires to transfer her license because "There's no 
business around there at all~ I'm not making any money theree 11 

Appellant stated that .she desired to get out of the residential 
section where the premises is now located because of complaints 
being made. 

Harry Schwartz,. owner of the proposed premises, testified· 
that the .premises had formerly been used as a tavern until approxi··· 
mately three years ago when the license was revoked; that since that 
time the premises have been unoccupied, but the bar and the fixtures 
still remain in the premises. 

Anthony Pasquariello, a member of respondent board, testi­
fied that he voted against the transfer because "There are too many 
taverns in that area now to serve the needs of the people. There 
aren't that many people in there~" 'When questioned concerning the 
two -large housing projects located across the river, but connected 
with a bridge from the area of the proposed premises, Commissioner 
Pasquariello named a number of liquor outlets in the area of the 
projects and he was 6f the opinion no need existe~ for an additional 
license.to serve the public in that section$ 

. . . ' . . 

Viricent·J. Cortes~, manager of the retail division of the 
Greater.Paterson Chamber of Commerce, testified that he opposed. any 
additional liquor establishments in the area sought by appellant. 

The .burden of· establishing that the action of respondent 
was erroneous and should be reversed rests witp appellant. Rule 1 
·or State Regulation No. 15. No one has a rig4t to issuance or 
transfer of a. license to sell alcoholic beverages., Zichfil:ill.§Jl v. 
Drisqgll,133 N.J.L. 586;· Bie_9am:g_ Vo Tea11eck~ 5 N .. J.Super. ·172. It 
-is within the sound discretion of the local issuing authority in the 
first instance to determine· whether or not a license should be trans­
ferred to a 'particular. section of a municipality" . li1!9..?on-Bergen. 
Cocyity Retail_ki_guor St_ores Ass 'rn VJ .. North Bergen et al.,,, Bulletin 

.997, Item 2" A municipal issuing authority possesses wide discretion 
with ref·erence to a -transfer of a JliqtlrnP license which, h.ow.ever 1 is . 
sub.j;ect. to; .review by the 'Di:r;'ector :iin the event of an ·abuse· of its 
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discretion!> Pai~arella v. Atlantic City et al,, 1 N 0 J. Super. 313 • 
. ~he action .taken by the local issuing authority will. not be disturbed 
in the absence of a clear abuse of discretion. Blanck v~ Magnolia, 
38 N.Je 4841) 

The Directoras function on appeals such as· that .now under 
consideration is not to substitute his personal ·opinion for that of 
the issuing authority, but to determine whether reasonable cause 
exi~ts for its opinion apd, if so, to affirm, irrespective· of his 
personal viewse Larijon, Inc. v. Atlantic Citx, Bulletin:1306, 
Item l; Bertrip Liquors, I~v. Bloomfield, Bulletin 1334, Item 1. 

\ 

_ . In Fanwood v. Rgcco, 59 NoJ.Super~ 306, 323 (App.Div. 1960), 
aff~d 33 .NoJ~-r+61+ (196q), Judge Gaulkin~ among other things, stated: 

0 The Director may not compel a municipality to transfer 
licensed premises to an area in which the municipality 
does not want them, because there more people would be 
able to buy liquor mo,re easily~ Such 'convenience' may 

·in a proper case be a reason for a municipality's grant­
ing a transfer but it is rarely, if ever, a valid basis 
upo~ which the Director may compel the municipality to 
do so." 

. Moreover, it was stated in FaDwoo~ that no person is, as 
a matter of law, entitled to transfer of liquor license, and "If the 
motive of the governing body is pure, its reasons, whether based on 
morals, economics, or aesthetics, are immaterialo" 

If the site for which the transfer of a license sought is 
in the same area as its present location~ the reasonableness of the 
action of respondent in denying the transfer.might be questionable. 
However, in the instant case, the distance between the present 
premises -and the proposed pre~ises being approximately three-quarters 
of a mile, the latter premises may properly be considered to be 
situated in a different section of the municipality. 

. This case ·can readily be distinguished from Commort' Co11ncil 
of Hig,htstown v. Hedy's Bar, 86 N.J.Super. 561, which affirmed the 
Director's reversai of the denial by the local issuing authority of 
an application for place-to-place transfer of a license. He~~ 
Bar v. Hight~town, Bulletin 1561, Item 2. J:udge Goadmann, speaking. 
for the Appellate Division of the New Jersey Superior Court, found 
that the licensee "was forced to relocate by a public agency, the 
Hightstown Housing Authority, which took possession of. the premises 
on August 1, 1963, when the tavern was obliged to cease· operations." 
In the· instant case, it is apparent from the testimony of .appellant 
that her desire to transfer the license from the area where· it is 
presently located is primarily based upon the fact that it is un­
profitable for her to continue operations of the licensed premises 
at the existing· location. It is a settled principle that in a con­
flict between private interests and the interests of the community 
at large, the latter must prevail~ Siivestri1v. Jersey City, Bulle­
tin 1554, Item 2o . Cf. ffq_<l.$01). Ber~n .. Co~tY: ~§...tail._._LiqyQ.r Store~ 
Ass~J:L..Y., ___ Hobolrnn, :V35 N.Df.L. 502 \Eo & A. 19 7); Smith v!.. BoscQ., . 
66 N 13 J '9 Sup er., 16 5 i( App e Div. 1961 ) o · 

After consideration of all the evidence presented herein, 
I conclude that the a~tion of respondent 'in denying the transfer in 
question was neither arbitrary, capricious nor an abuse of discre-
tiono . 

Therefore', it is recommended that the action of' re'spondent 
in denyirig the transfer of appellant's license be affirmed and that 
the appeal herein be dismissed~ 
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Conclusions and Order 

Pursuant to the provisions of Rule 14 of State Regulation 
No® 15, ex9eptions to the Hearer's-repor~ and argument in support 
thereof were filed by the attorney for the appellant(il Answers .to 
the exceptions and written argument in support thereof were there-
upon filed by the attorneys for obJector Broadway Bank & Trust . 
Coll.Jipanye 

. After carefully considering the testimony, exhibits·, 
Hearer's r~port,-exceptions·thereto anq written argument filed in 
behalf of appellant and answering argument filed in behalf of 
objector Broadway Bank & Trust Company, I find the exceptions with­
out merit and unsupported by t11:e Evidence. Hence I concur in the 
findings and conclusions of the Hearer and adopt them as my con­
clusions herein3· 

Accordingly, it ·is, on this 16th day of September, .1966, 

ORD~RED that ·the action of respondent Board of Alcoholic 
Beverage Control be and the· same is hereby· affirmed, and that the· 
appeal her,ein be and the same is hereby dismissed · 

JOSEPH P. LORDI, 
DIRECTOR 

5e. DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS - HINDERING INVESTIGATION - PRIOR.DIS­
Sil1ILAR RECORD - LICENSE SUSPENDED FOR .25 DAYS - CHARGES OF pALE · 
IN VIOLATION OF STATE REGULATION NO. 38 AND SALE TO INTOXICATED · 
PERSON DISMISSED. . 

In the matter of Disciplinary 
Proceedings against 

Helen Pawlicki 
t/a South Seas 
1 South Front Street 
Elizabeth, N. J. 

) 

) 

) 

) 

Holder of Plenary Retail Consumption ) 
License C-158, issued by the City 
.Council of. the City of Elizabeth ) 

-~~--~-------------. . 

CONCLUSIONS 
AND 

ORDER 

Philip De~n Cohen, E~q., Attorney for Licensee$ 
· ·David S~. Piltzer, Esq., Appearing for Division of Alcoholic. 

Beverage Control. 

BY THE:DIRECTORi 

The Hearer has filed the following report herein: 

H,earer' s Repor .. t 
Licensee p+eaded not guilty to the following charge$: 

"1. On Saturday, August 21, 1965; at about 1:20 
a. m., you sold and delivered and allowed, permitted 
and; suffered.the sale and delivery of an alcoholic 
beverage, viz., a·pint bottle o~ Fleischmann's Pre-

. ·ferred Blended Whiskey, at retail, in its original . 
container _for consumption off your ltcensed premises, 
and:you cil~owea, permitted and suffered the removal 
of such alcoholic beverage in it~ original container 
from your licensed premises; in violation ·of Rule 1 
o'f State ReguJ..a tion No0. 38e 
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u2·. 0 A 6~ . . n ugust 21, 19 '' at about ~:20 a4 m0, :~ 
you sold and delivered and allqwed, per~itted and : 
suffered the sale and delivery of an alboholic bever~ ! 

age directl~ and indir~ctly to a person! actually or 
apparently intoxicated; in violation of1 Rule 1 of 
State Regulation No. 20~ : 

· "3o On August 21, 1965, you hindetred and delayed 
caused the hindrance and delay of~ atte~pted to hinder 
and· delay and failed to facilitate an thvesttgation, 
examination and inspection of your lic~hsed premises 
being· conducted by Investigators of the: Divj.si.on of 
Alcoholic Beverage Control= in violatioh of RoS~ 33: 
1 3

i:' ,. I • I · ' 

~.. -,,; lit " 

I t 

The Division offered the testimony! of two ABC age~ts at 
the hearings held hereinQ i 

· Agent ·n testified. that he, togethe~ with Agent T, :parti-
cipated in an investigation of the licensed premi.ses on August 21, 
19~5fil He ·entered the licensed premises, whiph he described! as a 
neighborhood.tavern, a~ 12:30 aem. At that; time approximately 
twelve patrons were being served by the licensee, Helen Pawlicki, 
who was t'ending bar. . ! · · 

I 

· At approximately 1:18 a.mQ a male ~ntered the frodt door 
walking in an erratic manner and whispereq i~to the ear of ~ person 
lmown as "Hank", later identified as Joseph (!. Bosonacci Harik was · 
seated to the left of the agent" The q1:1estioning then reve&ledthe, 
following: 1 

0 Q What happened then? 

A I had to go to the men's room" vlheii I came out of! the 
men's room I observed Hank coming from the back, irl 
back of the bar but the front of the bar against ~he 
wall, with ·a boltle against his left leg and his left. 
hand.against his left leg, and he WC?.lked.up to this · 
colored male-- ' 

Q Where was the colored male? ,. 

' I 
A Standing at the ·end of the bar~ .... -and I observed ~he 

colored male put the bottle in his left front pocket, 
and I was able to read the label on: the .bottle, I was 
that close to himo 11 : i 

! 
•' I 

The agent testified that the purch*se was a bottl~ of 
whiskey, that he saw the patron place money on the bar in frtont of 
Hank but he did not see the amount, nor did he see what happened to 
the money. The agent departed from the tavetn and alerted tj.is'part­
ner in the investigation, Agent T~ The agents accosted the :unidenti­
fied male after he~made his exit from the. ta~ern and was crqssing 
the streeto Upon request, the male handed tqe agents the bottle 
which he had in his left pants pocket. However, he denied that h.e· 
purchased the bottle in the licensed premises" The agents and the 
unidentified male entered the licensed premi$es, whereupon the agents 
identified themselves to Hank and· asked Hank! 11 if he knew ,thiis fellow 
and sold h.im the bottle."· Hank denied knowing him or selling him 
the bottleo The male was "a little drawn in! speechu and ·"srrielled 
of alcohol quite heavily"" In addition, tl).e witness decl~red.that 
the male staggered and swayed and 11kept moving his footing to get 
his balance .. " ! I 

i I 

I I 

I 
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Tht:l agents disclosed their identities to the licensee and 
·advised her of the alleged sale. Iri response to the question~ "What 
did she say?", the witness responded: 

"She denied knowing anything about it, an<;). she got 
a· little flustrated when Agent T-- tried to go behind 
the bar, and she gave him ~a little shove, ~aying, •·No 

· one comes behind my bar a' She, came out fr.om 'behind the 
bar· and statted shutting the lights off in the premises. 
I asked her to put the lights back on.· ·She refused. 
Agent T-- said, 'We better leave becaus,e we don't want 
trouble.' The patrons started to leave also at .. the same 
time, and we left the premisesa" 

Upon request, the licensee refused to give the agents a 
copy of the license application,or turn the lights on. In the 
meantime tl;le unidentified male departed from the premises without 
the. agents.' knowledge& 

Addi ttonally, the wi tnes's testified that Hank refused to 
furni~h the agent with his last name and he did not see Hank come 
from ·behind· the bar.· He was ·on the patrons' side, when he saw him~ 

. On cross examination, the witness testified that. Hank 
was s·eated immediately to his right when the unknown male entered 
thetavern·at 1:18 a.,m. and walked directly to ·Hanke> He· heard 
none of the conversation between Hank and the unknown male. He 
reiterated that he did not see Hank come from behind the bar with 
the bottle of whiskey and he did not know from where the bottle 
was procurede 

. Agent T testified that he accompanied Agent D in the 
tnstantinvestigation and remained seated in an automobi:le while 
D entered-the licensed premises~ He observed the unidertified 
male (heretofore referred to by Agent D) walking up the 'block in 
a staggering manner and enter t~1r:~ :1remises at 1:18 aom. Shortly 
thereafter, Agent D.left the li~t:.·1d premises-to signal him that -
hff saw the.unidentified·mel,le depart therefroma The agents identi­
fied themselves to the unidentified male and, upon request, he 

· prod11ced a bottle ·of whiskey from his pants pocket* After he 
. denied p·urchasing the whiskey in the licensed premises, the ABC 
agents ·and the unidentified male entered the licensed- premises. 
Additionally, Agent T -testifj.ed that whe;n he first observed the 

··unidentified male walking towards the licensed premises, he did 
not appear to be carrying anything in his hands or pockets, whereas", 
·when he emerged -therefrom he noticed something in .his pants pocket. 
-1,'he .unidentified male's speech was slurred and there was an odor · 
.of-alcohol·on his breath. Upon being appris.ed of the alleged sale, 
-Hank denie.d ito Both agents identified themselves to the licensee. 
·.When Ag.ent ·T attempted to go behind the bar, he was stopped by· 
.the licensee~ She refused to produce the copy of her license ap­
pl.ic·~·tion upon being req1:1ested to do so and ~~aid, "You get no~h~n,g .. 
:_..·.Why don·• t you fellows leav0 us alone? You are always bothering 
us~~, _Ther~~fter, she start0d putting out the lights and getting 
the pa trans to leave the ta~ ·E'~_-:..1. J't this time he lost sight :of 

. the·.· unidentified male patrone Agent D's request to the licensee 
that she turn the lights back on was ignored. The agents departed 

.from, the tavern .at 1:40 aom .. about five minutes after the patr~m.3' 
1(3fto - . 
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On cross examirnjtion, the agen-q test:lfied thaL: t:he 
unknown male was not drnnk.. However, he anpeared to be in:toxj_­
~a tedo 

; i 

; In defense of the charges, Jos~ph c. ·Bosonac (known as 
. ·unank" )1 testified that he had been gainfully employed as at salesman 
for a per.~od of nin~ years. c:-nd he was not ifn the employ of\ the li­
censee on the date in questionG He entered the ta~ern on Friday 
August 20, 1965, shortly after 10:30 p.m •. l/ifter testifying that' 
he had been conversing with a Dominick Russ:o and. a Nick Soriano, 
the questioning elicited the following: : 

, i 

I 

"Q What happened between you and Agen~ D? 
I 

A What happen.ed? 

Q Yes. 
\ 

A I seen this man sitting alongside me for quite a while, 
the time I mehtioned, and I would ~ay about 10 after 1,. 
a'quarter after 1 he wa~ 1 sitting there, and all at· 
once he grabbed me around the shoulder and pulled:me 
by. the shoulder, he pulled me off th~ stool, and $aid, 

·.'You are tinder arrest, Hank.' I s$,id, 1 'Who are you?' 
He. said, 'You sold a bottle. of whiskey.:•. 

j 

Q :He pulled you off the dh~±r? 

A _Yes.··. He tore my. shirt~ i' 
I 
I 

! 

· ·Q. '·-~fu·e_ri · he pull.ed·. you· off the chair w~re you facing the , 
bar or· did you have your back to tl1e- bar? ! 

' i l 
A . My back was towards the street.. I :was talking the!n to· 

.: Dominick Rus·so right alongside me. : He came in and! 
puile~ me off the stool~ I grabbed the bar. He s~id, 
_'You are under arrest. 1 I said, '1\111.at for?' He s

1

aid, 
'Sell.ing a bottle of whiskey.' I s,aid, 1 I couldn't. 
sell: a bottle of. whiskey. Where would .I get a. bott~e 
qf-. whiskey?' · · · 

i 

. C(- Had you been behind. the bar at all :that evening? 

A No,. sir~"_'. 
'' ,' ' '• ! : '' ' '.' 

. '.". The witness claimed that· the ·1rc:ensee kept wine in the . 
~re·f(':·wh~·re..' the agent accused him Of· ·obtainin!g the' bottle of; Whiskey •. 
~-dditiorially,_ he<·t~stified that rei ther agent: exhibited an i9-entifi- · 

. cation: Qf · apy -kind" to· the licensee •.. Finally;, he denied selling 'a ·· · . 
:bottle o.f whiskey .to an Unidentified n1ale or' seeing any unidentified 
tn_a'.le in the ·tavern that night_ to whom a sale! was made. 1 

· • • · 

. ~; ' -
~-.: ' 

. ... On cross examination, .Bosonac adtni tted having tended bar 
.. for.the licensee the pr~vious ~ear but denie& 1 selling bottl~s of: . · 
. ·whiskey. He denied that Agent D point~d to a~y particular pers·on, . · 

'-. c~mcer:ning the alleged sale. of the bottle or: whiskey and th~ t neither 
· .. a:gent. _exhibited .his credentials to him.· He :reiterated that :he did 
. -,no.~ s·e11 ~.pint bottle of .whiskey to anyone ?n the date in question •. 

' I • 

.. . _ . ·Dominick· Ru~3 so, a former· councilt!ian and former :president· · 
of ·the·: ABC Board of the City of Eliz.abeth, t$stified that he wa·s a.~,.· 
pa.tr on -in the lie en sed p1-iemises for several 1:1ours and stayed until·. 
closing~ time on the date irt-question. He wa~ in a group co~sisting 
of Hank and Nie~ Sciriano, amo~g others, and o/bserved Agent.~ seated 
to the left of Hank at approxunately 11:30 p~m. At approxJ.~ately 

• , I , 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

! 
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12: 15 or· 12 :20 a.m. he saw Agent D ··"standing up there and he 
yanked Hank by the.left shoulder, ripped his 'T) shirt, spun 
him around, this is a spinning stool,' spun him around, so that 
he was faced in the opposite way'..! Hank had all to do to stand up 
and he .says, wnank, you are und~r· arrest.'" In response to Hank1s 
i.nquiry as to why he was· placed ·under arrest, the agent responded, 
"You are under arrest because you sold a bott.le of liquor." Upon 
being questioned as to whether he saw a bottle of liquor sold, 
the witness responded that he did not. Further, he testified that 
Hank .did not leave his stool that night at all. Upon requesting 
Agent D to exhibit his credentials, Agent D refused to show any­
thing and departed from the ·premises. He then called the local 
police. Agent T had also refused to show his credentials to the 
licensee. He did not observe the sale of a bottle, nor see any. 
unidentified male in the tavern as herein alleged. 

On cross examination, Russo testified that the poli,~e 
arrived pursuant to the telephone call and that he· advised the 
police of Bosonac' s w 1 arrest~ u 

. Nick Soriano chairman of the Planning.Board of the City 
"of Elizabeth, testified lhat he entered the licensed premises on 
Friday, August 20·, 1965, at approximately 10:45 p.m. and sat two 
or three ·stools· to the left of Hank and one stool to the left of 
Russo and engaged in conversation with theme When asked as to 
whether or not he saw anything unusual., he responded that he saw 
Agent T trying to gain admittance to the back bar and was prevented 
from doing so. by the licensee who advised him that she would not 
permit anyone behind' the bar. The agent did not show credent.ials, 
although he was requested to do so by the licensee. He did not 
observe a sal.e being made to an unidentified male nor did he see 
anyone on the premises who was drunkQ 

_ On cross examination, the witness stated that he did not 
see Hank being placed under arrest by anyone. He wasn't facing . 
him all night and, at the time of the alleged arrest, he was playing 
a drunl. 

Daniel Skrobick testified that he entered the licensed 
premises as a patron on Saturday, August 21,.1965, at approximately 
12 :30 a.m. ·and, inasmuch as there were no seats at the bar, he. sat 
at a table across from the bar. He saw Soriano, Russo, Bosona!c, . 
Agent D and others at the) bar. At about 1:15, 1:20 a.m. he sa!" 
Agent D swing Hank off the chair and heard him say he was unde:r 
arrest. He heard Agent D remark to Hank that he sold a bottle of 
whiskey to an unidentified male. This was denied· by Hank.· Further, 
he testified that he did not see Hank leave his ~ool prior to ·this 
incident, or.see anyone approach Hank, or see-Hank sell a bottle of 
whiskey. He.did witness a male enter the bar with a bottle in the: 
pocket of his khaki· pants, approach a woman identified as ·Mildred . · 
Sanabria (who was seated at the same table as the witness), add~ess 
her briefly,- sta.nd near the refrigerator for three or four minutes 
_(the bar was crowded) and then walk out. He did not see this man 
whisper to Hank, nor did he see Hank give tht~· man a bottle~ 

On cross examination, the witness testified that he did 
not see the male he had referred to heretofore in the tavern at the 
time Agent D swung Hank around on the stool. 

Mildred Sanabria testified that she entered the licensed 
premises on August· 20, 1965, at 10:30 p.m. and remained in~ the . 

·premises until beyond 1:20 a.m. She first sat at the bar and then 
sat on the same bench bE~hind a table where the previous wi tnes-s-, 
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Daniel Skrobick, w~s seated and furthest removed from him. She 
did not see Agent D twist Hank arouhc.l 6n:.a bar stool. She 
observed a male enter the tavern at about 1:15 or 1:20 a~m., 
wearing knaki pants. Sh_e noted a bottle in his trouser pocket. 
TJ:e male stopped very briefly at. the table where she was .seated, 
addressed a remark to her and then went to the rear near:the 
refrigerator. He· did not appear to be drunk and, after ~bout three 
or four minutes, he departed from the tavern. She did nqt see 
him stop at the stool occupied by Hank and whisper to him, nor 
did she see Hank go behind the bar, get a: bottle of whiskey and 
give it.to the male. Upon observing a commotion between 1 Hank 
and Agent D, she departed from the tavern. 

On cross examination, the witness testified that the 
unidentified male had a bottle in his right pocket and that he 
did not stagger or stumble and his speech was normal when he ad­
dress~d her~ He spoke with no one else iri the tavern. He was 
not ~tanding close to anyoneQ 

Joseph W. Smith testified that he entered the licensed . 
premises on Friday, August 20, 1965, at approximately 10:·45 p.m. 
At approximately 11:30 p.m. Agent D enter~d the t~vern and sat· to 
the right- of S;mith., Smith and Agent -D were watching a pool game 
in progress and they conversed generally about the game. He did 
not observe any unidentffied male walk in :between Hank and Agent 
D. He. did see Agent D turn Hank around on the stool and exclaim, 
"You are under arrest." Upon being· questioned by Agent n: as to 
whether or not he was the owner of the licensed premises,: Hanle 
replied that he was not. He saw Agent T try _to enter the\ back 
bar and· the licensee stop him· from.doing so at the· gate tb the 
bar~ The ·agent did not exhibit a badge or: a card. ,. 

The licensee, Helen Pawlicki, tes!tified that she: was tend­
ing bar without help from anyone at the times testified herein. 
She. noticed Agent D· (who was unknown to he,r at the time) ~nter the 
tavern shortly before midnight on Friday; August 20, 1965, anti sit 

·.to .the -left of Hank. ·Seated: to Hank's right was Domipick, Russo 
and seated· to Russo's right was Nick Soriano. Seated to Agent D's -
left was Joseph Smith. Smith 6ame in shortly after Agent D entered 
the:_.licensed premises. At about 1:20 a.m. ·she heard a "loud out­
burst" at the area where Hank and Agent D were seated. She didn't 
Jmow what was going on. ·she saw Agent T for the first time when 
h·e .asked her -where she kept the pint bot r.les and the license ap- -
plication and tried to go behind the bar. · Agent T displayed no 
identification and she did not allow him to gd behirid the. bar@ 

. ·The testimony .then proceeded a::? follows: 
' . .· . . ' 

. , · ·'~Q As. a result of his request and yol!r refusal to let 
him in, what did .:You. do·then?, 

;1 

A. Nick Soriano and Dominick ·Russo approached, hi~, ane: 
that was the end of me. I was hys:terical. 

·Q Do you rem~mber shutting off the l~ghts? 

Q Why dj_d you do that? 

A Tc g~t:everybody off .the premises. I didn't need· 
··no trouble. I -dj_dn 1 t know what the· pitch was .going .. 
to be, 1,rhe-ther they ·wore agents -o:r they were some()od.y .. 
going to· at tae:V~ me ·or a robbery or: some th:i.ng .. 
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Q There was no identif~cati6n? 

.A No. 

Q Do you lrJlow whether the police responded ,·_during that 
period of time or within a short period of time? 

A In several moments when we called them., ·. 

Q Were D-- and T-- on the p~emises when you called the 
. police? 

A No, they already left." 

On cross examination, the licensee testified that Hank 
was not in her employ on the date in question and occasionally 
helped out by watching the pt.ace for a few moments, without pay e 

She did not observe any unidentified male in the tavern on the · 
date in question. No one assisted her or render.ed any services 
in the tavern that night. She admitted that she might have on 
hand pint bottles of the brand of whiskey allegedly deliVered to 
a patron that night. Ne~ther agent showed credentials~ She denied 
that Hank went behind the bar that night or that anyone purchased 
package goods to take out. 

Joseph P. Kelly testified that he is the: commander of 
the night detective bureau of the City of Elizabeth and he was so 
employed on the date end time in question. Four uniformed men; 
and three detectives responded to a call to proceed to the lidensed 
premises. The call was logged at 1:53 a.m. The dispatch i.ndicated 
that "there were two suspicious men who were trying to pass them­
selves off as ABC agents, ard they had left the prem:ises in a yellow 
convertible." The investigation was fruitless. 

In rebuttal, Agent D testified that he did not spin Hank 
· around on the stool or touch him or place him under arrest'~ HE; 

·declared that he and Agent T showed their credentials to Hank and 
to the licensee. 

In rebuttal, Agent T's testimony was, in thn main, 
-similar to the testimony given by Agent D. 

I.am persuaded that the agents' version with respect to 
their .showing of credentials truly depicted \·!hat actually occurred .. 
The licensee admitted that she refused to permit one of the agents 
to go behind the bar and then shut off all the lights. Her excuse 
that she feared an "attack" or 11 robbery 11 was fanciful and totally 
unworthy of belief., I am satisfied that the licensee's conduct 
was such that it constituted a hindrance, a delay and a failure to 
facilitate an investigation as charged~ 

It should be noted that we are presently dealing with a 
discipllnary actlon, and such action is c.lvil ln nature and not .. 
criminal. Jn re Schneider, 12 N.J.Super. 449 (App.Div.. 1951;)~ 
Thus, the proof must be supported by a fair preponderance of ~he 
crediblc3 evidence. Butler Oak ~~avern v ,., Division of Alcoholic 
J?_gy~_J:.§JI_~LS~'2n:tr91, 20 N.J·. 37)(19561. The guiding rule· in· fa1e.se 
mat tors ls that the finding must bE; based on compete-nt legal evi­
den<~e and ~~roundc:;d on a reasonable certainty as to the probabilities 
art;;.:i.ng from a f'ai.r considera.tion. of tlH} evidence. 32A C.J· II S ... 
. TI~Y:.tG:~~lJS~Q.' s c:. c ~ 101+? .. 
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My evaluation and ·consideration of the test1mbny"lead . 
. me to the conc111sion that the·. Division h1

1

as·. es~abli.shed ·~he truth· 
of Cha. r·ge 3 herein by. a fa. i.r pre. poridera~ce. of .. · the .evidepte, and I 
recommend that the licensee be found guijlty of said ChaTge. . · · · . 

. · . ..• . • . . . . However; •the to~ali tY Of the i;J~stimony concerhfog; the .·.·• .. 
establishm~ht:of Charg.es 1 apd 2 .conside1red·;· ft is my.v!i.ew that 
th~re appe~r~.to be a ~ac~ bf th~ n~c~ssary ·preponderan[

1 ~ of the,. 
ev:z.~ence to find the licensee guilty of these charges. I recom- -
mend that Charg'es 1 and 2 b$ disinisse·d. ·., · · . .. . 

" I , . . ' 
I I ' ' 

· . . The licensee has·· a> pr~vious :c:ecord o·r .suspenston o.f, 11~.: '.., ... 
. cense by the mUn.icipal ·:is.s.uing~ authority .:for ten· days· ef.fectlve .... 
, .... Ap,r:il 1?, .. 19.65 '·.for· sal;e to ·.minors, ~nd sJale in··yiolatioh of. State: 

. Regulation .No .• 38. . . . · . · . .. . 
.· · ...... ... : ... . . . . . . . . . . . . . I . . .. · ) 

. , . .· " ·:· · It· is,· . theref.ore, · further .reconimen(led that an order be: . 
.. e. nte ... r~d · s.11· sp.endartg. tqe .·:11c.ens.·e. on the th11.·.· rd .. ch.·arge. for t.wenty .. days · 
.... (Re· ·Vogel1us~; Bulletin 1519, ~tern 3), 'to. which .should b~ .added .. · 

· · five·. days ·for .. th~· re.cor:q·: of .. · $uspen·s1o:n o{f. l;i.cense for · diss:Lmi:f-ci.r .. ·· :. · 
·.v;e>1a·~Jon· .oc.:~ring · wi tpin. th~ .pa~t · f.iv(:jj· ·ye·~rs. · (Re· .·~+.u9_~14.~-~~J;>g~·: .. 
·Inc.,, B~lletin ... 1651+., )It;em 4.) ,. making (a ·total suspension. of,:·~we;nty.~ 
five .days.· ·. · · · ·· · · · · · · · · ·' · '· 

Conclusions and Ortler 

.. ·• . . . . Written excep:tio~ to ti:- Heare~ 1 s report aileging only · 
-·_that the· finding .was contrary to the wei 1ght of the· e'vidence was· 
'filed by t~e attorney for the. licensee pursuant to Rule 6 of . 

' '. State <R~guiation No. 16'. 1 

• · · ·• . · · • . 

.. : , ... '- . Having carefu:11y·. considered tlrn entir .. e record, inclu<iing. _ 
··the· transcript of testimony,. the Hearer' 1s· report and the .exception·:,.: 
. ther:to; ·. I ·rind t~at -~he·. Hea~er has, corr~ctly. assay.ed. t~e testimo:n~ " 
· here·in and that his· f1n,d1ng: is not contrary· to the -we1glht of· :. <· . · · · 

.. '.evidence~· · Hence T con:cur in the Hearer's findings and conclusions 
._ . .and. adopt his recorrimend:a tions ~ · f.:.· 

. ' : •' ' '. :·. . . . . ', ·. ,·1.,. : :.', ,• '', ' ' 
· ~c~ordingly, lt is, on this. 1911'1 daY of Septethber, 1~66, 

· .. · . ... . . ORDERED that P~enary Retag Cop.sumJ?tion Licen~e C·l58, · ..... ·· 
.. ·.issued: :bY the City .Counc-ii of: .. the ·Cl ty. or :El;tzabeth· to ~elen. :· . 
··~-P~~l.ic~:;:,.· ·.t/a .·south ,sea:s, ·:~Q.~ .:p·r~mise·~ .11 . .south·· Fro11t·· Stre·et2:· .·:· · • 
.... ·El i·zabeth, · be. and the . ·same.,~ s· here by s.u..spe~de~. -~·o,r., :twen 1iY-f 1 ve. . 
: (25')·.days, qmnmencing at.2 ·~·m· ;Monday., September· 26, 1966,_.and 

;,. t .. er-min~ting at 2 a.m •. Friclay,. .. October. 21;. 1966. · I . . 
.. : .. .,,-. "· - ·. .... · · · .. · r · .. ·. ·· · I 

i 
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