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l. NEW LEGISLATION - AMENDMENT OF PLENARY RETAIL DISTRIBUTION AND
LIMITED RETAIL DISTRIBUTION. LICENSE PARAGRAPHS -OF REVISED
STATUTES, 33:1-12. L S

Assembly Bill No. 113 (Thlrd Offlclal Copy Reprint) was
approved by Governor Driscoll on June 5, 1951 and thereupon became
Chapter 163 of the Laws of 1951. The Act makes no change in the
plenary retail consumption, seasonal retail comsumption,.-plenary -
retail transit and club llcense provisions of “Revised Statutes,
'33:1-12. The Act's changes are those effected in Paragraphs (3)a
and (3)b of Revised Statutes, 33:1-12 by the addition of the
language herein underscored: ,

D
"Plenary retail distribution ‘license. -3a: The holder

of this license shall be entitled, subject to-rules and

regulations, to sell’ any ‘alcoholic beverages for consump-

tion off the licensed premises, 'but only in original
containers,: The governlng board or body of .each munici-
pality may, by ordinance, enact that this. llcense shall

bu51ness is carrled on, except that any such ordlnance,
heretofore or hereafter adopted, shall not prohibit the
retail sale of nonalcoholic beverages as accessory bever-
ages to alcoholic beverages. The fee for this license:

- shall be fixed by the governing board or body of the.
municipality in whith the licensed premises. are: 51tuated

' bg ordinance, at not less than one hundred dollars -

.. ($100.00) , - and not more than' two thousand «dollarsi.. *. .= .
- ($2,000:00). The governing.board or:body of .each. munlcl-x
pallty may, by ordinance, -enact- that no. plenary: retail -
distribution:license: shall be: granted w1th1n 1ts respec- :
.tive munlclpallty,. P R :

. : : N e L

‘ "Limited retall dlstrlbutlon llcense. 'Bb. The holder

. of this license shall be entitled, subject:to’rules and

) regulations;;toqseiliany'unchilled,fbrewed;:maltealCoholic’~
beverages in quantities of not lessthan seventy-twor fluid . -
ounces for-consumption off: the:.licensed premises;. but only "

"~ in original containers; provided,;:however, that this.license - -

shall be issued .only for premises operated and. conducted by

. the licensee as a bona fide grocery store, meat market,
meat and:grocery store, delicatessen, or other type of bona

-..fide food store at which:grOCeries;OPwother foodstuffs. are

."sold at retail; and provided further, that this license .~ .

. 'shall not be issued except: for: premises at which the sale L

.. of groceries or:other foodstuffs is the primary-and: :
principal business and at:which.the sale of alcoholiic

aA»beverages‘is’merelyfincidentalfand»subOrdinate:thereto;. "

" The fee for this license shall-be:fixed by the governlng
body. or board:iof the munlclpallty in which:-the licensed: :
premises are situated, ! by ordinance, at.not less than -

“twenty=five .dollars &25 ,00) and: not more than fifty
dollars ($50.00). The governing board or.body of each
municipality may, by ordinance,. enact that no limited
retail distribution-license shall be granted-within its -

respective municipality.”

ERWIN B. HOCK
Director.

Dated: June 8, 1951.
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2. COURT DECISIONS - MANNO ET" ALo‘Vo CLIFTONo L

THE ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE LAW GOVERNS THE PROCEDURE OF ALL ACTIONS
TAKEN BY MUNICIPAL ISSUING AUTHORITIES PURSUANT TO SUCH STATUTE.

SUPERIOR CQURT OF NEW JERSEY
APPELLATE DIVISION
: L e R A-81-50
"CHRISTINE MANNO and CLARIBEL )
ELFREY, trading as EL ZEBRA,
, Plalntlffs Appellants, 1
. -vs- )

CITY OF CLIFTON and WILLIAM A. SN
" MILLER, Municipal Manager of the )
CITY OF CLIFTON, )

Defendants~ Res’p‘ond‘ents°

- e e MR wm w3 Em am Mmm e ms am ws e em  am % e es

Argued, May 21, 1951; decided May 25, l95l°
Before Judges Freund ~Donges ‘and Proctor.'

Mr. -Samuel Heller argued the cause for the
. plaintiffgs-appellants (Mr. w;lllam R
: Brogan of counsel) - '

u MT, John G. Dluhy argued the cause for the
defendants- respondents° _ .

»'The opinion of the Court was dellvered by
FREUND, S. J.A.D. ‘ o | ‘ o

The plalntlffs were charged w1th v1olatlon of the prov1s1ons
of ReS. 33:1-77 and Rule No. 1 -of State Regulations No.: 20 of the
Division of Alcoholic Beverage .Control. A hearing on the charges
was held by the Municipal Coun01l of the City of Clifton, consisting
of seven members, . five of whom were present at the hearing. By a
vote of three to two, the quorum of the Municipal Council found the
plaintiffs guilty and ordered suspended for ten.days the plenary
retail consumption llcense prev1ously 1ssued to them°

The - plalntlffs then flled a complalnt in thls Court seeking
an injunction restraining the.defendants from. 1nterfer1ng with the
license and that the defendants® resolution of gsuspension be declared
null and void. Motions for summary judgment were made by both
partles. After hearing Judgment was entered dlsm1551ng the complalnt
and the plalntlffs appeal. . :

The appellants argue that by virtue of R.S.. 4O 81 20~ the
affirmative vote of a majority of all seven members . of the Municipal
Council-was necessary to suspend . the license issued to the plaintiffs.
Certainly, R.S. 40:81-20 is applicable to any-act or measure taken by
the governing body under the Municipal Manager Act when: exercising
the powers granted to it by R.S. 40:81-1 et seq.” -However, the
statute ought not be construed so as to circumscribe other actions of
the council. The common law rule which requires. for valid action the
affirmative vote of a mere majority of a quorum will prevail in the
absence of a statutory provision. . McQuillin, 3rd Ed., Vol. 4, Sec.
13.29, Page 482, The legislative intent to limit the restrictions of
R.S. 40381-20 to cover only 'such municipal action as is taken under
the Municipal Manager Act is obvious from the insertion im the
statute of the words Yexcept as otherw1se prov1ded by laweﬂ

In the instant case, the Munlclpal Council was not exercising
any power granted to it by the Manager Act; it was acting pursuant
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to the prov1s¢ons ‘of the Alcohollc Beverage Control Act "Re S 33 1-1
- &t seq.,- from.which statute a munlclpallty derives its power ‘as’ the
Wother. ‘issuing” atthorlty“ "ReS» 33:1-19." Thé&™ state~Wlde policy. of
.the- Leglslature as ev1denced by the “Alcoholic Beverage Control Act-
governs-the procedure’ appllcable ‘£o munlclpal bodies- actlng as the
"other ‘issuing, authorltyoW ‘Thé’ act contains.no provision requlrlng
a majority vote of all“ members for valid actions Accordlngly, the
common. law rule appliess  *Hutchingoh ¥. Belmar, 61 N. J Lo Lh3, 449,
(Sup. 1898), affirmed 62 N.J.L. 450, (E. & A. 1898). - Housman V.
Earle, 98 N.J.L. 379, (Sups | 1922) Matthews Ve A bury Park 113
N.J. L 1205, (Supo l934)» S n R
: There belng no: statutory restrlctlon when actlng under thej.
provisions of .R:S. 33%1-19, the Munlclpal Council of - the Clty of*"
Clifton was not required to pass’‘the resolution of suspension by an
affirmative vote of a2 majority of its seven: membersy the afflrmatlve
vote of a magorlty of the quorum present was sufflclent for valld
actlono AN .

LR e . B EERE S R Ve . . -t
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Slnce the foreg01nv conclus1on is dlspos1t1ve “of the" appeal
it is unnecessary to corsider whether the appellants should have
exhausted thelr admlnlstratlve remedle‘:,‘-»E o o

_:_wThe Judgment 1s afflrmedo {ijth
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3. APPELLATE DECISIONS - JOYCE v. WASHINGTON TOWNSHIP (WARREN COUNTY)
(AND THATCHER. e

REGINALD JOYCE

P g s
PSS A
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pme "%“vawvﬂppellaﬂti . P APPEAL
it i bl ";1)?"!;‘\ éONCLUSIONs AND- ORDER
TOWNSHIP COMMITTEE OF. WASHINGTON eI
TOWNSHIP, WARREN COUNTY,.and ' .., . .- s

bATHERINE THATCHER T
Respondents. )

Crummy & Consodlne Esqs. by Andrew B Crummy, Esq,_ Attorneys for
ot hppellant, i’ :

Wllbur I\/° Rush Esq,» Attorney for ‘Respondent: Townshlp tommlttee° -

- Henry W. Eckel Jr., Esoa, ‘Attornéy for- Pespondent Catherine Thatchér.

-BY- THE- DIRECTOR°~ R S

ThlS A8 an’ appeal from respondent Commlttee's actlon grantlng,ﬂ
on December 5, 1950y appllcatlon of ‘réspondernt” ‘Thatcher “for transfer
of 'a plenary retail’ consumptlon llcense heretofore granted t6 ..
Joseph Altieri Jr., and from premises on Route No, 2L to proposéd .
Premises:on Nine Hill “Road, Bowerstown Washlngton Townshlp,,Warren
County.
Sol A T9L8-19LY plenary retail consumptlon llcense was held by - ..
John Altieri, Daniel Altieri and‘Joseph ‘Altieri, *Jr., t/a Altierits
Restaurant, for premlses on Route No. 24, 1In Narch of 1949. the
- licensed. bulldlng was ‘completely destroyed by flreaq By . resolution,
respondent' -Committee (1) ‘granted,” subject to a completlon of-
premises spe01al condition, a- transfer of ‘the 19L8&- 1949 llcense to
an adjacent house? -(2) authorlzed ‘suchr transfer, effectlve as of
June 29, 1949, for the “sole ‘purpose-of permlttlng 5 194,9-1950 "
renewals (3) granted a 1949-1950 renewal, subject .to a, completion-of-
oremises special: condltlon9 {4) authorlzed i'ssuance’ of the 1949-1950
license forthe sole’purpose of permlttlng a 1950»1951 renewal° and
[5) granted a:1950-1951 rerewal -(in the name of Joseph Altieri, Jr.,
John and Daniel hav1ng withdrawn from interest) subject to a
completion-of-premises special condition.
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. On August 1, 1950, respondent Committee denied Catherine
Thatcher?s appllcatlon for transfer of license from Joseph Altieri,
Jrs to herself and to premises to be located on Mine Hill Road,
Bowerstown. The denial was by unanimous vote of Committeemen: Schuler,
Kries and McDonough. On appeal from the denial respondent Committeefs
action was affirmed. (Thatcher v. Washington Township, Bulletin 889,
Item 1.) (Hereinafter, that case will be referred to as the First
Appea% and the appeal herein w1ll be referred to as- the Present
Appea , , -

, - RRC A : : . R
‘The completion-of-premiSes speoial'bondition,:imposed‘by a ..
resolution of June 5, 1950 upon the granting of the Altieri license
application for 1950-1951, was not complied withs, By respective
resolutions of December 5, 1950, respondent Committee (1) authorized
issuance of the 1950-1951 11cense to-Joseph Altieri; Jr. for the sole
purpose of peérmitting transfer of the license; and- (2) granted - .-
Catherine Thatcher's application for transfer of the license to her
and to premises to be located on Mine Hill: Road, Bowerstown, subgect
to the special condition that the proposed Bowerstown premises shall
first be completed in accordance with "the specifications (sic) on
file with the application®. (A plan.or sketch was filed showing :
location and footage of a proposed barroom,. bar,. lounge and dining -
room, kitchen, etc., but no specifications show1ng type of bulldlng,
constructlon etc. were ever filed.) On the first of these resolu-
tions deecember 5, 1950, Committeemen Kries and McDonough voted Yes
and Committeeman Schuler voted No. On the second resolution
Committeemen Kries and McDonough voted Yes: whlle Commltteeman Schuler
abstalned from voting. Lo : :

Item II of the Memorandum of Law submitted on behalf of respon-
dent Thatcher in the Present Appeal sets forth ‘ o

®The application of Catherine Thatcher® was’ denled on August 1,
1950, for the sole reason that the Committee was advised

that there was no license in being capable of transfer, and
their granting of a second application of Catherine Thatcher -
on December 5, 1950, after a license was:capable of transfer
does not constltute a recon31deratlon or reversal of its
previous actions.” : ; : :

In the #Third:Separate Defense® in respondent CommltteeFS
Answer to the Petition.of. Appeal herein, it is stated that the grant-
ing of respondent Thatcher®s application "was totally unrelated to’
any previous appllcatlon or action thereon" , I

As will hereinafter be made plain the denlal taken up.on the
First Appeal was not, on the record, based solely upon the non-.
existence of a .license capable of transferp ‘As to the proposition
that the appllcatlon in the Present Appeal was -a new and ‘separate
application there is, of course, no question or legal doubt. But it
cannot soundly be sdid that the merits and respondent Committee’s
actions in connection theérewith in the‘Flrst and Present Appeals. must
or should be considered as unrelated. :

The "Second Separate Defense® in. respondent Comm1ttee’s Answer
to the. Petltlon of Appeal herein readSOA : :

"On or about November 15 1950 the Comm1551oner,(D1rector)
of Alcoholic Beverage Control handed down .an opinion dismiss-
ing an appeal heretofore filed by said Catherine Thatcher from:-
a decision of this respondent regectlng a prev1ous application
by said Catherlne Thatcher whloh sald oplnlon states? :

' "VRespondent however, would not have been w1thout
authorlty to grant an application. for person~to-person
and plaoe to place transfer 1f prlor to such grantlng,

-
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"‘1t had passed a résolution authorizing actual issu-
- ance ¢f the 1950- 1951 license to. Joseph Altlerl, Jr.
o for the sole purpose of permlttlng & transfer°

: _ "In conformlty w1th the - suggestlon contalned in sald

oplnlon respondent issued the:license to one Joseph Altieri,
“dJrs. solely for-the purposes of transfer and:thereafter..

authorized the transfer of “said ‘license to respondent ‘
jCatherlne Thatchero" (Underscorlng addedo)cs :

Of course the Answer’s herelnabove quoted portlon of the.
Conclusions and Order in the First Appeal was in no sense, as-the
Committee must have known, a Ysuggestion® that the indicated resolu-
tion be adopted. . Respondent:Committee?s Answer omitted any -
reference to- the follow1ng statement in the Conclusions and Order
(immediately following the portion quoted just above from the
Answer): ™Of. course, respondent was under no legal compulsion to
pass the indicated resolution-and.grént. appellant's application.®
In the Petition of Appeal and thé Answer thereto in the First Appeal,
there-appeared:.the likelihood of confusion or misunderstanding on
‘both. sides with respect to whether jurisdiction to grant: the appli-
cation might have existed if the "sole purpose" resolution had first
‘been adopted. My objecty:in the quoted portion of my Conclusions
and-Order, “‘was. merely to make the Jurlsdlctlonal p01nt clear in
~thls regard° . . , L . - o

In my Conclu51ons and Order in the Flrst Appeal 1t was stated:

"It appears from the testlmony of Mr Lev1 Krles, a- member S
- "of respondent .Committee, that appellant’s application was
~-:unanimously denied for the reason: (in addition to that set
.forth in the denying.resolution and:respondent?ts Answer
herein) that the Committee members  felt there was no com-
© munity need for a license at appellantts premises located
in the Bowerstown section of Washington Township." . :

BRI As noted; Commltteeman Krles, who appeared.:and. testified at
the hearlngs on the First Appeal and the Present Appeal,- voted No

~ on Catherine Thatcher®s first appllcatlon and--Yes on the second

~ application. Committeeman McDonough, who. did: not appear at the

. hearing -on the First Appeal but who appeared and: testified at the.
hearing on the Present Appeal, voted No on:the flrst appllcatlon
and Yes on the seconds. Commltteeman Schuler, - who' appeared. at -
-neither hearing, voted No on the flrst appllcatlon and abstalned
from voting on the .second. : L _

At the hearlng on the First Appeal, Committeeman Kries testi-
fied-as follows == Questioh: B ®Did the Committee feel that there was
any . community need for ‘the license to be transferred to the Log -
Cabin Inn in Bowerstown?%. : Answer: : “They.did not." - At that hearing

- respondent Committee?s Attorney stateds -#I believe Mr. Kries? .
testimony together with the original minutes:would .speak eloquently
as if all the Committee members were: here., Their testimony.would -
only be cumulatlveo"

, In the Present Appeal in answer to the Question: *¥You-.
deflnltely say -you. believe there is a community need: for a- llcense
in this location?®, Committeeman -Kries.testified:  ®I do."  When
asked:  "Had you.- cons1dered communlty need in the: prior. appllcatlon
that ‘is the one on August: 1, 1950?“, Mr. Kries..answereds ' ®"No.® - =

. When asked on cross- exam1nat10n° :4Did -you tell your counsel just
now that you did not .cénsider  ¢community. need.in, August;=19502%,.
Mr. Kries answered: %I did not.® Then, when asked: "Well dld you

. consider -community need in August’ 1950%%, Mr Krles answered ®No
sir, I dldn't thlnk we had tooﬂ s*uﬁﬂv I R T - )
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When asked in the Present Appeal: "You specifically, as Town-
ship Committeeman, find a community need in this part of the com-
munity for a saloon?%, Mr. McDonough replieds %No sir.% Then --
Question: %You dldn7t7"° Answer: WI didn't find any necessity or
community need." Then Mr° ‘McDonough was asked: "Why did you vote
for it if you didnf*t find there was community need in this.part of
town? Why did you vote for this transfer?". Mr. McDonough replied:
why did I vote? I voted becduse I thought the man (sic) had a
legal right to set up business there. It was a legal right."™ But
on this very point my Conclusions and Order in the First Appeal
quoted the clear, succinct. statement in Re Campbell, Bulletin 682
Item 13- o

"No one has a ‘right! to.,.,a llcense transfer. A retail
license is, at most, a privilege, authorized by the State
to be conferred, but which the munlclpal issuing author-
ity may deny in the exercise of a sound discretion. (See
Meehan v, Jersey City, 73 N.J.L. 382.) It follows that it
is not mandatory for a munlclpal issuing authority to.oe..
grant a transfer to an applicant simply because he is not
disqualified under the law -- Revised Statutes, 33:1-25...%

In the Present Appeal stress was laid, in the testimony of
Committeemen Kries and:McDonough, upon the jurisdictional difference
in the situations obtaining in August when the first application was
denied ‘and in December when the second application was granted. The
effort in this regard was to reconcile the change in the votes upon
the respective adpplications on the single basis of the fact that the .
Altieri license was not legally transferable in August (since a reso-
lution effecting actual issuance of that license for the purpose of =
permitting its transfer had not then been adopted) but was legally
transferable in December after the "sole—purpose—of—tranSferw reso- _.
lution had been passed. However, as herein indicated, it is
abundantly clear that far more is 1nvolved than the strlct Jurisdic-
tional point.,

In the Conclusions and Order in the First Appeal it was stated:
It appears...that numerous written objections to the granting of
appellant?s application were filed with the Township Committee, and
that approximately thirty-two persons appeared in objection at the
local hearing held pursuant to Rule 8 of Stdte Regulations No. 6. At
the hearing herein no testimony, save that of appellant, was presented
to demonstrate public need: for a license in the Bowerstown section.
On the general merits I.do not find, from the evidence before me, that
respondent abused ;its dlscretlonary power in denylng appellant?®s
application.™ :

- At the hearing on the Present Appeal, respondent Thatcher, her
husband and .one tavern owner, President of the Warren County Tavern:
Association, testified that there was public need for a license at
the location sought. At the local hearing on objections to the grant-
ing of the second application, letters of objection signed by sixteen
residents of.Bowerstown werefreadfto the Committee°

On the First Appeal Commltteeman Kries was asked, on cross-
examination: ®...at the time the Committee votedoaoyour'decision to
deny the application was not influenced by the number of objectors,
is that correct?® Mr. Kries answered: ©“That's right." On the
Present Appeal Committeeman Kries was asked, on direct examination:
"Did you seriously consider the community obgectlon on August 1,
19507 He answered: - "I .did. There were thirty-two obJectors at the
time. In December 5, there were sxxteen I belleveo" :

At the hearlng on the Present Appeal respondent Thatcher was
asked:; "Now, you know what conditions were in Bowerstown in August,
1950?% Mrs. Thatcher answered: "That's right.® Then she was asked s
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"What dlfference was there in the community need between August of
1950 and December of 1950, if any?" She answered: "Well, as far

as I am concerned there was no- difference., I couldn’t help it if
they didn't, I mean if it couldn®t be given to us at that time. T
can't help it if those men said there was no need at that time. - I
feel there was a need then as there 1s now.e.There 1s no dlfference,“

On the record before me, 1nvolv1ng as 1t does the same appli-
cant, the same premises, the same’ membershlp on the: Commlttee, and
no change in the merits, the switch in position on the part ‘of two
of ‘the Committeemen: cannot; on the full record, be-deéemed justifiable
and' sound, - The alleged reasons for the switch 81mply do not hold up
and that . is true despiteé the absence of evidence of improper motiva-
tion.. I find thet the granting herein appealed from-was arbitrary
and-in abuse of respondent Committee?s'discretionary authorltyo '
Respondent Commlttee?s actlon w1ll therefore be’ reversed°

: 4 (The D1v151on’s records show that the ‘transfer became effectlve
as of Aprll 12, 1951 durlng ‘the’ pendency of thls appeal,)

Accordlngly, 1t is, on' th1s 6th day’ of June, 1951

ORDERED that the actlon of respondent Committee grantlng app11~.
cation for transfer of Plenary Retail :Consumption Licénse C-2 to
respondent Thatcher, and from place to placé, be and the same is
hereby reversed and such transfer declared null and v01d, and that
all: operatlons thereunder cease forthw1th° S

ERWIN B, HOCK
Dlrectoro_>:

he DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS - FATLURE TO HAVE LICENSED PREMTSES CLOSED
'DURING PROHIBITED HOURS IN VIOLATION OF LOCAL REGULATION -
HINDERTNG INVESTIGATION ~ LICENSE SUSPENDED FOR 25 DAYS.

 In the Matter of D1s01p11nary *v)h E
Proceedlngs against- Lo
B

JOHN SADOFSKI and JULIA SADOFSKI-

T/a JOHN & JULIE®S BAR AND GRILL N
2 e Serast ) conoustons
‘South:River, N, J., o - );f='”fr, T .
Holders of | Plenar Retall Consump~. - -
tion License (-9, issued by the. )
Borough Council of ‘the Borough of e
South River. : T o)

---—.---o.---—-—-—---——-

Benjamin Kleinberg, (Esq., Attorney for Defendant llcensees.
Edward.F, Ambrose, Esq., appearing: for Division of Alcoholic’
Beverage Control.

BY THE DIRECTOR"

Defendants pleaded not’ gullty to charges alleglng that they
(1) failed to have their entire licensed premises closed on Sunday
between the hour of 2:00 a.m. and 2:30 a.m., in violation of an
ordinance “of thie Borough Council of the Borough of South River; and
(2) hindered and failed to facilitate an investigation thén being
conducted by agents of the State Division of Alconollc Beverage Con-.
trol thereon at sald tlme, in v1olat10n of R S "33:1- 35, ,‘

The ev1dence at .the hearlng hereln dlscloses that on Sunday,
March 11, 1951, from 2:15 to 2:30 ‘aall, . three patrons or ‘customers.
of the llCenS“d business were present in the licensed premises. No
sale or consumption of alcoholic beverages was then taking -place.
The door was closed -- locked, and the light dimly 1lit.
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T The ordlnance . as amended effectlve December 26 lth, and. in
effect at 'léast untll March 26, 1951, provides in part“ ‘No plenary
retail consumptlon Ticensee’ shall sell.oo.any alcoholic beverage on
licenséd premises....on Sundays, between the hours of 2:00  A.M. and. .
1:00 P, Moh/-(exceptlons therein not- pertlnent hereto), and further:
"During the. hours that sales are’ ‘hereinabove prohlblted the entlre’
llcensed premises shall be closed.”

All the w1tnesses agreed as to the presence of three customers
or patrons on the licensed premises. after 2:00-a.m. and before 1:;00
p.m. on the Sunday in question. - The ABC agents testified that they,
arriving at the. licensed premises at about 2¢l5 a.ms on March 11,
1951, knocked loudly at the front door. No one paid any attentlon
to them although they called out loudly WABC let us in%¥ and could
see John Sadofski behind the bar apparently cleaning upn,.One agent
then went to the back door, a wooden door with glass in the upper
sash, the entrance to the kitchen, knocking and calling until John
Sadofskl ‘apparently at the call of one Andy, a clean-up man, entered
the kitchen from the barroom adjoining and standing about éight feet
away, told the agent %we are closed". Paying no attention to the
identification ‘folder pressed against the upper panel of the door by
the agent, displaying a card bearing "ABCY in letters of at least
3/L4 of an inch high, he turned away without attempting either to
open the door or to go ‘closerso that he could determine the 1dent1ty
of the men so patently endeavorlng to galn an’ entrancee

After about 15 mlnutes and after the arrival: of a pollce ser-~
geant on routine patrol, the front door was opened. At about the
same time an officer at police headquarters was talking to a patrol-
man concerning a 'phone call made to police headquarters about 2:25
a.m. by the licensee Julia Sadofski. This evidence is further cor-
roborated for the period from about 2:20 until approx1mately 23 30
a.m. by the local pollce offlcersc o

In construlng a.similar ordinanee it -has been held that closing
and locking the doors is not enough -- patrons must be off the prem-
ises. See Town House v. Montclair, Bulletin 792, Item 3. Since the
presence of three patrons on the Ticensed premises after 2:00 a.m. is
admitted, I find the defendants guilty: of charge 1. :

Defendants testifying in the main admit the 15 minute delay
and seek to excuse it by denying that they knew who was endeavoring
to obtain admission, and further alleging that a robbery of their
tavern about five or six months prior to March 11 made them cautious.
Clearly, if the licensees did not learn the identity of the agents
it was because they refused to hear and to see. Going to the door
would not require opening it until satisfied that those, seeklng admis~
sion were entitled thereto. -In fairness to the licenseesit should be
said that they cooperated ;ully with the agents after they were admit-
ted to the licensed premises. I find defendants guilty as to charge e

Defendants have no prior adjudicated record. I shall suspend -
defendants? license on charge (1) for fifteen days, Re Sudol, Bulle-
tin 900, Item 7. Under the 01rcumstances of this case I shall
suspend -defendants? llcense on charge (2) for an additional period of
ten days° - : ‘

Accordlngly, it 1s on this 5th day of June 1951,

ORDERED that Plenary Retall Consumptlon Llcense C 9, 1ssued for
the 1950-51 licensing period by the Borough Council of the Borough of
South River to John Sadofski and Julia a"Sadofski, t/a John & Julie’s
Bar .and Grill, 32 Main Street, South- Rlver be and the same is hereby
suspended for the balance of 1ts term, effectlve at 2:00 a.m. June 11,
1951; and it is further L ' : '
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ORDERED that if any licerse be- Issued to. these’ llcensees, or
any other person, for the premises in questlon for the 1951-52 .
licensing period, sSuch llcense shall be under suspen51on untll 2 OO
Aol July 6, 1951. ,

ERWIN B. HOCK
' DlPeCtOPo..'

I

5e WPOLESALE LICENSEEv- REFUSAL OF RECTIFIER AND DIoTRIBUTOR TO SELL
. ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGES TO WHOLESALER FOUND TO BE NEITHER DISCRIMINA4
TORY NOR ARBITRARY- UNDER. CIRCUMSTANCES. OF -CASE - PETITION FOR
ORDER UNDER- PROVISIONS OF R.. S $33:¢1- 93 3 DENIED» PR

In the Matter of a Petltlon by )

PHILLIP HOFFMAN

T/a THE HOFFMAN IMPORT. AND
DISTRIBUTING COMPANY

34: Exchange Place. '

) ON PETITION
Jersey City, N. Jo, As'
)

CONCLUSIONS. - -

Pursuant to the Prov151ons of
ReS. 33:1-93.1 to R.S. 33:1-93.5
inclusive (P.L. 1942, c. 26@)

Drenk- & Walton ‘Esgs., by George H. Walton, Esq.-and- Louls B° LeDuc
- Esq., Attorneys for Petltlonero"
Osborne, Cornlsh & Scheck, Esqs., by Emanuel P. Scheck,. Esqo e
Attorneys for Park & Tilford Dlstlllers Corporamom

BY THE DIRECTOR:

The petltloner ‘seeks relief under the prov131ons of PoLos 1942
Co 264 (ReSe 33:1-93.1 to 93.5) which prohibits dlscrlmlnatlon by
dlstlllers in the sale of alcoholic beverages to wholesale llcensees°

The essential facts are undlsputed and may be 51mply statedov'
For more than ten years prior to 1949, Park ‘& Tilford Import Cor-
poration, a distiller of alcoholic beverages, predecessor of the™
present respondent Park & Tilford Distillers- Corporatlon sold its’
products- directly to retailers in this state pursuant to a New Jersey
wholesale license. During that period its .distribution covered ‘the"
entire state, with the exception of one other wholesaler located in
Monmouth County° ‘Difficulties encountered in effecting efficient
deliveries of its products caused the respondent in 1949 to appoint
several wholesalers as ¥ts representatives in the central, southern
and western portions of the staté. It retained for 1tself however,
the- exclus1ve dlstrlbutlon of its products in the northerly countlesa

In’ December l9h9, the respondent authorlzed the petltloner to
handle the sale of its products in Hudson County. This authoriza-
tion was never reduced to writing. - It is conceded ‘that ne time
period was. fixed for .its duration, and I am satisfied from the
evidence that: the authorization was on a %trial basis® only. In o -
December 1950, pursuant to a change of policy decided upon by the =
management of the present respondent, this authorization was can-
celled and respondent thereafter refused ‘t'o honor- several orders
placed with it by. the petitioner.. At the same time it-also revoked
its: arrangements with two other. wholesalerS-—- one for . Hudson - County
and the. other for Passalc County -~ and once again. preempted the
entire northern portion of the state for itself.

The sole issue is whether the respondent s refusal to sell its
products to the petltloner is “arbltrary" within-the meanlng of PNS°

33:1-93.2.
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: It may be said, parenthetically, -that I am not coricerned with
the questlon whether the petitioner may. have any remedy in the civil
courts against the respondent for. any alleged breach of the contrac-
tual arrangements between them. That is not within my prov1nce° I
am limited by the terms of the statute (R.S. 33:1-93.1 to 93. 5) to a
determination of whether the "refusal to sell is arbitrary or not'".

A careful perusal of the record convinces me that the respondentfs
refusal to sell its products to the petitioner, and other wholesalers
similarly situated, emanated from a bona fide decision of its manage-
ment that its best business -policy necessitated that it handle .
exclusively the distribution of its products in the northerly coun-
ties of this state. ‘That is a decision which must be left:to the
respondent and where, ds here, no unlawful discrimination appears
against the petitioner and the refusal to 'sell is motlvated as afore-
said, the law affords him no relief at my hands.

Accordlngly, 1t 'is, on this Lth day of June 1951”

ORDERED that the petition hereln be and the same is hereby
dismissed. ; o

ERWIN B. HOCK.
Dlrectoro h

6. DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS - SALE DUPING PROHIBITED HOURS (MUNICIPAL
ELECTION DAY) - LICENSE SUSPENDED FOR- 15 DAYS LESS 5 FOR PLEA,_ »

In the Matter of Dlsc1pllnary )
- Proceedings against ' )

MAE GUADAGNO
..T/a SILVER MOON . - . ).:-.. . CONCLUSIONS

456 Avenué € R 1 “© . iAND ORDER
‘Bayonne, N. J., B I

‘Holder of Plenary Retail Consump-

tion License: C-143, issued by the- ). . | . ..

Board of Commissioners of the o s

Clty of Bayonne..;~,-~ e ) e

- e e s em =, e e e - e e e mm o e o

o

'
i
]

Mae Guadagno Defendant- licensee, Pro Se.;ﬁ : “
Vlncent T. Flanagan, Esq.., appearlng for D1v151on of Alcohollc
Beverage Control

BY THE DIRECTORo* o e

Defendant has pleaded non vult to a charge alleglng that on
Tuesday, May 8, 1951, while the polls were open for voting at a’
municipal electlon held in the City of Bayonne, she sold -and permlt—
ted the consumption of alcoholic beverages on her llcensed premlses,
in v1olat10n of Rule 2 of State Regulatlons No. 20°

The flle hereln dlscloses that when “ABC agents entered defend-
antfs premises on May . 8,. 1951, at 12330 p. My they observed one man
consuming -beer .and-two- other men consumlng wine in the rear room of
defendant's premises.: : = N - '

I flnd defendant guﬁlty as chargedawve;

The - llcensee ‘has no prior record. T -shall’ suspend her llcense
for a period of fifteen days, ‘with a rem1551on oft five days for the
plea, leaving a net suspen51on of ten days° Re Ganlez, Bulletln 715,
Item 10, Lo -

. Accordingly, it is, on this 25th day of - May, l95l

- ORDERED "that Plenary Retdil Consumption’ Licensge C- 143, issuéd
by the Board of Commissioners of the City of Bayonne to Mae Guadagno,
t/a Silver Moon, for premises 456 Avenue C, Bayonne, be and the. same
is hereby suspended for ten (10) days, commen01ng at 2:00 oMo June L,
1951, and terminating at 2:00 a.m. June 14, 1951,

ERWIN B. HOCK

NS vart+nr



BULLETIN 909 - | ; PAGE 11.. -

7o

- DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS - MISLABELED BEER TAP - LICENSE SUSPENDED
FOR 3 DAYS, LESS 1 FOR PLEA. : .

In the Matter of Disciplinary
Proceedings against

'MELODY CLUB, INC. AT
CONCLUSIONS . -
AND ORDER

T/a MIDDLESEX. HOTEL
120-122 Main Street

Holder of Plenary Retail Consump-
tion License C-3, issued by the
Township Committee of the
Township of Woodbrldge.

)

)

) .
Woodbridge, N. J., C)

)

)

Melody Club, Inc., Defendant- licensee, by Philip Pollen,: Pre51dent°d
Edward F. Ambrose, Esq., appearlng for D1v151on of, Alcohollc » 4
‘ BN Beverage Control.

BY THE DIRECTOR: |
Defendant has pleaded guilty to a charge alleglng that 1t pos-

séssed on . its:licensed premises a tap connected to :a: barrel of beer,
which:tap did not bear a marker: truly indicating the name or brand

of the beer being drawn through 1t, in v1olat10n of Rule 26 of State

Regulations No.-20. .-

An ABC agent on routine 1nspectlon of defendant’s llcensed
premises on -May-7, 1951, found:that. beer was being drawn from a half-

xbarrel of "Schmldt's" beer through a- splgot or: tap labeled "Dobler"

Defendant has no- prlor adJudlcated record° I shall suspend the
license for three dayso Remitting one day because of the plea will
leave a net suspen51on of two days° Re Messeka, Bulletln 90h Item 8.

Accordlngly,'lt 15, on’ thls 28th day of May, 1951

ORDERED that Plenary Retall Consumptlon Llcense C- 3, 1ssued by
the Township Committee of the Township of Woodbridge to Melody Club,
Inc., t/a Middlesex Hotel, 120-122 Main Street, Woodbridge, be and
the same is hereby suspended for a period of two (2) days, commencing
at 2 OO a,m°fJune h, 1951, and termlnatlng at 2 OO a.m, June 6 1951°

S ERWIN;B.*HOCK.
-« .Director.
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8., DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS - MISLABELED BEER TAP - LIuENSE SUSPENDED
FOR 3 DAYS, LESS 1 FOR PLEA.

In the Matter of Disciplinary )

Proceedings against )
MILDRED E. FOSTER ‘ o
T/a FOSTER'S BAR: ) CONCLUSIONS -
312 Whitehead Road = -AND-ORDER o

Hamilton Township (Mercer Co.) )
P. 0. Trenton, N. J., )

Helder of Plenary Retail Consump-:

tion License C-25, issued by the - )

Township Committee of the Townshlp

of Hamilton.

Mildred E. Foster, - Defendant- llcensee Pro See :

William F. Wood, Esq., appearing for Division of Alcoholic
Beverage Control.

BY THE DIRECTOR'

The defendant has pleaded gullty to & charge alleglng that she
posoessed on her licensed premises beer taps which did not bear '
markers truly indicating the names or brands of the manufacturers of
such malt alcoholic beverages, in violation of Rule 26 of State

Regulatlons No. 20

‘ Durlng the course of a routine- 1nspect10n of defendantfs
licensed premises on April 26,1951, an ABC agent found that-a barrel
of Ballantine beer was connected to a tap labeled "Krueger®, and a
barrel of Krueger beer was connected to a tap bearlng no .name label
thereon.‘ ‘ : '

Defendant has no preV1ous adJudlcated record. I shall 1mpose
the minimum three-day penalty, less one day for the plea, leaving a
net suspension of two days. Re Caldwell and Wallace, Bulletln 852,
Ttem 5. : o S '

Accordingly, it 1s, on thls 28th day of May, 1951

.. ORDERED that Plenary Retall Consumptlon License C-25, issued
by the Township Committee of the Townshlp of Hamilton to Mildred E.
Foster, t/a Foster's Bar, for premises 312 Whitehead Road, Hamilton
Township (Mercer Co.), be and the same is hereby suspended for a
period of two (2) days, commencing at 2:00 ‘a.m. June k4, 1951, and
terminating at 2:00 a.m. June 6, 1951;

ERWIN B. HOCK
Director.
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9. DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS - PRIOR SUSPENSION FOR BALANCE OF - TERM
LIFTED UPON CORRECTION ‘OF ILLEGAL SITUATION - bUSPENSION OF 25
DAYS SERVED - SUSPENSION LIFTED. -7 | _ ‘

In the Matter of D1501p11nary
Proceedings against

PTER. HOTEL, INC.
T/a PIER HOTEL:
LO-38 First Avenue

)

)

) ON PETITION
Atlantic Highlands, N. J;, ; )

)

)

ORDER ...

Holder of Plenary Retail. Consump- ) . ..
tion License C-12, issued by the . * " =~
Borough Council of the Borough of

Atlantic Highlands.

FIR IO

e e e e mm ee om e em ek e e e s em am e -

‘Roberts, Plllsbury,.Carton &, Sorenson . Esgs., Attorneys forrﬁ
. o Petltloner. RN

BY THE DIRECTOR°
"By order dated January Zh, 1951 defendant's llcense was sus-

- pended for the balance of" its' term; effectlve at 2:00; a. m.'JanuaryBl
1951, with leave to f11e a‘petltlon for rellef upon’ correctlon of .
the’ 1llegal 31tuatlon. In said, order it was prov1ded that in no
event would relief be glven prior to’ the expiration’ of at least

twenty-five days from the date upon which the suspension became
‘effectlve. Re Pler Hotel Inco, Bulletln 897 Item h. ’

" The suspens1on 1mposed hereln resulted from the fact that §
defendant had leased the liquor bu51ness conducted under its ligense
to ‘one Stephen Bodolo. - The petltlon “filed herein, which is duly
verified by Bertha Hauser, Secretary of ‘Pier Hotel Inc,; sets. forth
:that on May. 28 1951, a’ Judgment that defendant’ hereln is; entitled
to posse551on of the premisgs in’ questlon was entered in the Superlor
Court of New Jersey, Law’ D1v151on Mohmouth Courity, in an. action
entitled Pier Hotel, Ince. V. Stephen Bodolo and. Elizabeth Bodolo. . A
_true- copy of the Judgment is attached to said petition.. The, verlfled
“petition’ further retites that,‘lmmedlately after the entry of ‘the ' !
judgment, Stephen Bodolo surrendered posses51on of the' premises to
Pier Hotel, Inc., which is now in the possession and control of said
:premlses, and that it is the. petltlonervs ‘Intention t00perate the |
hotel hereafter 1nclud1ng the “bar and llquor bu51ness, -as..soon as
the suspen51on hereln is llfteda,;,j;”,, . C

" From the facts set forth in the verlfled petltlon, 1t appears
~that the illegal situation has been. corrected and, since more than
twenty~f1ve days have; explred from the ‘date upon which ‘the suspension
herein became effective) I shall- grant- the request of -the’ petitioner
to 1lift said suspen51on, effective immediately.

Accordingly, it is, “on' this 1st day of June 1951

ORDERED ‘that: Plenary Retall Consumptlon Llcense C l2, 1ssued by
‘the Borough Council of the Borough of Atlantic Highlands..to. Pier
‘Hotel, Ineé.," t/a Pier. Hotel for, premlses hO 38 First Avenue N
Atlantlc Highlsands, be and the same’ is hereby restored to full force
and operation, effectlve 1mmed1ately°

ERWIN B. HOCK
- Director.
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10. APPELLATE DECISIONS - THE ALL COSSACKS STANITZA OF NEW JERSEY
FRATERNAL & BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION v. HOWELL TOWNSHIPe X

THE ALL COSSACKS STANITZA OF NEW )
JERSEY FRATERNAL & BENEVOLENT

ASSOCIATION, X
Appellant, 4
-Vs~ ) ON APPEAL .
| NS AND ORDER
TOUNSHIP COMMITTEE OF THE TOWNSHIP | CONCLUSTONS &
OF HOWELL,

Respondent,' )
Alexander Levchuk, Esq., Attorney for Appellant,'
Bernard H. Weiser, Esq., Attorney for Respondent.' .

BY THE DIRECTOR;: R iw

This is an appeal from the respondent's denial of a club '
license to the appellant for premises located on Oakland Road
Howell Township. :

The denial of. the. appllcatlon was predlcated upon the appel-
lant?s past’ ‘misconduct in connection w1th the opération of the
prémises. sought to be licensed.. These prémises are located in a res-
idential neighborhood such as is usually found 'in a rural: community,
and about a dozen homes are located in the adJacent area. ,

A petltlon of the nelghborlng re31dents obJectlng to the 1ssu-
ance of the license was presented to the respondent.s 'These protests
stem from meetings and social affairs held. at the club premises on
Thursday nlghts, on many. Saturday nlghts and on at least four other
special occasions during each’ year.. The record indicates that these
affairs frequently last until three or four o*clock in the morning, .
and are attended with loud 51ng1ng and boisterous noisei that whiskey

~ and beer bottles and other refuse are. thrown onto" nelghborlng prop-
erty; that’ autom001les are parked over the roadway without regard to
passing traffic and blocklng nearby. driveways; that teen-aged -
children -of ‘the- appellant's members -annoy -the-neighbors- by trespass-
ing upon their property9 that the personslattendlng these affalrs use
an ad301n1ng property as a t01let°, . :

_ In a determlnatlon of whether an appllcant is worthy of receiv-
ing a liquor' license, an issuing authorlty may properly consider the
past conduct’ of the applicant at the premises sought to be licensed.
Where, as here, the record substantially supports an adverse deter-
mination to that effect, it cannot be said that the issuing authority
has abused the discretion, initially lodgéd in it under the Alcoholic
Beverage ‘Law, to determine the fitness of:the appllcant for a liquor

llcenge. Ma]estlc Frlends Club Inc. Ve MOntclalr Bulletln 639,
Item )

The action of the respondent is afflrmedol. _
Aocordingly, it is, on this 6th day‘of June, .1951

ORDERED that the actlon of respondent be and the same is hereby
afflrmed and the appeal hereln be and the same is’ hereby dlsmlssed°

‘ERWIN“B; HOCK
Direc‘::tor°
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11. DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS - FALSE ANSWERS IN APPLICATION AS TO
RESIDENCE 'OF STOCKHOLDERS AND SUPPRESSION OF MATERIAL FACT AS TO
AMOUNT OF STOCK HELD BY:STOCKHOLDERS - LICENSE SUSPENDED FOR
BALANCE OF TERM WITH LEAVE TO APPLY TO LIFT AFTER 30 DAYS UPON

CORRECTION OF ILLEGAL SITUATION.

In the Matter of Disciplinary )
Proceedings against

LAZY K BAR RANCH, INC.

T/a LAZY K BAR RANCH =~ - o I
Route S-31, Culvers Lake . . ) -~ CgﬁBngéggS-
Frankford Township oo ) A .

P.0. Branchville, N, J.,

Holder.of Plenary Retail Consump- )
tion License C-5, issued by the
Township Committee of Frankford )
Townch’ip° :

Mackerley and Frledman, Esgs., by Frank Dolan, Esq., Attorneys for
Defendant llcensee°

William F, Wood, Esq., appearing for Division of Alcoholic Beverage

Control.

BY THE DIRECTOR:
Defendant has pleaded not guilty to the follow1ng charges°

"1, In your agpplication dated May 20, 1950 filed with the
Frankford Township Committee, upon which you obtalned your -
current plenary retail consumptlon license, you failed to
answer Question 22, which calls for the Names and residences
of all stockholders holding one (1) or more per cent of the
issued and outstanding stock of the applicant corporation?,
thereby evading and suppressing the material fact that Joseph
Del Negro, .residing at 137-A 22nd Street, Brooklyn, New York,
and Ralph Marlno residing at 1022 Bay Rldge Parkway, Brooklyn
New York, were each real and beéneficial owners of 50% of your
outstandlng stock; such evasion and suppression being in vio-
lation of R S 33:1-25. , L

w2, In your aforesald application, you, in answer to
Question 20 and 21, falsely stated the residerices of Joseph
Del Negro and Lucy Del Negro (listed therein as your president
and secretary-treasurer, respectively, and as members of your
Board of Directors) as Frankford Township, Culvers Lake, New
Jersey and you also, in answer to Question 27, which asks:
*Are you and all persons mentioned in this application actual
and bona fide residents of the State of New Jersey at the
present time?', falsely stated ?Yes -- with the exception of.
Ralph Marino...?, whereas in truth and fact Joseph Del Negro
and Lucy Del Negro resided at such time at 137-A 22nd Street,
Brooklyn, New York; said false statements belng in v1olat10n

of R.S. 33:1-25.%

The evidence herein discloses that in July=1949-Joseph'Del
Negro and Ralph Marino became the beneficial owners of all of the
stock of defendant corporation pursuant to an agreement entered into
between them and the former stockholders of said corporation. In its
application filed with the local issuing authority for renewal of its
license for the present licensing year, defendant failed to answer
Question: 22, which requires the applicant to set forth the names and
residences of all stockholders holding one (1) or more percent. of
the outstanding stock of the applicant corporation, although the
answers to Questions 20 and 21 disclosed that the officers and
directors of the applicant corporation were Joseph Del Negro, Lucy
Del Negro and Ralph Marino. In the answers to Questions 20 and 21,
the residence of Joseph Del Negro and Lucy Del Negro was set forth as
“Frankford Twp. Culver Lake, N.J.® and the address of Ralph Marino
was set forth as %1122 Bay Ridge Park Way, Brooklyn, N. Y.%
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It is alleged that Questlon 22 was.unanswered because, at the
time of making the above mentioned appllcatlon, ‘there-was question
whether Ralph Marino had an infeérest in the corporation®s stock -
since the corporate books were kept by an attorney who was away on
vacation. ) S

The evidence shows that Ralph Marino was at no time entitled
to hold more than ten per centum of the stock of. defendant corpora-
tion because he was never a resident of the State of New Jersey. The
evidence further indicates that, at all times mentioned ‘herein, _
Joseph Del Negio and Lucy Del Negro resided at 13%7=4 R2nd Street,
Brooklyn, New York. 'The fact that they spent some time during the
summers of 1949 and 1950 in Frankford Township, New Jersey, is not
sufficient to make them residents of the State of New Jersey because
at all times they maintained their homé in Brooklyn and returned
there at the end of the summer season. Theéir children attend school
in Brooklyn. They have never voted in New Jersey but are registered
to vote in the State of New York. Their automobile license was issued
in the State of New York. Under ‘these circumstances, I conclude that
neither Joseph Del Negro.nor Lucy Del Negro was a bona fide resident
of New Jersey and, hence, both are ineligible to hold more than ten
percent. -of ‘the.: stock of defendant corporation. R.S. 33:1-25.

Under the 01rcumstances, I have no alternative except to sus-
pend defendant?s license for the balance of its term. If hereafter
the illegal situation is corrected, application may be made to me for
the lifting of the suspens1on, but in no event will an order lifting’
the suspension be entered prior to the expiration of thirty days from
the effectlve date nereof.’ Re Mldvale Bulletln 8@3, Item e -

Accordlngly, 1t 1s, on thls 7th day of June, 1951

ORDERED that. Plenary Retall Consumptlon Llcense C 5, hereto-
fore issued by the Township Committee .of Frankford Township to Lazy K
Bar Ranch, Inc.,.t/a Lazy K Bar Ranch, for premlses on Route S$-31,
Culvers - Lake Frankford Township, be and ‘the same is hereby suspended
for the balance of 'its term effectlve at 2:00 a.m. June 11, 1951; and
it is further T P : :

ORDERED that any renewal of said license shall remain under
suspension until entry of a further order herein upon an -application
made to ‘me for the llftlng of the suspen51on°<

ERWIN B. HOCK
' Dlrector°

12. STATE LICENSES - NEW APPLICATIONSFILED. _--'

R. S. Motor Lines Inc. '~ = - ; 4
2504 Laura St - Jacksonv1lle FlaorLf] R ' :
Appllcatlon filed June ll 1951 for Transportatlon Llcense.

Mente Bros., Inc.
15th St. and Lafayette Ave., Kenilworth, N.J.
Appllcatlon flled June 19, 1951 for l95O 5l Transportatlon Llcense°

oyt




