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l. APPELLAT·E DECISIONS - MANN'S MANOH v,. NEWARK. 

·MANN'S MANOR, a Corporation, 

Appellant, 

. Ve 

MUNICIPAL BOARD OF ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE 
CONTROL OF THE yITY OF NEWARK, 

Respondent. 

---~~--~~~~---------------------~------

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

JULY .13, 1960 

ON APPEAL 
CONCLUSl;ONS 
AND ORDER 

Arnold Ce F'riedman, Esq., Attorney for Appellant. 
Vincent.r. Torppey, Esq., by Harry A. Pine, Esq., Attorney 

for. Respondent. 

BY THE DIRECTOR: 

The Hearer has filed the fo.llowing Report herein: 

·''This is an appeal from the action of respondent Board 
·whereby .. on November 17, 1959 it suspended appellantas license for 
.. twenty-five days after finding appellant guilty of a charge alleging 
·~ 1t;hat on April 7, · 1959 it sold alcoholic b~verages to and.perm! tted 
··the consumption of such beverages by a 17-year-old minor in and 
upon its licensed premises., in violation o.f Rule l of State 
Regulation No. 20. Upon the filing of· the appeal, an order was · 
entered by the ·Director on November 20, 1959 stayi-ng respondent·•&· 

· .order of suspension until the entry of a further order herein. 
R.S. 33:1~31. . 

"Appellant alleges that respondent's action was erroneousi.;1n 
'that it.was against the weight of the evidence and that there was 
insufficient proof of the minor's age. 

"Respondent denies appellant•·a ·allegation~ and contends that-
1 ts deci.sion was predicated upon the factual testimony adduced 
before it. 

,,.. ,.· 

"At the hearing herein on December 10, 1959 the transcript 
. ot the proceedings before resp.ondent Board was received in evidence, 
pursµant to Rule 8 of Stat~ Regulation No. 15, and respondent rested. , 
Thereafter, appellant's attorney stated that the appearance of the 
xn.lnor in question was •vital' to appellant's case; that he had made 
e·very effort to have he.r served with a subpoena; that he was un- · 
success-rul iri locating her. and that ha would 'restrict his conunents 
'\io the ·transcript'.· He then proqeeded to point out contradiotions 
in the-minor's testimony, after which he called to the stand Mrs. 
Mavraides, majority stockholder of the corporate-licensee, who had 
requested that ·she be given an opportunity to be hea~d. Upon 
completion of·Mrs. Mav·raides• testimony, the he-aring was continued 
to January 4, 196.0 to give appellant an op'portuni ty to produce the 
minor for further cross-exami.nation. The minor failed to appear · 
at the _continued hearing,· .although subpoenaed, and appellant• a . 
attorney stated that he would rely on the testimony alr~ady elicited •. · 

.. , 

· . "It appears from the transcript that respondent call.ad as 
.its wj_tness the minor, Louise---, who on direct a~am1nat1on test:lfied1 

-_ :-- '.~·-: .. 
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"in substanoesi that on Tuosday,,.April ?, 1959,·w.hen she-was.l't":ye.a:rs 
old, she and S; fellow vis'ited appellant·i s tave·rn at about 9:36. or" -
10:00 p61me and tha:t she consumed therein •one gin and· a .beerw·~s.~ijfch 
were St?r.ved to her by the bartender, Charles Smart, who · inqufr.ecL:as 
to her age but required no written representation thereof ·wJn.$.n_·~·she _told .. 
him she was 21 years old~ On cross-examination, she testifi:eii ~tliat a·t 
4:00 p~m(!) on the specific date alleged in the c·harge, she vis~~-~d her 
girlfriend's home whe1~e she remained. until 10.: 00 p.me; that d*rfng_ 
her stay she consU11led four or five 'shots' of whiskey· and six--~o:r~-: · 
seven glasses of beer; that when· she left she met a f'ellow she~tnad 
known a ilong whileY and went· with him to-appellant's .tavern>w:he~a 
she had one· drink; that she then iert -and walked: about 'tryiJ:?.g'..·to 
get st:r~alghtenad out before I_ gets hpme'. Upon further questioni:rig· 
she testi.f:ted when when she left the tavern, she .walked from Prince 
Street; to Fralinghu.ysen Avenue; that she went into ·a telephone booth 
and~ _while ·there t> one of three fe.llows aske·d ff she. needed help; that 
she sa:ld VYes~ te.ke me home and··r got .into the car:and· I was sleeping· 
and the next thlng I was riding through Weequahic Park ·and the oops 
stopped us w@ She later testified ,:that she. and. her ·girlfriend were 
ri~ng in. Weequahic Park with ·two fellows and that· she left the car 
and complained that the fellows were-trying .to molest her. She also 
testified tha.t when. she was in appellant's tavern- on -April 7, 1959 
there were ·on.ly a .few patrons there;· that the only entertainment was 
the mu.sic coming f1~ow. a juke box; that 'when I drink I .black out and 
I lose my memoryw 9 that; she didn't- know the surnames of her girl.-
friend or the male. who escorted her to .appellant•-s ···tavern and· that 
she didn't know whether the men who accoste·d 'her.·. and took· her for 
a ride were white or colorede 

nw1111an1 Smart; :p · appellant ~ .. s -night bartender, and Leon .. MqGrady, 
the night managen~ 51 ·t;estified in substance that they 'Were·on :·duty in 
appellant~ w-s tavern from 7 :OO Pomo .. to closing- time on April 7 ~ 19591 
.during which time they did not see :.Louise --- or_ he·r companion enter 
or leave· the prernlses and that on --said date a. band- employ.ad under 
contract to play on Tuesday and Thursday. nights_ ente-rtained. about. · _ 
100 patrons· fll 

tvwit;h respect to appellant.v.s allegation that the·re was in­
suf'fieient proof of the minort.s-age,·1t is deemed ·pertinent to state 
that the cases hold that the :testimony ot the minor is stifficient to 
establish her a.ge ·:> State v. -Huggi-ns,, 83 -N .-J .L. -'43; <-State v. Koettgen, 
89 NeJfl)Le<- 978; ~-Gi·rone, 91 ·N.JoLo 4980 ·see-.also HanooC:k v. -
Catholic_L e.:!!5;,:;, 9 59- N.!)J(llL., -308,. State -v. Andoloro,, 108 N~J.L. _47. 

nRespect~i.ng appellant's allegation ·that respondent,. s finding 
-of ·appella11:b' s guilt; was against the .weight of the evidence·, the 
determination herein. must; be predicated upon the .evidence ... adduced 
at the hearing before respondent Board which is hareinabove succinctly 
set ~orth$ Considering that evidence I find.that the uncorroborated 
testimony_ of the minor is so replete with contradictions, .:µncertainties 
and.£ab1'1.cations$ that it engenders disbelief .that the alleged 
violation ever occur1""e'do !:.:.conclude, therefore, that the evidence 
presented herein fails to $stablish the guilt of appellant by the 
necessary preponderance of the believable· evidence and- I ·recommend 
that an order be entered reversing the action ·o:r respondent Board. 11 

No exceptions to the Hearer's·Report were filed within .the 
time limited by Rule 14 of State Reguliatio~ No. 150 

Having read the transcript .:of the proceedings bef.ore _rr.espondent 
Board upon which the case herein i.,~ based, I . am in accord with the -
Hearer's recommendation,, I find tliat the minor has little, if any, 
regard for the t1~th as is evidence-d by -her testimony which i.s replete 
with falsehoods e Thpical ls her· a.ta tement that when she left the 
tavern she went home and her latter -statement .that she went past her 
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home·· a:rid took-. a w~ik. ··.Only whe.n Qroa·s-e~amined. «i1 <f a.he ?if:t.veal . tha~ · : ... 
. s};le and .. her gi:r:-l:f'riend .. went !'or an e.u·tomobile· ·:ride .. ·with' ·three· male·s 
.whose ·names she test:t-fie'd 'she didn't ·kilow, 'and that she couldn•t 
rememb.er whether they. Wfire white o.r ... colore·d. · ·It :was only after .the 
)automobile. was stopped by the po·li'ce" and the occupants taken to ·the 
police· st;ation thS;t she implicated. the defendant.·. When she was· asked 
at th13· hearing· below what. s.he w~s served at the: tav.ern, she at first 
satd she did.ntt know and then said she was served beer and gin and, 
~especting th.e time that ·.she went to the tavern, she testified that 
it -was around 6:30 or 7:30 p.me· and later changed her testimony,· 
saying' it.·was 9:30 or 10:00 p.m. She further testified that she had 
visited several taverns since the date alleged in the charge and, 
because she has 11paid for what I have done", she feels she is . 
entitled to c()ntinue frequenting tave·rns in disregard of the law. 
·Sh~ also· testified that there were only a few patrons in defen·dant•s 
tavern when. she was there., whereas the bartender and the manager· 

. testified that it was "amateur. night"· and some 300 ·persons were · 
in ·attendance. The minor further testified that she "blacks out" 
when :she ·dripks, ·yet· she admitted that she had fotir or five whiskies 
and .six or seven beers before she went to the tavern where, she sa1.d, 
she ·had· one drink.-· 

- , I cannot aocept the uncorroborated ·testimony of the minor · 
as age!p.st the testimony of defendant's witnesses. I conclude, 
therefore; that .the decision of respondent Board was against the 

·weight of the evidence and must be reversed. · 

Accordingly, it is, on this 18th day of May, 1960, 

ORDERED.that the action or respondent be end the same is 
hereby reversed. 

WILLIAM HOWE DAVIS 
DIRECTOR 

2. APPELLATE DECISIONS - CATTS v. LOWER'PENNS NECK~ 

,, ' 

SARAH Je CATTS AND NORMAN D. CATTS, 
. t/ a 11 GALA INN"; 

Appellants, 

··v·~. 

TOWNSHIP COMMITTEE OF THE 

) 

) 

) 

) 

ON APPEAL· 
CONCLUSIONS 
AND· OlIDER 

. '~OVfflSiaP OF LOWER PENN~ NECK, ) 

Respondent. ) 

--------~----~-~----------~-----------' . . . . 
Cahill and W111nsk1, Esqs., by Robert Wilinski, ·Esq., Att6rneys : . 

for Appellants~ · 
,J. Bernard Rog0voy, Esq., Attorney.for Respondent. 

·BY THE DIRECTOR: 

The Hearer has filed the following Report herein: 
;// 

••This is an appeal. from the· action. of respondent on October 
29, ·~95.91 whereby i t1 susp~nded appellants' license for a period of 

~ twenty-two days after finding them guilty in disciplinary proceedings . 
. C?n ·a charge alleging that they so·ld alcoholic beve.rages to ·two minors

1
1 

in vio.lat1on,·o1' · ,R.S. 33:1-77. Appel,lanta' premises are located at ,., 
39.-41 ·Main Stpeet, Lower Penns Neck. 

·., . 

.. "Upon· t'he: ti.ling of the app·eal here·in an order was ente
1

red 
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on Novem):>er 5, 1959, sta{ing the suspension impoaced by respondeil\ .· ·· 
until the entry o:r a .fur·h~r order herein111 R.So 33:l-3le · ... · ·. _· .·.· 

. ' .·~< '},..:::,_k::::~: 

· · "At the hearing held herein .Joan --- ( ae;e 23), Donald· -~·i:.;~~t · ·. 

(,age 16), Gerald. :=-- his ·brother-in-law (age 20-) and Beatrice ',~tr~r-··-"· 
(Moth.er of Donald) testified on l:>ehalf o.f' respondentc. · _ ·- · '.·... -,. 

. . ~~ . -.~~ 

, · _"_Joan --- testified that· she is married but. separated·~fi-61ft:l< 
her h~sband and that she resides ·with her pabents. She tes·titfed.· 
that .on the evening in question Donald and Gerald called at h~1if~~home 
shortly before 10 Ponl<11 and that the three .of the·m le.ft her home· '.in 
Gerald's car and drove directly to appellants r premis-es where . .'.Gerald 

·parked the car a shor·t di stance .. away; .that they remained in the ·car 
for a few minutes~ during which time the two young men .finished the 
contents of' a can or carton o:r bee:r which they :P,ad in '.the car when 

·she entered it; that they then tihre'w the container in the street and 
entered appellants v ·premi.s:es at approximat,ely 10 pom-. _ Thi~ Witne·ss 

_.further testified that the· bar .was .crowded and that ·they toofc seats . 
at a table on·- the right sid'0 or th:e premise'.s where she drank tYlD 
whiskey sour·s and ·v1here DO'nald and. Herald each drank: ·two glas·se;s· o!' 
beer, ·all o·f which were se·rved at ·1;he tabl.e by a waitress whom she 
could not identify, and that short'ly there·a.fte.r ·nonald left the 
table . a.rte r saying that; he was goi'ng to the menJ s ro.om. 

· _ 99Don~ld --- ·testified ·that ·on 'the·eve:ni·ng i.n ... ,que·stion he and 
Ge.:nald left their home ·in a. c.ar dr±ven- :by ·0:erald; that they met 
.Joan at;··he1" home~ drove- t·o::~ppellan,ts• premises and .parked,_ outside; 
that he,, Gerald and Joan ente:red t-h:e premi·s.e,s about "10 .. p.m. and sat 
·at a table. where Joan had a .mixed .-drink ·and ··whe.re .he, and Gerald each 
had a· glass of' beer, all o.f' which ,drinks were ,cons-ume.d; that these 
drinks -were served by a wai·t;ress whom he c·oul:d not .l./denti.fy ·and who 
did not que.stion him as to .his age~; that :shor.tly ·the1re,after 'he w·ent 
·t·o .the men's room and spoke f'or a -:f·ew minutes to ,a .barte-nder who had 
cut his hand; -that thereaf'ter he J;.ef't the men• s roo.m and .stook at the 
end of the bar ·talking to .a :friend 'When his·· ·mother ·-ente·red· and took 
him out of the premisese · -

. "Gerald ---- testified that .Jo.an, Donald and .he entere:d .-
··appellants w premlses a.bout 10 p,.me. :)and sa.t .at .. a ·talile where Joan 
'h.8.d ·a mixed drink and where he and Donald :e·ac·h ha.d a hear, all ot 
which drinks were served .by a wait:.ness ·whom he could not identity; 
that Donald then le.ft the ·table; that :Do.nald' s mother. came· in and 
accompanied him .from the pre.mise·s ,iand tlaa·t,, ahort:ly thereafter, 
Joan· and he also left the premises.. , 

"Bea.trice --- tes t:t··fi.ed that she got a call ·that· her son 
was in· appellants' premista~;·aad tha,t she ,went $earching :for· him. 
She t.~:sti£ied that:i when she enter.ad appellants·• premises shor_tly 
after 10 Pem~ 9 she went to :a_ table where Joan and Gerald were then 
seated; that she did not S'ee either of them drinking but ~~at there 
were three glasses on the table o - .She further testified that she 
then went around the end o_f the bar and saw her son talking to 
some.one;· that 9 a.fter she gave Norman C_atts a 1 lacing•,. she and 
her .-son left the premises. · 

~'On ·behalf _of appel;.lant~s, Norman w. Cat.ts. testified t~at. 
on the ·evening in question he saw Gerald,. Joan and Donald .ente~ . 
the premiaes; that Gerald and Joan·walked. to a table and seated 
themselves there but that Donald walked to ··the men's· r.aom where 
·'he remained !'or a period of about f:ive minutes; tha-t Donal-d then 
·C..am.e from the men' s room and was s M~nding at the end· of the bar 
talking to him when Donald's mothe:~~-.~ntered and took him r_out of 
the premise·s. He denied that he saw any drinks being served to 
any of the aforesaid persons or that he saw them consuming any 
drinks •.. 
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Haro~d Mason testified that he was tending bar; that he 

out his ·hand; that, as he w.:as walking to the men' a room, he saw. 
Donald walk in the barroom; that both of them entered the men's 
room and' that·, when both of. them left the men's room about !'1 ve 
minutes later, Donald stood at the end of the bar until his mother 
came.in. ~e· denieg that he saw any drinks served to. Donald. 

- " . . . Virginia Buehler testified that she was a waitress in 
charge of eighteen tables including the table at which the violation 
is1 alleged to have taken place. She testified that this was •a band 
jamboree night.' W~en asked if she had served any alcoholic beverages 
to Donald or Gerald, she rep~ied. 'Not to my knowledge.' : . .· 

"Loretta Snyder testified that she was a waitress a·tationed, 
, in· another portion. of the premises; that she saw Donald coming out 1 ot r 

·the men's. room and that he ·stood in front of a cigarette machfne tmtil 
a lady came in and took him out. · · 

"James P. King, who was 'in charge of .entertainment, testified 
that, when he first saw Donald,, he· was standing by the oigaret.te 1 

mach~ne just outside of the men•a room talking to Mr. Catts. 

"The additional witnesses who testified on behalf of appellant·s 
were William ·arell and Mrs •. Martha Jeker. Mr. Grell testified that he 
is an auxiliary officer· of Lower Penns Neck Township and that on the. 
evening,,1n ·question he saw Gerald,, Donald·,, Donald's mother and Norman 
w. Catts on the outsi.de of the licensed premises; that Norman's · 
mother asked him what she coul~ do about a minor being served in the 
premises and that Donald then stated that he hadn•t been served. , · 
Mrs. Jeker testified that she was on a neighbor's porch when ponald 
end Gerald got out of a oar parked in front of appellantsl premises; 

· that .Donald took a drink from a bottle ·of beer and threw the bottle 
near her h,ouse, and that the·reafter both young men entered appellants' 

·premises. 

"In considering all the evidence, I am particularly impressed 
by tha"testimony of Joan --- who, I conclude, gave e. complete and 
accurate account of the events which occurred between the ·time she 
met the ·young men and the time Donald left the table in appellants'• 
premises. It is true that the testimony of Donald and Gerald diffe~ed 
in some respects from the testimony of Joan, but all agreed that they 
had been served drinks at the table. when they first entered the . 
premises. ·Admittedly, Donald and Geral'd denied, when questioned' o~t-

. si'de the premises, that they had been served in· the premises but, ~t 
the hearing herein, both testified that they had bee.n .served and 

· explained that they, at ·rirst, denied that they had been served because 
they did· not wish to get anyone into trouble. I conclude that Norman .. 
w. Catts and Harold E. Mason were.mistaken when they testi(~ed ~hat 
Donald·went directly to the men's ·room after he entered the premises, 
and conclude that they, Loretta Snyder and James P. King ffl'st· saw. 1 

Donald after.; .. ,he left the table where he and his companions had ·bae;n 
se.rved by a waitress~ The testi?Jl,ony of Virginia Buehler is that she ·,has 
no· recollection of serving' drinks to these three patrons, but she 
admitted that the place was crowded and that she was serving eighteen 
tabl~s. The tailure to identify the person who made the servio! is · 
not f~tal in disoiplina;ry proceeding~. Re LaCo~te, Bulletin 469, 
Item l~ Re Zebrowski, Bulletin 1308, Item 9. 

:" , "After considering.th~ evidence,, exhibits and briefs herein, 
I conclude that appellants have failed to· sustain the burden of 
est.ablishing that t.he ao.tion of respondent wa.s erroneous •. · Rule 6 o·r 
State Re~ulation No •. 15. ·~.It is recommended, therefore, ·that· an 
o~der beJentered affirmirig the action of respondent, vacating the 
order'..dated Nove~ber. 5, 1~59, and fixing the effective dates .f'or· the 
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''twenty-two-day suspension impo~ed by resporiden.t." 

No .. excep.tions to the Heare~' s Report ·.we!'e. ·filed ·w1.t:hi'.~:~i;~be·:. ·. 
time limited by Rule 14 of ~ta.te Regulation No11 15• .·. · .· ·: ~·· ·.~ ........ · 

. Iiaving carefully considered the evi-dence and. exhibi·t·s::f..:~r.:,!.:"' .. Y 

herein, the briefs filed by th~ attorneys for ,,both part~e,a an~~-~'~,;,:,~.~-~":. 
the Hearer's Report, I concur in the. findings and. conclus!ons· .. : 1c>1',~:.:~: 
The Hearer and adopt them as my 'conclusions· here1~• :_. AithO:t1gn·. ··1 ~·r,L~ · .... 

: is not my practice to consider commtmica:t.1o:ns rece-i"ve·d'.. i;;f :.a;:· P':fn_ciing·_·_, ·-, .. ,_ -­
. case from a~y party represented by an attorney, i ·have· .r~ad ~-~·1a.t_iter1 
dated April 28,_ 1960~ sent to me by Sarah J. Catts. ariq.·rind ·1-J.'Q,~hing ·" 
therein which would lead me ·to change my cohc.ltision·~···· .. I»·s.hall.enten• 

·an order as ·recommended" · · 

Accordingly, it is, on this 19th day of May 19,6·01 

· · · ORDERED that the action of r.esponde:ri0t. be and the .. saine ·1s. 
hereby e.ffirined; and 1 t is further . . ;.· , .. . : ... · 

O'TIDERED that the twenty-two-day .suspenkicin h:e~e:t.of6~e·.·::fm.~· · 
posed by r~spondent be and the same is hereby reinstated against · 
the 11-cense held by .appellants· for· 39--41 Main ·s·tree·t, Lower P.enns 
Neck, to commenc·a at 2 aemo Tuesday, May 31, 1960·,. a.nd to·· terminate 
_at 2· aom~s -Wednesday 1 June 22, 1960, and. that the ··order staying said 
suspension be vacated when the suspension bec·omes .effe:otive ·at 
2 a.m. Tuesday, May 31, 1960. 

WitLIAM HOWE DAVIS 
DIRECTOij . 

3. APPELLATE DECISIONS GONZALES. & BOHROS .. v G . E~IZABETH •. : .. 

MANUEL GONZALES & ANNA BORROS, . 
t/a CLUB 246 BAR & RES~AURANT,_ 

Appellants,· 

,) 

) 

) 

) 
CITY COUNCIL OF THE .CITY OF 
ELIZABETH1 . ) 

Respondent. ) 

-----------------------------~----

. ·. ·oN· · AP'PEA.t; 
CONCLUSIONS· 
AND ORDER. 

James T. Kirk, Esq., Attorney for Appe_llan~s. 
Raymond A. Leahy, Esq., Attorf?-ey for ·Respondent.· 

BY THE DIRECTOR: 

. ' . . . ' . . . 

The Hearer has filed the .followini{ R_epql'~; .. h;~ r~:i~'-f · :· .. 
r ~ > :T' • ' • : • 

. "Thia is an appe·a1. from the· ac·ti,~~. ot'· ... r·~·sp¥pditrt: .. ~-W.b~~r~bY ..... .. 
op February .11, 1960 it suspended appella.nt~} .. :_li_qe,n.~·-~,,,f: .. C?!t.':,s:.;.]?~:r1·:9d·,,·· 
of' 90 days" commencing February 19,_ 1960, -_·a,,f.'.;~~-r_.,,.J~f~~-~~g);,~~~~.!J::]~}li~ty.. 

· (by a vote of 6_ to 3) on charges a~leging ·(l) .that:'·-~p.:_~·o.:~~mJ:~-~.r:·:7;~: .. _·'_. ~·· 
1959- they allowe·d, pa rmi tted and suffered +n an~upon_ t,he:i;>l~.~8.:nse.d 
premises a brawl, disturbaI).ce and unnecessary no~s~_, ~n~'._:·:p,~-,~~;~_t_~.d-

, their licensed premises. to be conq.ucted.~ .. s -to-. .. 9e..o:o,me .·a::.·~\lf .. ~,~:~·e.~ · ,:~·._.. ·· · · 
in violation or Rule 5 of State Reg¥lat1on No&·'.·.20f:.-(2} .. ·.that,··~n ·;. -~·-· ·· _ ... 
November 7, 1959 they failed to cdo:~erate with the local poli-oe, :in· 
v1olati6n·of RaSe 33:1-35. 

"Upon the filing of the app,eal~ the Direct.or· entered an . 
order on Feb;ruary 16, 1960 s·c~y~ng ·-:respo.ndent' s .order of. suapension1. 
until further o.rder herein.. R.s~ 33.:1-31. ..., . 
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.. . "Appeilants, _in· their· pet! ti.on of appeal, seek; ueversal of 
the local board's action on the ·following grounds: (l) that on 
the ·date· in question the premises were· not permitted to he conducted 

·.as a, nuisance; (2) that the~>: did not fail to cooperate with .-the local 
·Polioe but, on ·the contrary,· cooperated promptly and willingly; · 
(3) :that· they are prepared to pro.ve that there was no disturbance 
at the. lio.ei:i~.e·d premises until- tvyo police officers, endeavoring· to · 

. place a prisoner under arrest, ch~sed him into the 11.oensed premise·s 
and that_ any disturbance which followed was occasioned by the police) 
(4) that the local board erred in finding appellants~guilty, and that· 
under. ·all .. the. c1rcumst·ancea of the case, even if some part or the 
charges were suspained,'. the penalty imposed was excessive. · 

. "The answer filed by respondent denies the aforesaid 
allegations. . • . 

· . . "The appeal was heard . de · hovo pursuant to Rule 6 of State 
· Regulation No. 15, the transc·ript---or-the proceedings before re­
·spondent Board wa~ received .. in ev:!dence and additional testimony 
was pr.esented by .appellants,; in a.ccordance with Rule 8 of said 
Regulation. · 

· 11 It appears from the transcript that respondent called as 
i~s witnesses the following police officers: John Qant~ell, Nicholas 
Danohisko, Howard Frankel, Leonard Wilchek and Henry Smolen • 

. ·"Officer Cantrell testified that he was on duty at police 
headquarters as a dispatcher from 7:00 p.m. on November 6, 1959 to 
7:00 a~m. the next morning; ·that his ·log discloses that he received 
three oalls (10:56 pem., 11:40 p.m. and 12:01 a.m.) from a Mr. . 
Fernandez (who· re.sides above .the licensed premises (complaining of a 
noisy juke box at the licensed premises; that in each instance a 
radio car was sent to the licensed premises; ·that after 12:-01 a.m. 
he also received a call (unrecorded) from Mr. Gonzales (one ot the 
licensees), who complained that the repeated visits by the police 
were. giving him a 'bad name' and who alleged that the reports of a 
noisy j~e box.were unfounded and that Fernandez (the former owner 
of the tavern) was registering these complaints because he ·was · 

. interested in regaining pos·sess_ion of the licensed premises. 

"on cross-examination, Officer c·antrell stated that between 
. 12:01 a.m. and 1:45 ~.m., he received a call over.the police radio· 

from Officer Wilchek; that he made no record· of this call except 
th~t he noted the words •wagon sent• _alongside of the call .at, 
12:'01 ·a.m• · . · 

"Officer Frankel testified that on November 6, 1959 ·at 
11:40 p .• m. he received a call from Officer Cantrell to investigate 
a complaint of a noisy juke box at the defendants' l1cen$Efa premises; 
that ·he and hi·s partner, Of:Cicer Wil~hek, ·proceeded to the .... licensed 
premises and confj.rmed the complaint; that he requested Gonzales 
to tone dovm the juke box; that Gonzales refused to comply; that an . 
. argument ensued in which Mr~ Gonzales was joineq. by a MI'. CaI'rera . 
(who was· behind the bar); that after he had threatened to close the 
preniises, Gonzales softened the music and that he and Officer Wilchek 
then departed from the premises. 

"Officer Frankel fur·ther testified that shortly thereafter 
at 12:01 a.m. he received another call from the dispatcher that a 
Mr. Fernandez was complaining about loud music at the licensed· · 
premises; th~t he and his partner interviewed Mr. FeI'Ilandez in h!J.s 
apartment (above the licensed premises) and while there observed , 
'the whole floo:r ·was vibrating and everything was vibrating f;ttom 
the volume of t.he·. juke box'; that they advised Fernandez to file a. 
complaint_ against the licensees and returned to their oar to write 
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their report; that while writing their report, Mr. Carrera ('a patron) 
came out of the licensed prendses, approached their car, abused and 
threatened them; that he and Officer Wilchek stepped out of the!~ 
car and informed Carrera that he wa.s under arrest, whereupon Ca.rr:era 
ran back into the licensed· premises; that they caught Carrera at the 
rear side door in the licensed premises; that Carrera resisted arrest, 
.called for he.lp and that 'everybody in the place jumped into the 'aot 
and,}tried to pull him away from us' and the.t ·he did not know wher~ 
Gonzales was during this struggle. 

. "Officer Frankel continued to testify that when he, Officer 
Wilchek and their prisoner reached the front door, he drew his gun 
and 'backed everybody up'; that O:fficer Wilche-k and Carrera ware 
behind him; that Carrera (with one handcuff on him~ attempted to. 
escape; that he holstered his gun and jumped on Carrera; that 
while subduing Carrera he felt· a sting in his back; that he turned 
around and observed a male (later identif'ied as Crespo) with a.. 
yellow-handled knife·in his hand; that he again leveled his gun at 
the crowd; tha. t Crespo depo.si ted the kni:fe on a nearby shuffle all.ey 
machine; that at this point Gonzales came forward from somewhere in 

· f'ront of the bar and pi eked up the lmife; that he as·ke d Gonzales to 
phone for the patrol wagon; that ha had observed Gonzales,. in possessim 
of the knife, go behind the bar at which time Gonzales stated he was 
going to get a dl:J:ha; that he then saw Gonzales enter a rear room to· 
make the call, following which Offic·er· Wil.che·k left· the premises to 
call for the patrol wagon over the police radio. 

"In addi·tion, Frankel stated that. he and Sergeant Smolen 
.found the knife on top o:r a trash. can under the. bar; that Gonzales 
denied ha. picked. up the knife; and that anothe'r knife and a 
bludgeon were folllld on the premisesQ 

"Office:i:.~ Wilchek substantially corroborated the testimony 
of O:fficer Prankel and further te·stified that he obse,rved Gonzales 
walk f'rom·behind the bar toward the shuffle alley machine; that he 
does not lrnow how close Gonzales came' to the machine; that he did 
not sea Go11zales pick up the lmife because his view was obstructed 
by some patrons; that he did not. see the knife; that he did not 
see Frankel attacked with a knif_e; that he does not know at. which 
particular t;ime ·Frankel was cut>; that he· called ::.f'or ·~the· police . 
patrol; that the d:J..spatcher informed him· that he had already received 
an order f'or·the wagon and tha.t help was on the way. 

"Cantrell was recalled at the suggestion of one of the 
members of" the Board and denied that Gonzales had a..sked him to 
send the patrol wagon. 

"Off'icer Danchisko testified that on Novembe·r 6, 1959 at 
about 11:00 pfil)m., he and his partner, Officer Costello, were sent 
to the licensed premises to investigate· a complaint of a .. poisy 
juke box; that they asked Gonze .. le.s to. lower the music; that . 
Gonzalas complited with their request and that they then left the. 
premisesci Danchisko further testified that so.metime after 12 
m1dnight 9 he and his partner returned to the licensed premises in 
response to another call from Cantrell; that exclusive of himself 
and his partner, tbBre we~e five other police officers at the 
premises-; that one of the police officers called Frankel 1 s attention 
to his torn coat; that Frankel stated he believed that he had been 
stabbed; that a. general search of the licensed premises, including 
the area of the shuffle alley, was made for the knife; that he did 
not question Gonzales about the kp.ife and that he remained a.t ·the 
tavern for about thirty minutes until 'the call was made for the 
wagon• o 
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"On c1"os:s-exarnination,, Danchislrn stated that it was ·not 
until after· he·, Sergeant Smolen and, the officers had arrived· at the 
scenEt that. Offic.er ·wi_lc~elC called for the patrol wagon. 

• ' 4 . •• 

"Sergeant Smole·n 'testi.fied. that he heard Officer Wilchek 
~sk for tl,le .. patrol wagon,--ove_r the po_lice r~dio;. tl1at he drove. to · 
the lic··en-sed premises. and· fo'tind ·the aforementioned poli-ce officers 
at the scene; that after he had learned that·. Officer. Frankel had 

·been attacked with a knife"' he joined· Officer Frankel in a search 
of the· premises; that Officer Frankel,. in his presence, found the 
yallo'Vf-;handle c3. knife on top of a trash can behincL the bar; that he· 
also found· a pocket knife. on the back bar;. that Gonzales informed 
him. that he was the only person behind .the ·bar that nigh~ and that 
Gonzal.e s denied any lmowle dge of the krii ves. . 

. ."The defendants called as witnesses three o.ccupants of the··.-.' 
building in which the licensedpremise:s are located. The "first of·. 
these witnesses was unable to· recall whethe1~ he was ·at home on the. 
dates in guestion; the second one testified that for the past two · 
years he has resided on the third floor front of the building and" 
.that on several occasions during weekends he had heard music 
emanating fro~ the licensed premises·, and the third one stated that 
for the past 17 months he has occupied the second floor rear of the 
building and .that he has 'never been disturbed by any noises from 
the tavern. · · 

"Manuel Gonz,ales,. testifying on his own behalf_, denied 
that he had picked.up the yellow;..handled knife· from the shuffle 
alley machine·; denied he. had ever· seen the pocket knife; denied 
that on the morning in question the police had interrogated him , 
about. the knives, ·or that they had sho\m thell1 to him and denied 
that he had .not summoned the ·patrol wagon as requested by Officer 
Frankel. 

"Gonzales further te.stifi·eci that he is the owner o:f the 
yellow-handled knife;' that )1.e uses. ·it in his business; that on­
November 8th afo:resaid, he noticed that it was.missing from the 
licensed premises and called the police and notified them to that 
·ef:fe ct. . -

. "Gonzales continued to testify that for the past 18 years 
he has been.in.the liquor business as a bartender and a.licensee; 

·.that fc;>r· the past" 4-! years he has been one of the owne.rs of the 
licensed premtses; that prior to November 7th aforesaid he was not 
arrested or convicted of any crime; that he had toned down the 

.juke box. on the first visit (11:00 p.m.) of the police;- that he 
did.not lmow why the police returned a second time (11:45 p.m.); 
that at about 12 midnight he had pulled the -plug out of the .juke · 
box and that prior to the time that Sergeant Smolen infomed. . · 
Officer Frankel of-his torn coat, he had nq knowledge th~;t _Of:fi·ce·r· 
Frankel was cut.· · 

"Angel v·anzquez, . testifying·· for the dei'endants,. st.ate.9.· 
t.hat at agout midnight or November 6, 1959.he ·was in the men~.s rt)C)m 
whe?l; Officers Frankel and Wilchek ari.,ived at the license·d .pren:iisea; · 
that when he emerged therefrom he observed Carrera in handcUfi's ··in. 
the cu~.tody of tbe police officers and Gonzales standing. behind· the. 
bar, and· that Gon_zales had left the bat- on~ only .orie occasion to 
enter a b$rik room •. 

11 At the. hearing held herein, Manuel Gonzales testified· .on 
November 6th aforesaid when the police officers came to his taver.n 

. they informed him that Fernandez had complained about his. noisy · · 
juke box; that he had purchased the licensed premises. from Fernandez· 
about 4l years. ago, since which time Fernandez had spoken with him 
·about repurchasing the business on five different occa;:1ions_ •. 
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0 '11he defendants· also called five other witnesses whc/;-~ ~ 

testif:t.ed that they were in the licensed premises during the .-·trma~' 
the aforesaid violations were alleged to have taken place; that 
Gonzale~ w~s behind the bar when Officer Frankel had his gun' d~a~n; 
that upon the request of Officer Frankel, Gonzales went into'.·.a;.'·iJack 
room and used the telephone and that at no time did Gonze.les!·approach 
the shuffle alley ma.chine$ . ,, 

, "After considering all the. facts and circumstances "her.~in, 
together w+ th the briefs filed by the attorneys for the 11 tfg;tin,-f;~·, 
I am sattsfied what occurred here was a sudden 'flare up·• which 
followed the,. a.rrest· of Carrera in the licensed preinises, his ;. · 
struggle to free himself .from the police, his appeal to the patrons 

·for help and the unexpected. attempt of the patrons to rescue · . 
Carrera~ all of which events took place in quick succession. I am 
also se:t;isfied that Gonzales had no warning that the p~trons would 
interfe11 e w:i. th ·the arrest of Carrera and that order was quickly 
and efficiently restored by the police. Under the circumstances, 
I cannot find. i:;hat the licensees allowed, permitted and suffered 
a brawl or d:t.s turbance in and upon ~he licensed premis$S. 

91 As to the s.llegat;ion in Oharge 1 ·that the licensees 
permitted· unnecessary noise in the licensed premises, I conclude, as 
the police testified.si that on_ each of their visits to 'the premises 
they heard tU1neeesr:mry loud music emanating from the juke .box; that 
on their .fi1')st two visits they had requested Gonzales to to-ne down 
the music and that on thei'r third visit they observed that the floor 
above ·bhe licensed premises was actually vibrating from the volume 
of the music~ 

nwith respect to the other remaining allegation in Charge 
-1 1 ·that the licensees permitted the licensed premises to ,be con­
ducted as ·to become a nuisance·, I am of the opinion that there is 
ins_uffici.en't evidence to support the same. 

"With :respect ·to the second charge herein, I am satist:l:ed 
th.at Gonzales ren1ove d the knife from the shuffle alley machine; 
that he kept the same in his possession behind the bar; that he 
knew the police officers were searching for the same and· that he 
tailed ·t;o produce i1io The policemen at the time in q:fl.estion were 
investiga:ting the stabbing of a police officer in the licensed 
premises and it; was the obligation of' the defendants to provide 
all neces·sary a.ssistance to help them in their endeavors. Cf. 
Ige~B.£_e~a~~~r~~ Bulletiin 1168, Item l. 

1eI 1;,acommend. that an order be entered reversing ·the action 
of· respondent as to those portions of Charge l which re.fer to the_ 
allega.tiol'ls the:t the licensees allowed, permitted and suffered· a 
brawl and di:;.rtu:r-1bance in and upon their licensed pren1ise.-s and that 
they permitted their licensed premises to be conduoted as to 
become a nuisance~ and affirming their action as to that·'portion 

. of Charge 1 which J?ei--ers .to the allegation that they permitted un­
necessary noise on the li.oensed premises and also affirming thei:t' 
action in finding the appellants guilty on the second charge 
herein. 

nr'n view of my reqommendations to reverse the action of 
the respondent on the major allegations in Charge l and affirming 
their acti.on on Char_· ge 2, I :recommend that the matter be ~emanded 
to the resoondent fo1-a reconsideration -as to the quantum \il;· the ·. 
suspension.1:@ Cf a Heoh v fl!. Hammonton.; Bulletin 1140, Item 3.'" 

~Jl'J!'-· .~-~:.·. 

. No except~ions to the Hearer• s Report were filed within 
the time limited by Rule· 14 of State Regulation No. 15. Having 



( 

carefully. oonsiQ.ered the ·racts and ci.rcwnstances he.rein, ·:t ·concur . . 
in the Hearer's· findings and conclus.ions and adop·b his ·recommendations• · 

. '/ 

.Accordingly, .it is,· on this 23rd day of May 1960 1 ~. 

, .· . ORDERED t.hat· the ~ction of the respondent .. , in .findbl'g.. . 
de!'en,dants gu11.ty as· to .. Charga 2 and· that porti·on or· charge l which 
refers to. t~e · alle.gation that defen.dants permitted .unnec·easary .noise· 
.on their 11~.e~sed preilises, be a:nd the same is. here·by arr1rmed; . .. . 
. and 1 t is further .· . . · · · · ... · 

. .. . .. ·ORDERED that the action of the respondent, in finding 
. defendants guilty to the remaining allegations in Charge 1.f. be 

4. 

and:.the same ~·a hereby reversed;. and.it is furth~r · 

. . .. ORDERED that the ma. tter be remanded· to .the respondent ·tor 
its.reoo~s'id.eration and reimposition of penalty·as to Charge 2 and :~hat'. 
port.ion .of .. charge. 1 affirmed herein in acco.rdance with this decision• 

WILLI.Ai~ HOWE DAVIS 
DIRECTOR 

DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS 'UNLA\l\f'FUL TRANSPORTATION TR.ANS~ 
PORrAT.ION .I'N VEHICLE WITHOUT TRANSIT INSIGNIA - TRANSPORTATION 

·WITHOUT -BONA· FIDE INVOICE OR MANIFEST - PRIOR· RECORD - LICENSE 
SUSPENDED FOR 45 DAYS; LESS 5 FOR PLEA. 

In the Matter of_ Disciplinary 
Proceedings against · 

CARIDI'S BAR, INCORPORATED 
t/a PAT'S 'BAR . · 
700 Mt.- Vernon ·street . 
Cain.den 3; N. J. 

) 

) 

) 

. ) 

CONCLUSIONS 
.AND ORDER 

He>lder of <Pl~nary Reta.fl Gonsumption 
.License C-191 1 issued by the Municipal 
Board of· Alcoholic Beverage Control ) 
of the City or Camden. 
-------~-----~~--------~-------------~--.Cahill and Wtlinsk:t, Esqs", by Robert Wilinski, Esq., Attorneys 

· · for Defendant-licenseea 
David s.·. Piltzer, Esq., Appearing for the Division ,of Alcoholic· 

. · · · · Beverag'3 Control. 

BY THE DIHEC'i'.OR: 

Defendant has pleaded~~ to.the following charges: 

"l. on ·January 13, 1960, you engaged in the µnlaw.f?~ 
trarisportatiqn of alcoholic beverages; in . 

· violation of ReS• 33:1-2~ 

••2·. On Januacy 13 1 1960, you transported alooholi.c .• · 
· beverages« in a vehicle not having a transit:· . 
insignia EJ.ffixed thereto; in violation of Rule 

· 2 o·r St~te Regulation No. 17. 

••:;. On January 13, 1960, you deliVered iind transported .• 
· . alcoholic beverages in a vehicle without the drive,r 
.. thereof hav:i.ng in his _pea.session a bona .-fide, .aµthan·t10 
"and· accurate delivery slip, invoice,.manifest,_ way-.· 
bill or similar docwnent s~ating the bpna. fide·name 

. and addre·ss of the purchaser or consignee and the . 
· brand, size of container and quantity of ea.ch i.tem 
· of the alcoholic beverages be.ing dalivere:d and . · 
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transported;·1n violatiori~of Rule 3 of State 
Regu.latlon No. 17. 0 

The present charges may best be· understood by reference to 
previous oharges fox[> relate·d violations. On December 20, 1958 ·the 
licensee aided and_ abetted a purchaser Of alcoholic beverages at 
its licensed premises to transport such beverages in the purchaser's 
car to Phil~.delphia, where such importation was prohibited. On . 
March.6 and 17~ 1959~ ABC agents were prevented by Patrick Caridi, 
the licensee' a mana.ge1..,p from making an adequa.ta investigation of the 
records of the licensee~ The licensee pleaded.!!£!! vult to such charges 
and on January 14, 1960 the Director's Order was entere·d suspendi~g 
the license for a net period of forty days, commencing on January 27 1 
19600 R~ .. Cari~J.~s~ar~ In~0, Bulletin 1324, Item 6~ · 

On January l3g 1960, the day before the entry of the above 
mentioned Director~s Order~ but while such charges were pending, ABC 
Agents had the defendant's licensed premises under surveillance, and 

. observed six fu.11 c·ases and two partly full cases of alcoholic 
beverages carried from the licensed premises and placed in a. Chrysler. 
sedan regist~r'ili::H.i in the name of the licensee. The motor vehicle was 
then driven for a short distance, and then halted by ABC agents who 
ascertained that; Pa:trick Ca.ridi was the driver of the car. The motor 
vehicle was not .licensed to·\ transport alcoholic beverages, bore· no 
transportation insJ.gnia..'P and the driver did not have in his possession 

·any way billJJ invoice or> similar document as required by Rule 3 of · 
State Regulation Noo 170 

Patrick Ca1"1lidl at first refused to name or_ give· the address · 
9f the. ·person or persons to whom the alcoholic beverages were to be 
deliveredSI bixt within a short time gave the names and· addresses of 
three New J"ersey residents represented by him to be the consignees 
of such alcohol:lc beverages. A later check by ABC agents with these 
three persons ostensibly confirmed this claim to" some degree. 

It is urged in alleged mitigation that the mo_tor vehicle 
was purchased in October 1959 and that the licensee carelessly 
neglected to obtain a transportation insignia therefor, and that 
the aleohol:tc beverages were intended for delivery to bona fide 
p:urchasers who !Mere residents of New Jerseyo 

. If a~e.f.i.n:'.l. ti V6 legal proof' was available that the alcoholic 
beverages in question were intended for delivery in Pennsylvania, 
it wou.ld con::fti:tut;e a second similar offense and warrant a. severe 
penaltye · , As :'.I.t isJ) the least that can be s~id is that the 
licensee ts conduct; demonstrates an aggravated.; careless and 
perhaps deliberate disregard of the law governing transportation · 
of alcoholic be1reragea o It further appears th_at defendant's li,ce_nse: .­
was suspended for ten days, effective July 23, 1957 for s~lling:to 
women ,over the bar (Bulletin 1185, Item 3). , Under all the ... circum­
stances$ I shall suspend defendant's license for forty-five days" 
Five days will be i'j)emittad· ror the plea entered h~rein, leaving a. ne.t; 
suspension of forty days. . 

Acco1-adingly ~ it is, on this 23rd day of !4ay 1960, 
. 

ORDERED that Plenary Retail Consumption License C-191, 
issued by the Municipal Board of Alcoholic Beve·rage Control of the 
City of Camden ·t;o Caridi's Bar, Incorporated, t/a Pat's Bar, for 
premises··700 Mtc. Vernon Street, Camden, be and the same is hereby 
suspended for the balance of its ~~_rm, ei'fective at 2:00 a.mo, 
Monday, June.6» 1960~ ru1d it is .fti.rther 

ORDERED that any renewal for the 1960-61 licensing year 
or transfer of said license shall be and remain llllder a~spension 
until 2~00 ·aom~ Ji: Saturday, July 16, 1960. · 

WILLIAM HOWE DAVIS 
DIRECTOR 
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5. DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS - GAMBLING - SALE TO MINOR - LICENSE 
-SUSPENDED FQR 25 DAYS, LESS 5 FOR PLEA. 

In the Matter of Disciplinary 
Procae dings against . 

MICHAEL AND MARY SWETELL 
t/a TOV'nT° HALL TAVERN 

) 

) 

) 
409 Kearny Avenue 
Kearny, No J. ) 

Holders of' Plenary. Retail Consumption ) 
License C-30, issued by the Town 
Council of the Town of Kearny. ) 
~-~~----~---------------------~-~-------

CONCLUSIONS 
AND ORDER 

Donohue & Donohue, Esqs., by Edward G. Madden, Jr., Esq., Attorneys 
for Defendant-licensees. 

Edward F. Ambrose, Esq., Appearing for the Division of Alcoholic 
Beverage Control. · 

· BY THE DIRECTOR: 

Defendants pleaded !!21! vult to the following charges: 

11 1.· On March 12, 19 1 23 and 26, 1960, you allowed, 
permitted and suffered gambling in and upon 
your licensed premises, viz., the making and 
accepting of bets on sports events; in 
violation of Rule.7 of State ~eguJ.ation No. 20. 

"2. On March 26, 1960, you sold, served and delivered 
and allowed, permitted and suffered the sale, 
service and delivery. of alcoholic beverages, 
directly or indirectly,. ·1;0 a person tUlder the 
age of twenty-one (21) years; viz., Daniel ---, 
age 19, and allowed, permitted and suffered the· 
conswnption of alcoholic beverages by such person 
in and upon your licensed premises; in violation 
of Rule 1 of Ste.ta ·Regulation No. 20G tt 

Two ABC agents visited defendants' licensed premises on 
four .. occasions, viz., March 12, 19,, 23 and 26, 1960, respectively. 
On all of the visits, Robert Rainey,, Jr. was tending bar and on 
all occasions agents observed him soliciting from and making 
numerous bets with patrons and customers on the outcome of various 
spor~ing events, viz., prize fights, hockey,, baseball, et~., and on. 
the last three dates he made with and accepted bets from the agents. 

·., 

By prearrangement, on the final visit local police officers aocompanied 
an agent into defendants' premises and after the agents identified 
themselves, the bartender produced the money wagered by the agents 
on the basketball-games (the serial number of which bills .. had 
previously been recorded). · One of the patrons present, who had been 
served beer by the bartender on three occasions, was questioned and 
it was· ascertained that he was 19 years of age. 

··Defendants have_ no prior adjudicated reaord. Despite. the 
faot·that neither licensee was present when the violations occurred, 
they are responsible for the acts of their employee. Rule 33 of 
State Regulation No. 20. Inasmuch as Charge l does not appear to 
be .. a case or connnercialized gambling and the facts in my opinion 
are not aggravated as in Re Smith, Bulletin 1163 1 Item 11, wherein 
twenty days suspension was imposed, I shall impose a lesser penalty 
.therefor. I shall suspend defendants• license on said charge for 
ten days and on Charge 2 for an additional fifteen days, the minimum 
penalty for sale of al.coholic beverages to a 19-year-old minor 
(Re .Beaker, Bulletin 1306, Item 7), making a total suspension ot 
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' t"!:!mty-fi ve. days. Five da-ys :;A be re!llitted f'~r the ~l.eS. e~~~~d 
he'rein, leaying a net suspension of. twf:inyy dayI;J. _,_9 ;.,,.,,.,:v. 

' . 

Accordingly, 1 t is, on. this ·23rd -day ·or JVIay, . __ 19·50,, 
. · l::~i [L~;~; · · 

. . ORDEHED tl,lat Plenary Retail Consumption License C-3@~·~t~,~~~·-·~ 
tss~ed by the Town Cotmcil of the Town ·Of Kearny to Mtchae·l ·an-d · · 
M~ry~ Swetell, t/a Town Hall Tavern.,., for premises 409· Kearny ~venu~!I .· 
Kearny.,,. be and the same is her;eby ·suspended :for twenty_ ( 20) -_gays:,. 
commencing at 2:00 a. • .m., Wednes-day, ·June 1-, 19.60, and term1n$.jt1J'n'~'f, 
at 2:00 aomG ~ Tuesday,· June 21, 1960. - . . ' . . 

. . '.';· f..~\ ,:,, A 
·~ . ./ . ~·>:...3..·. 

. , W!L.LIAM HOWE DAVIS 
. ' DIRECTOR . . 

} . 

. . . .· 

. 6 •. DISCIPLINARY P'ROCEEDINGS - SALE TO MINOR - LICENSE. StrSl'ENDED FOR 
25 DAYS, LESS 5 FOR PLEAt. 

I:P,.t~e M~tter of Disciplinary 
Proceedings against 

·KATHERINE TECZA 
t/a.TECZA'S 

. .) . 

) 

) 
12 Wadswo~th Street 
Wallington~ No J~ ) 

·Holder of Plenary ·Retail C'onsumptfon · ) 
LicenseC-43, issued :by the M-~yor 

·. and Council of the Borougl;l. :of · 
... wa~lington. 

--~---------------------~--·~----~----Detendant-lioensee, Pro se--. · 

CONCLUSIONS 
.AND ORDER· 

. ·Edward. Fei. Ambrose·., Esq~., Ap,-pearing for the Di vi-s·ion of Alcoholic 
· , Beverage .C·.ontrol. 

B~ THE DIRECTOR: 

D'efendant plea~ed guilty ··to ·a c:harge. $.lleging ··~ha·t _she 
.sold alcoholic beverages .. to a. minor and ·permi't;te·.d the con~ump.tion 
of such alcoholic beverages ~by ·said minor on her licens·eq premises, 
in. violatiqn of Rule'. l of State .Regulation :No •. 20. 

·'Acting upon i:ni'ormation ·re.ceived f:ro·m':a municipal. police 
department, ABC agents o,btaine·-d s'igned and sworn statements from_ 
Robert ---$ 16 years ot age, and from two othe.r·per.sons .who were · · 
with him· on ·the night of April l ·,and early mon1ing o.f April 2, 

· 1960.• It appears that on, the afo:resaid times, Robert was· served 
and consumed five. or six glass.a~ of beer whi-oh ·had been .served to . 

·him by the bartender employe·d in de.fe.ndant•·s l.1ce·nsed ·pre·mj.s.es. 

Defendant has no prior ·ad·judj.-cated record. I shill 
suspend deferidantJs license for the period -ott.wenty-tive days, . 

,_,.· 

·the minimum penalty for sa~e .qf alcohol.le :beverages :to_ a minor who is 
sixteen years or agee Re Rubin, .Bulleti-n 1309, Item 3. Five days 
wtrll be· remitted- for the plea entered herein, leaving a· net· suspension_· 
of twen'!Jy days. 

~ccor,dingly, it is·, on .this 23rd'day of·M·ay 1960,. 

ORDERED that ·Plenary .Re."tiail· C.onsumpt.iqn License C-4.~, 
issued by the Mayor and Council ·OXl;;: .. the Borough --or We.fling:tcm. to 

·Katherine Tecza, t/s.. Tecza•s,. for\gremises 12 Wadsworth St,reet,. 
Wallington.9 be and the same is ·he~r.e.by suspended for twenty (20J days, 

.. commencing at 3:00 · actm•, Tuesday:, ,-:May 31,, 1960. and t.enninating.·at 
3:00 a.m., Monday, June 00, 1960. -

WILLIAM.· HOWE DAVIS 
D:l:RECTOR · 

... 
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7·. DISCIPLINARY. PROCEEDINGS - Eit1FECTIVE DATES FIXED FOR SUSPENSION 
. PREVIOUSLY. IMPOSED. UPON ·aBSUMPTION OF. BUSINESS. · . . ' .. . 

In .t.he Matter of Disciplina;ry 
"Procee~ings against 

. SHOREV~EW;; INC •..... 
-t/a FLAGSHIP BAR . 
.s.E. MC>nroe & Amher.st Aves. 
Ma~gate City, N •. ~. 

. . 

, · Hoider'. pf' Plenary· Retail Consumption 
.License· C-12, issued by the Board ·of . 

, Commissioners ot the City of Margate· 
·City. 

) 

J 

) 

) 

. ) 

) 

: ~~---~-~-~---~----~--~--~-~--~--~~------

ORDER 

·/ 

Moore,, 'Sutler & McG.ee, ·Esqs. ·, by ·Albert A. F •. McGee,; ~sq., . 
. ·. · . ·Attorneys for Def'endant-11c·ensee 
Edward F. Amb'rose, Esq., Appearing for Division of Alooholio 

Beverage Control• 

'BY THE DI~CTOR: · 

... · By orde·r·d~ted September· 24, 1959, I suspended defendant's 
license for twenty d·ays. Because 1 t appeared· that defendant 1 s 
licensed busine$s is conducted on a s.easonal basis, t}le order ·, · 

· provided· that the ef'f'ecti ve dates. for· said suspension would be 
fixed by a subsequent order after the .lice.need premises, op~ned. tor 
~usine~s !'or the 1960 season. · Bulle.~in 1307., Item 3. · 

It now appearing to my satisfaction th.8.t de!'endant•s 
. ·licensed·· premises have reopen.ad for the 1960 season, · 

· It is on this 23rd day or ·,May 1960, 

·:.i ORDERED that the twenty-day-suspension heretofore imposed 
· shall' conunence at 4 a.m. Tuesday, June 7, 1960, end terminate at · 

4 ·a.m. Monday, .. June 27, 1960 •. · · 

WILLIAM ·HOWE DAVIS 
. DIRECTOR 

.. ~ ' ' 
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8CD DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS - EFFECTIVE ·DATES FIXED FOR SUSPENSION 
PREVIOUSLY IMPOSED UPON RESUMPTION OF BUSINESS. 

In the Mattcwr of Disciplinary 
Proceedings against · 

MINNIE·MECKER & E~ HARRY MECKER 
t/a LAKE HARTUNG CLUB . 
North end of Roosevelt Road 
Lake Hartung.9 Jeffe·rson Townshi,p 
PO Oak Ridge~ Ne J9 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 
Holders of Plenary Retail Consumptio.n 
License C-35 8 issued by the Township ) 
Committee of Jefferson Township. 

----~----~-------------------~------~----
BY THE DIRECTOR: 

~ ~.' 'i . i 

ORDER. 

By order dated October 29., 1.9S9, I suspe:nded defendant's 
license for thirty days. Be-cause i"t .appeared tha·t the business 
was then being conducted only tn a .limited way., the orde.r pro­
vided that the effective dates for sai-.d suspens·ion would be 
fixed by a· subsequent order after the business was fUlly resumed 
for the 1960 season~ Bull.etin 1313, Item 1. 

It ·now appearing to my ·sati·s·f.a·c.tion that defendants have· 
.fully resumed business fo.r the 1'9.60 se·ason, 

It is 011 this 23rd day of May '1960, 

ORDERED that ·the thirty-day suspension heretofore imposed 
shall commence s.t 3 a,,,m. Tuesday:, May 31,, 1.960, and· te.rminate at 
3 a t)m~· Thursday 1 June 30, 1960:. 

WILLIAM HOWE ·nAV.!S 
DIRECTOR 

9o STATE LICFJNSES - NEW APPLICATION FILED. 

John Aa Worts 
433 Central Boulevard 
Fort Lee, New Jersey 

Application filed July 6, 1960 for pe·rson-to-person, 
transfer of' State Beverage Distributor• s Licens·e 
SBD-91 f'rom Edward Jo Pryor, t/a T. J. Beverages. 

New Jersey State Library 


