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. ON APPEAL· 
QONCLUS!o'NS , . 
AND ORDER· 

I.r.ving ·J. Zwillm~n:r Esq., _.,Attorney for Appellant 
Norman N. Schiff, Esq.,· 'by Paul E. Parker, Esq.,, Attorney for 

Respondent. · · 

BY. THE DIRECTOR: 

The Hearer has filed the_following Report ·herein: 

Hearer's Report 

. This is an appeal from the action.of respondent whereby 
on June 17, 1964, it suspended appellant's license for ·a period . 
of fifteen days, effective JUly 20, 1964, after finding appellant 
guilty of permitting and_ suffering a brawl and act of violence 
on its licensed premises, in violation of Rule 5 of State . 
Regulation No. 20. Appellant's premises are located at 301 Peshine 
A v:enue·, Newark. 

. Upon the filing of. the _appeal, an order was enterea ·by. t~e· 
Dire,ctor on July 14, 1964, staying respC?rident' s order of suspension .. 

:: until further .. order herein.. R.S. 33 :1-31 ~- . · . "·: ·. ". 
I •, '\,I "• 

. . . ·Appel::J:ant; in its .petition of appeal1 alleges that th~ · :· .· 
· action of respondent was erroneous because the said. jud·gment was · 
·:.against ·the weight of .the evidence, and was made "as a reshlt · .·. 

·or -~ buse· of, discretion, and wa·s arbitrary and capricious.,, .... ·, 

· ·· , . .R.esponden.t,' in its ans.wer, allege·s that it acted within:· 
.. •its· so.und discretion .after fUll _hearing on the charge pre.fer~~d .... 
·.,-,:· ~g~ain~t · appe.ilant._. .. 

~ ·.·~ • •." r • 

',,.,'., · · .... TP,e µppeal was heard.~ llQ.!Q, pursuant to Rule 6 .·of.·: .. ·:_ . _'· · 
: :"· : ·:state· Regula ti on -No. · 15. The · stenographic tra1isc~ipt of ..... ~he .· .. ,_ 

., o:>: hearing below was. submitted· on notice authorized ·by ~~le.: :g ·of,·"'·· 
.. »:<,.·, ... State' Regulation No. 15 ~ which ·transcript was . supplemen_ted· at.:':. 

''..\ · : .. ~ tnis .·he.aring py testimony ·of. \yi t,ne~s.es. :op 'Qehalf ,.o.f:.·appel~an~~ .. 
;. ' ... ·.. " "1 . .. . ' ' . '. . " . . . ·.-. . " ; . . . : '.:. ·.~. ... . .. .. . ..-"" . : :: .. " • ' .......... ;· ,:' ,".;,.. : .:· '. 

'.J:· . '_ ,:~:>· .-._·_ .· · "·:· · · Contr·aciictbry versions of· wha t"~·'fs· ~lleg~ci .. · .t.o ·. hci:ve_-.-.. :~-.·.~;~ .. ·:·:.' .. ::, 
· -:'_-')~app,e~e.~ on the- .da.te in. question ·were_ pres.ente·a ~-a~;-- t}).e._ hearing:· .. 

·:'. .. ~:b~lo~c by>_ the -wl tn·essE=3.s for. respondent and'. thc>se. for.· appe11a-nt.·:,... . · 
. !.::-· ... The--~ .t~ans·cr.ip.t ··ref lee ts·· the following~-·' ... 'l;b.e .. _~q.·1,eg·~4; ip.cidelj t" "··: /:· 
>:.'-.:occurred on December. 25, · 1963_ at ap·proxlmately;;,8::.QO<p;ni~" .. -" .. ;> .'. '· 

> ~·' • • '' 1: ,".• • ' : : i\ • I • .~· ' • I•,' ' • • •: • /. , .. ~ • 1' ':. > ' ' :r"• ·.,: ·, > • •" ~.· •'": • • < • ~ 

.. ' ...... .· -;··,· .. . ~ . ,• ·.' 
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:Mrs" Lucy Warren testified that she entered appellant's licensed 
premises in order to purchase six cans of beer .. She· was accom­
panied by her son, daughter-in-law and the mother-in-law of her 
son.. When she sat down to have a drink of whiskey, a patron 
apparently took and consumed the drink served to her ... She did 
not see'who drank it but accused one of the male patrons seated 
nearby.. The accused person thereupon struck her with a bottle. 
The manager immediately evicted her and her pa.cty; and she knocked or 
the door and requested that he nvcall the cops' and he wouldn't 
call the.cops." 8he directed her son to smash the window so that 
the manager would be compelled to call the police3 

Asked on cross examination whether it was not a fact that 
her son had an argument in the tavern, she denied hearing any 
argument because "I was in my house. I know nothing about that." 
She was also asked whether it was not a fact that a police officer· 
went to her home at about nine oftclock but she could not remember 
that visittl She insisted that she recognized the person who had 
struck her although she did hot know his name. She also admitted 
that when this man asked her for a drink, her son said, nwhy should 
my mother buy you a drink, ?t which apparently precipitated the 
argument. 

Mrs. Josephine Riker testified on behalf of respondent 
that she entered the tavern at approximately 7:00 p.m. and was 
there·.'_'for a bout thirty minutes~ She heard the argument between 
the man referred to by the previous witness and Mrstl Warren's 
sone She saw this man raise a bottle and Mrs.(Warren acted to "help 
her sonn, saying "'You are not going to hit my sono' In so doing,. 
the man swung it and hit her on the head$n Immediately thereafter, 
the man left the premises and they were told by the manager of the 
premises to leave. 

She saw Mrs. Warren knock on the door and heard her ask 
the manag_e.r "to call the copso But he wouldn't do so. So then 
Mrs. Warren .·said to her son to break the glass. Who took the 
cane and broke it, I don't know." She denied seeing any broken 
beer bottle at. any place that nighto On cross examination, she 
admitted that after the party had be·en put out, the manager locked 
the door and Mrs. Warren tried to reenter the premises. This was 
·during a period of forty-five minutes while they were outside the 
premises~ · She did not see anyone break the windowo Asked 
whether she knew how:long it was from the time of the altercation 
until the time when they were directed to leave the premises, she 
answered, ''I don't know whether it was less than auminute or not. 
I couldn't say. It was soon after.ww 

Officer Andrew B. King of .tpe Newark Police Department 
testified .that he responded to a police report that there was a 
fight on the street in front of appellant~s premises and that 
someone was injured. llJhen he arrived, he was told that the wonian 
involved in the fracas was in her house, directly across the 
street from the licensed premiseso He went to investigate and 
found Mrs. Warren .ble_eding, and there was much commotion in the 
house. 

He· proceeded to appellant's premises where the manager 
informed him that there had been an argument there and he ordered 
those involved to leave the premises. They continued the argument 
outside, grit into a fight and "tried to get into the tavern again 
and he won't let them in.. That is when the glass in the door, 
was broken." 
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He further ascertained that the manager had called the 
police department as soon as this incident took place. He made 
observations both_ in and outside the .Premises and found nothing 
out of the ordinary inside the premises@ Outside, however, · he 
found the broken window pane and also a broken glass bottle 
ntoward the encl of the building, near the barber shop." 

Detective George Jo McDonald of the Newark Police 
Department testified that he was assigned to conduct a follow-up 
investigation with reference to this incident and, in pursuance 
thereof, visited the licensed premises. He spoke to the bartender 
and thereafter to Mrso Warren. He noted that she had a bandage on 
her head, apparently the result of being struck with some object. 
When he asked her whether she had called the police, she stated 
that she did not know. whether she had or notQ 

Officer Richard Sylla of the Newark Police Depa~tment 
testified that in response to a police call on the night in 
quest;ion, he examined the area outside appellant• s licensed 
premi·se'S and found that "There was a • bustedt beer bottle · 
outside; near the tavern, and glass. There was a woman's coat 
·in the street, covered with blood, and blood on the ground, out­
side of the tavern .. " 

\ ·Appellant called as its witness, both at
1
fthe hearing below 

and· at the hearing on appeal, Victor Cella, whose testimony may 
be summed up as follows: He is the manager of the licensed 
prem=!-ses and was so employed on December 25, 1963 •. On the night 
questi0r:i, he was in the rear of the premises making sandwiches 

·when he heard ·two men arguing. He immediately went to where they 
were seated and ordered them to leave the premises. As soon as 
they left, they "started to fight outside." When he saw them 
fight, he telephoned the policee As he was doing this, one of the 

·participants ran across the street, came back with a steel rod, 
and returned to the tavern. He "yanked the steel rod out- of his 

··hand and I pushed him out the side door and I locked the door."_'.·· 
He also immediately locked the front door$ 

. He saw the argument continue outside and saw . the woman 
hit in front of the barbershop which is located immediately 
'adjacent to these premises. The woman, at that point, .c~me 
and a·sked him to call the police and he said,· "The police are_ . 
called, they will be right here •.. Just wait out"!sideo" . He .refused; 
however, to open· the dooro . He heard. the woman s_hout~~ "Break the 
window" and her· son ·smashed the front window of.: the. door.· with a _ 

-. cane~ .. , His .be'st estimate· of the time elapsed. between hi's tel'E~phone .. 
·call and the arrival of .the police was about ten to fifteen minutesQ· 
·.th~ ·witness insisted that he acted with reasonable dispatch,;· as . . . 

so'op as he ·heard the argument talte place,· in ejecting them .. from the , 
premises and calling the police. . . · · 

' ' 

, On cross examination, he stated that there· were approximately 
twelve ·other persons in the tavern and that they- all were directed· 
'to ·move to the back during and immediately following this .incident. 
None of them left the premises before the police arrived. He· 
insisted that Mrs .. Warren was not struck by. anyone on the premises. 
He further insisted that when he heard the ar~ument, ·he said, "Go 
outside and fight and just leave the place, n and immediately there­
after the persons involved· left the premises. He asserted that 
the whole action was so.fast that he had no time to do anything 
but what he had done, namely, eject the parties. and. call the police. 



PAGE 4 BULLETIN 1595 

This witness further admitted that after the sa1id incident 
occurred, one of the pa trans, i.nf ormed him that there ·had been 
a previoU;s argument between some of th0 participants and · 1..-

apparently latent ·animosity existed for some time between them • 
. He insi:$ted that Mrs. Warren was struck by her assailant on the . 
outsid~ of the premises, at least twenty-five feet from the entrance~ 

Officer King, recalled by. appellant at the hearing before 
me, corroborated the fact that the broken bottle was found near-the· 
barber shop and that there was some ev-idence of blood on the outside· 
of the premises. However, he saw no such evidence inside the· "'-' 

. premises. 

. The testimony,. as I have ind1ca ted hereina bove,. is so 
contradictory that the credibility of the witnesses becomes the, 
sold criterion upon which to determine whether or not appellant 

. was guilty of the charge preferred against it. The choice of . 
. accepting or rejecting the 1 testimony of wftnesses rests with this .. · 
Division and the record herein has been carefully canvassed to 
determine whether the evidence, as presented, is,reasonable and 
adequate to support the conclusion@ .!lornauer v~ Div. of Alcoholic· 
Beverage Control, 40 N.JG Super 501 (1956)~ · · · '· . . _.: 

I, of course, have had no opportunity to observe· the 
·demeanor of the witnesses other than the police officers upon, 
whom· respondent relied in reaching its determination. I hav.e, 
however, had the opportunity to observe the demeanor of. Cella 
and I was impressed with his forthright testimonyQ · 

A reading of Mrs. Warren's testimony impressed me with 
its contradictions and lack of honestye She appeared. to be. 
completely confused as to what occurred, was contentious, .. 
argumentative and did not present a coherent 1 narrat.ive. She . . . 
seemed to want to protect her son and her testimony was, therefore, 
colored in that respect. In addition, I was prejudiced by the· · 
fact that Mrs. Warren instigated and provoked a wanton act of 
lawlessness. in urging her son to break the window of the front· 
door of these premiseso This attitude is not consistent with 
reasonable behavion and manifests a total lack of respect for 
property rights of the appellant& 

. I was sing,ularly unimpressed with the testimony qf Mrs •. 
. Ril-cer, which was equally c.ontradictory., She -appeared to· be· 
emotionally involved~ 

The .testimony of Cella stands in a better posture. He .' ..... 
states that as soon as he heard the argument, he acted almost'. 
within seconds to eject the participants. When one of th~ ... 
persons· returned to the tavern, he again ejected him and.locked . 
both doors. He immediately called the police and kept. the premis"e.s _ 

. locked unti'l the police arrived. · --
c ··-\11 

. The testimony of the police· officers seems 'to support· in 
large measure the version given by appellant. 

The quintessential issue, in my view, 'is whether the 
evidence supports a finding· by respondent that appellant ''allowed' 
permitted and suffered" the violation to occur. In Conner v. ·Fogg,: 
75 N.J.L., 245, ,247 (Sup" Cta 1907)j the court said: 

"To permit is defined as meaning to authorize or 
to give leave (McHenry Vo Winston, 49 S~ W. Rep. 4)~ 
but the term •permiti has been often used synonymously 
with 'suffer', so that j_ t may be said that one who 
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suffers the doing of a thing which he might have 
preventE.d permits itQn 

In Assex Holdi.ng Cor12 ... Ve. liQC_K.? 136 NeJ 411 .. 28, 31 (Supo 
Cto.1947), the court said: . 

"Although the word ~suffer' may require a different 
interpretation in the case of a trespasser, it 
imposes responsibility on a licensee, regardless 
of knowledge, where there is a failure to prevent 
the prohibited conduct by those occupying the 
premises with his authorityo Guastamachio v., . 
Brennan, 128 Conn"' 356; 23 AtL, Rep., (2d) 140"" .. 

The common sen~e rule must be applied in each given situ­
ation, namely, whether the licensee, acting under the obligation or· 
the tremendous responsibility which is reposed in him as the holder 
of a liquor license.):! exercises that degree of care consistent with 
such obltgation in keeping.the premises free from brawls and 
disturbances. A licensee is not an insurer, nor can he be ex­
pected to.anticipate any sudden flare-up, but it is well settled 
that a lie ens ee must kteep his place and his patronage under hi·s 
control and is responsible for conditions inside and outside his 
premises~ Seide~ vs Upper Fr.eeholq, Bulletin 1246, Item 1 ~ The 
reason for the imposition of such a strict rule is .that .the . 

·liquor business is an exceptional one, and courts have always dealt 
with it exceptionallyG See X-..:L Lj.guors Vo Taylor, 17 N.J. 444 (1955); 
Mazza Va Cavicchia, 15 N0Je 498 (1954)e 

A licensee must assume full responsibility where he or 
his employees fail to take appropriate action to prevent the 

.occurrence of a brawl or ·disturbance on the licensed premises. 
Re Johnso~~ Bulletin 603j Item 9~ 

My evaluation of the testimony in this case fails to 
convince me that the licensee permitted a brawl to take place on 
the premiseso I am persuaded that the incident was a sudden 

. flare-up and that the licensee~s agent acted with reasonable 
dispatch to terminate the argument6 This he did ·by compelling 
the participants to leave the premises and by locklng them ·out of 
the premj.ses ~ He also did the only thing he could have done, 
that; is, immediately call for police assistance., It ·was very 
evident from the apparent emotion and heat engendered~ which 
culminated in the assault on the woman outside the premises and 
the breaking of the glass window, that any further personal 
intervention on Cellavs part would undoubtedly have resulted in 
personal injury to himself Q It has been held that the strongly 
recommended course in these situations where patrons become 
obstreperous is to call the police Cf .. Re Polsterj Bulletin 388, 
Item lO<l> 

The liability of licensees for disturbances which occur 
on licensed premises always presents s·erious problems. It would 
be unfair to hold a licensee liable where a·disturbance occurs 
without warning and, imder the circumstances of this case; the 
immediate action of Cella cannot be considered-unreasonable., Cf(> 
Woodland Hod & Gun CJJ!.P v., BelleV'ille, Bulletin 569, Item 3; 
Zicherman v~ Newark, Bulletin 613, Item 5o 

In vtew of the aforesaid, I find that respondent has 
failed to establishsi by a fair preponderance of the believable 
evidence, that appellant allowed, permitted or sufi'ered a brawl 
or act of violence in and upon its licensed premises., I, there­
fore, recommend tb.at the action of respondent be reversed. Cf. 
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Ferdinand v~ Newark,. Bulletin .1084, Item 3; Kandell.v. Newark, 
Bullet.in 1091, Item 3; Schaeffer and Wyatt v e Newark, Bulletin 
1_140, <Item_ 1. 

Conclusions and Order 

No exceptions were taken to the Hearer's Report within 
the time limited by ~ule 14 of State Regulation No. 150 

Having carefully considered the entire· record herein, 
including the transcript of the testimony, the exhibits and the 
Hearer•s Report, I concur in the findings and conclusions of,·the 
Hearer and adopt his recommendation.· · · .. · 

Acco;-dingly, i:~ is, on this 2d day of November, 1964, 
! 

ORDERED that the action of respondent be and the same.is 
hereby reversede 

JOSEPH P. LORDI 
DIRECTOR 

2. APPELLATE DECISIONS - FEDERICISS HIDEAWAY, INC. v. 'BELLEVILLE. 

FEDERICies HIDEAWAY, INC .. , 

Appellant, 

Vo 

MUNICIPAL BOARD OF ALCOHOLIC 
BEVERAGE CONTROL OF THE TOWN 
OF BELLEVJLLLE, 

·Respondento 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

ON APPEAL 
CONCLUSIONS 
AND ORDER 

George Ru Sommer, Esq Iii, Attorney for Appel_lant. 
Marinello, Henkel & Soriano, Esqs.,, by James N-. Marinello, Esq .. , 

Attorneys for Respondentti. 

BY THE DIRECTOR:" -

The Hearer has filed the following Report herein: 

Hearer's.Report 

This appeal challenges the action of respondent Municipal 
Board of Alcoholic Beverage Control of the Town of Belleville 
(hereinafter Board) wherein 1 t ·denied appellant •·s application 
to rene~ its p1enary retail consumption license for premises 
146 Hecke1:..Street1'·:_~·.Bell-eville@ . . . · · 

After an investigation and hearing upon the said application; 
respondent, by unanimous -action of its· members present, adopted 
the following resolution: 

"WHEREAS, objections ha·ve been heretofore filed with 
this. Board by way of petitions ·signed by twenty-
eight (28) residents of the Town of Belleville, all 
residing in the.lmmediate vicinity of premises known as 
No. 146 Heckel Street, which said premises are operated 
as Federici es Hideaway, In~c •. ;•, the holder of Plenary·'· .. ; 
Retail Conswnp-tion License· No. C-24, objecting to the 
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renewal of said Plenary Retail Consumption License 
f.or the year commencing July 1st, 1964; and, 

· "WHEREAS, a public hearing was held by this Board on 
· ·June 29th, 1964, and witnesses for the objectors and 
· for the. said Licensee were duly sworn and heard by. . 
th~s Board on. said date and decision having been re­
served pending completion of the investigation of the 

· facts surrounding said objections; 

"IT IS, THEREFORE, on this thirtieth day of June., 
1964, on motion duly made by Frank L. Bruno, seconded 
by Anthony Di G~ronimo, unanimously 

·"RESOLVED and ·ordered, that application for the renewal 
of Plenary Hetail Consumption License No. C-24, in 
·the name of Federici's Hideaway, Inco, a corporation,· 
trading as Federici•s Hideaway, Inc$, be and the same 
is hereby DENIED for the year commencing July 1st, 

.19640 fl 
. . . . ',. . . 

On June 30, 1964, the Board filed an opinion setting 
forth the basis ~or its determination as follows: 

··· .. "It is the considered unanimous opinion of this 
Board that Federici's Hideaway Inc., of 146 Heckel 
Street, Belleville, New Jersey, the holder of 
Plenary Retail Conswnption License C-24, issued by 

. this Board, is and has been conducting its business 
in a manner so as to create a nuisance· in its immediate 
location as well as to the Town of Belleville as a 
whole4> 

"There appeared before this Board five witnesses, 
.representing 28 protestants, all of whom put in an 
appearanceo All five testified under oath' regarding 
continual loud and profane language during normal 
busine.ss hours, and espectally between ·the hours of. 
12:00.midnight and 3:00 a.mo The same.witnesses 
testified regarding certain indecent and immoral acts· 

·of patrons leaving the licensed premises. · 

nwitnesses further·testified that the entire area in 
front· and adjacent to licensed premises was the . . . 
'dumping place' for empty beer and liquor containers.· 

"Witnesses testified that approximately 55 t'elepP,one 
complaints were made to , the Belleville ·Police Depart·~, .. · 
ment during the pas~ year. 

"Belleville Police Dep~rtment reco~d~ re~eal thei :.: 
~dispatched radio patrol cars to the licensed prefui~es 
14 times during the period of July 1, 196.3 to June 29, 
1964.. On one of these occasions a woman patron of the 
licensed premises infl'llLcted bites on the person of 
three members of the Bel.leville Police Department, 
necessitating medical attentione 

uunder date of April 2, 1963, the State Division of 
Alcoholic Beverage Control corresponded with this li­
·cense·e under File X-39, 503-B, reprimanding licensee 
for allow'ing a certain magazine and photographs 
considered by the State Inspector as being indecent in 
nature, on the licensed premises~ · 
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"Under date of September 9 ,· 1963, the Belleville 
Municipal Board of Alcoholic Beverage eontroi 
~uspended the l:tcense of this establishment for ·a 
period or·~5 days for allowing gambling on the 

.licensed premises, .and on ·the same date the said 11- · 
cens~ was suspended for a period of 10 days for 
allowing said premises to remain open after legal 
closing hour of 2:00 a~m. Both of said occurrences 
took place on June 29, 1963s 

YTRebuttal to protestantsW testimony was offered by 
five witnesses for the licenseeG These included one 
of the partners, the husband of one of the stockholders 
and three patrons of the licensed premises. The 
majority stoc$holder, Philip Federici, testified he 
was doing everything iu his power to control ·the 
situation that has existed at the licensed premises 
to the extent of. attempting to hire Special Policemen 
for evening and weekend duties, but to date has found this 
impossible .. 

· "Testimony of the ether witnesses appearing for the ·-. 
licensee was general in character and in our opinion 
failed to refute the allegations of the protestants. 

"It is, therefore, the unanimous opinion of this Board 
. that the renewal of Plenary Retail Consumption . 
License C-24, located at 146 Heckel Street, Belleville,-
New Jersey, be denied.VY .. 

I 

Appellant thereupon filed a petition of appeal alleging: 
that the action of the Board was erroneous for reasons which 

._may be. summarized as follows: 

(a) The action was contrary to the evidence ~nd .the. · 
weight of .the evidence; 

(b) The Board failed to consider the evidence and testimony 
of appellant's witnesses; 

(c) Such evidence showed that appellant was not ·gui_Ity _. ·· 
of violations of the Alcoholic Beverage Law; 

(d) Refusal to renew as too severe under the circum­
stances; and 

(e) The Board erred in judgment and "acted arbitrarily: 
and capriciously in deciding againstWY appellanto 

Respondent filed a general denial of the. all~g~tio~~:of 
the petition-of appealo 

Upon the filing of this appeal, an order was entered on . 
July 1, 1964 by the Directo~~ extending the· term of the license·· 
then held by appellant, pending the determination of this .appeal 

.and until the entry of a further order herein. RoS. 33:1-22. 

The hearing on this appeal was plenary de novo, and the 
.crucial issue is whether the evidence· before me justifies 
respondentas action in refusing to renew appellant's -11cense. 
Downie Vo Somerdgle, 44 N~J.Supere 84; _Blanck Vo Magnoliaj 

· 38 N c.J.,, 4840 'rhe burden of proof in these cases which involve 
· discretionary matters where the applicant seeks a renewal of 
license falls.upon the appellant to show manifest error, or that· 
the local issuing authority abused its discretion~ Nordea v. State, 
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43 N .J eSuper 277; Rajah Liquors V,11, Div t) of AlcoholiC Beverage 
Control,. 33 NciJ e$uper(i\. 59.8; 279 Club_I) ·rnc.Q v,,. Newark, 73 N.J. 
Super.15. 

It is well established that there is no inherent right 
to renewal ofa license111 Bumballvr1 Burnett, 115 N.J.L. 254; 
Zicherman,v. Driscoll, 133·N.JaLe 586; Kleinbe~g v. Harrison, 
Bulletin 984, Item 2 Ql . No one has a right to demand a license., 
A licen~e is a· special'privilege granted to the few, denied to. 

·.the many_til . Meehan .v .... Jersey Cit:t; .73 N.J ... Lo 382. As Jµstice 
Field stated in Crowley v:ai Christensen, 137 U.S., 86,- 92: · 

"There is no inherent right in a citizen to thus 
sell intoxicating liquors by retail().,,.As it is a 
business .attended with danger to the -community, it 
may, as already said, be entirely prohibited, or be 
permitted. 1..lilder .auch conditions as will limit to · 
the utmost.its ev,ils~ The manner and extent of . ..·.\ .. 
regulation r_est. in the discretion of the governing 
~uthorl t~@ n · 

The testimony.herein was quite voluminous; a brief 
summary' of the evidence presented discloses the following: 

. . This tavern has been operated at these premises since 1934~ 
.. ~ On June 8, 1964, the Board approved the transfer of the 

.·license from Philip Jo Federici to Federici's Hideaway,· Inc.,· 
which approval was made expressly subject to a hearing on 

. objections to renewal of the said licensee Philip J. Federici,· 
who had been operating this tavern theretofore, became its · 
president upon the licenseeis incorporation0 He is the manager 
and is in actual charge of the conduct of the business. 

At this hearing, Federici denied that he had operated 
the tavern. improperly and stated that only one person had ever 
c·omplained to him a bout noise, profane language and other 
improper conditions& He stated that he has tried to eliminate 
the .conditions complained of, both on the inside and outside of 
appellant• s -premises o In furtherance thereof, he "went Q."gltm to 
~he Belleville police headquarters to try to get a special cop 
on the week ends over there, and they said they had two of them 
but they '.re both working; and they were supposed to swear one 
irt and they were supposed to Jet me know, but I never heard nothing 

. about ~ton In any event~ he has not, to date, hired any special 

.police· officer to patrol the premises .. The only action he did 
take w~s ·to install a flood light in the rear of the premises. 

0!1 cros~. examination, Federici admitted that the police 
had spoken to him on a-number of occasions with reference to 

·.:complaints about. loud noises emanating from the tavern, 
particularly with respect to the juke boxe He was questioned· 

·concerning an incident-which was.alleged to have occurred on 
.August 4., 1963, in which a woman was involved in a fight in the 
t'avern, as· a resu~t of which several police officers were 

''. injured". He insisted that when the officers arrived; this woman 
.was not in the tavern but was across the street from the tavern • 

. :. T~e following· questi~ns were then asked: 

'~Q. Isri ~ .. t it a fact that she was in the tavern and then 
\'· she went outside into her car? 

·. A Well, 1 t could have been like that 0 

· Q o o ., S_o you don't deny that it could have been that ' 
· ' .. :the officers arrived inside your.· tavern while the 

<· girl· was still there? 
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A I d.on' t remember. I know the incident that happened· 
happened outside." 

He admitted that he had pleaded .llQ!! vult to charges 
alleging that on June 29, 1963, he violated a town ordinance by 
permitting the tavern to remain open after hours and that he 

_permitted and suffered gambling in the said premises on ·the. 
same date, fQr which the license was suspended by the Board.for 
a period of 35 days~ · 
',, ... 

\ . Captain Harry Fe Tepe of the Belleville Police Department, 
called by appellant, testified that he was familiar wi-th the · 
police records relating to this tavern only since May of 1964 
until June·29; that during these two months, the police were · 
summoned·to the licensed premises on six occasions; that on most 
bf these occasions, the police merely told the patrons to "quiet 
down and go into the tavern." The c·omplaints seemed to involve<, 
loud noises and congregating on ~he outside of the tavern. 

·an cross examination, the officer stated that on May 19, 
1964, a Mr. Saulino came to his office to complain to him 
personally about Hpatrons leaving their moto11''. running, double 
parked, noise frorri the juke box, noise from the loud patrons and. 
profanity@" The police officer went to the licensed premises 
and spoke to Federici about these complaints. 

Three patrons called by appellant testified that during 
the times they visited the tavern, they noticed nothing unusual, 
or any violation of the law, either inside or outside the, 
lic~nsed p~emises~ · 

Detective Harry W@ Winfield of the Belleville Police 
Department, testifying on behalf of respondent at this hearing, 
produced.the official.reports of the police department, which 
indicated that for the licensing year 1963-64 thirteen calls were. 
received by the police relating to the tavernc However, the 
officer hastened to add that these reports may cover more than 
one call for·any particular incident. His swnmary of the police 
·reports reflected the following: 

JUly 5, 1963, complaint about loud noise and patrons 
conducting themselves in a lewd manner outside the 
premises. Bartender was· notified of the complaint. 

July ".13, 1963.;. compiaint about loud noises., Officer 
. responded and quieted patrons., 

. . . ' 

:J~ly·.19., 1963, complaint about a fight at the licensed 
premise·s~ When officers arrived, they w~re putting 

.someone out who was apparently intoxicated0 · 

A.~gust'. 4, 1963, several calls about a di.sturban~~ in 
·front .of. th~ ~remises. A patron was airested and. ,. 
: charged ·with '_assault ·and di.sorderly conduct. Three of: 
the"responding· officers were treated at a local. · ., :: 
hospital: for· bites ai1d scratches o . This inci.derit ·. · · .. 

'.happened. inside' the· 11c·ensed premises and was carried on,· 
· outside .thereoT a. · · · • · · · · · · ... ·· · · 

I • \ 

Septe~b~r 4, · 1963,. a. call:. a bout ·.1.oud noise,· c.oming. ~rom· .. · .. 
· · the licensed premises •. · An officer. was detailed .to .. ··· .. ··: 

·warn the licensee ·to correct· the co:hdi tion~ · .· .. · ... · 

: , Apr1+._ 23, 1964, complain~ a bc;mt loud noise.· : Offic·er's . 
· ... warned' the :i1c~nsee .·to· 9uie.t the· music box an~.·.·· ·. , . 

. . , 
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cor·rect the condition" 

J.une 5; 1964, another complaint of loud noises. 
Again the licensee was warned to correct the condition. 

Mary Alverso, a neighbor, testified that the licensee's 
patrons would congregate outside the premises around closing 
time. and then enter their cars, where they could consume whis~ey, 
beer and food. After they finished their drinks, they would . 
throw tl?-e bottl.es and beer cans on the curb, the sidewall\:, and 
other premises. They would accompany their drinking and eating 
with arguing,- swearing and general· profanity.. They also would 
nuse their cars as motel rooms or hotel rooms" and "us~ the streets 
or alleyways as public facilities" n She made "dozens'' of com­
plaints to the police and also spoke to Ralph Federici, the 
brother of the manager.. She stated that as a result of these 
conditions, her. heal th has been impaired and she has·· been 
compelled to visit her physician for treatment every other weeke 

·Mary Christiano repeated .the same complaints and added that 
she actually witnessed a couple engaging in sexual.intercourse 
immediately after leaving the licensed premises!) She stated that 
because of the incidents complained of, her grandchildren were. 
not permitted to play outside; that, in fact, her daughter was 
compelled to move from the neighborhooda She made complaints to 
the police and also to Ralph Federici, who advised her to call 
the police when these incidents occurred. 

Arthur Saulino complained to the licensee's manager on a 
number- of occasions about the loud noise and curs'ing which 
emanated from the tavern.. He stated that both he and his 

. brother had called these objectionable activities to the 
.attention of the manager but that~ when he got no results, he 
finally complained to the policeo After the police· responded, 
these conditions were somewhat alleviated~ He stated that the 
noise and disturbances prevented him ·rrom sleeping at pight and· 
in the early hours of the morningQ 

Deanna LaConti offered the same complaints as the former 
witnesses and, in addition, said th~t she was unable to permit 
her children to play in the bac1.;: yard because of the profane 
language .used by patrons and the profusion of broken beer and· 
whiskey bottlese She detailed an episode in which her son was 

· awakened in the middle of the night because of the loud curs·ing 
and other noisese Her son was·frequently awakened and had fits 
of crying.. She finally decided to find other living quarters out-_ 
side the ·neighborhood because of the conditions existing in and. 

,around her premiseso She stated that she had_called the police 
between ten and fifteen times and on one Sunday was required to 
call them four times in one dayo When the police responded, they 
·would find these objectionable conditions and would disperse 
appellant's patrons from the general areae 

Raffaella Saulino corroborated her husband's testimony 
· and added that she was subjected to lewd and obscene remarks from 

appellant's patrons while seated on her front por6h. She.es­
timated that she called the police department at least fifty .. 

. times: during the past few years. · 

It was stipulated that several other witnesses presen·t 
at the hearing would, if called by collllsel for the Board,, , 
c9rroborate the earlier testimony and testify to the sa~e effect.'. . 

. . ' 
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In r·ebuttal., appellant cailed William Roy. Harris, who 
.testified that when food. is -sepve'd, ·the yatrons are -requested to 
place t~e-d'isposable plates and remains in the garbage containers; 
that. when they. did not do so, nwe have tried to clean up some of · 
the stuff."· .. He, denied ·that he· heard constant loud and profane 

·language. ./-::· 
· ·My .eva'i.'Ua tion of ·the testimony presented and the record . 

herein·· convinces me that· appellant' has operated its· tavern in a 
.. mant?-er far short of the standard _reasonably required fo_r such' 

operation. . I was particularly unimpressed wi t_h ·Federici' s · · 
.denial· that these· conditions were called to hi.s attention· except 
in one .·irista~ce~ :_The ·abundant testimony of respondent'' s . . 
witnesses, ·which, ·was_.corroborated iri large measure both. by_ the 
·official ·record of the police department and by .the testimony 
_of. the police officers' produced by both sides, argues strongly 
to th~ c9ntrarye · · : · · 

The officers testif.ied that on many of the occasions when 
-_they ·re·sponded, they entered th,e_ premises and warned the manager 

,, .. or the ·bartender ·that the.conditions must, be ·corrected .. Indeed, 
it appears tha.t, at least. temporarily, some effort was made to 
correct these 'objectionable conditions$ However, I don't think 
the manager had.his :heart in itG Apparently convinced that 
.greater vigilanc.e and· more policing wer~ nee es sary, he admi :ts that 
he.consulted with police officials for the purpose o'f obtaining 

. a s_pecial police office-r, but was unable .to obtain the same.. If 
he were really earnest in this endeavor,. he would have made it 
his bl.lsiness to see _to it that adequate policing of thes.e premises 
wa~ obtained@ There is rio evidence that, as of the date of the 
hearing, any additional efforts were made in that direc~ion • 

. ..... Counsel· for appellant argues that the Board's determination 
·was .riot based on the evidence or on the weight of the evidence .. 
- Can this be persuasively supported/ This argument is disintegrated 
. by the ·testimony which ·shows. (a) that the license was suspended , 

· for permitting gambling on the premises and remaining open after;: 
· hours, (b) that during the licensing year .11 at least thirteen•-.. ( . 

': ·visits to the premises were made by the police,, in one of which \ 
a violent assault took place upon-police officers by a patron, ·~ 

· '-'. (c) that- calls were made to the police by various persons in. the 
•· · ."ne.ighbornpod, one p_erson stating that she called the police at 
· .. least fi_fty times, (d) the neighbors were constantly annoyed by 
:' .. "the cursingj shouting, !Loud. noise, and lewd and lascivi01.is acts 

occurring outside the premises at all hours of' the night~ :(e) that 
·. intoxicated· or apparently intox:icated patrons were found in the 

. ~·premises and escorted by the police from the said premises.. · 

. In view of all of the above, it appears unarguable tha·t .the· 
Board acted within the wide discretion· given to it under ·the. · 

:·sti3:tU.te and the· regulations of this Division and properly ... 
· '.,·determin.ed that tP,e continued operation of these licensed· premises 

· <at'..this location was inimical to the public interest® · 

A liquor license is a privilege$ A renewal license is in 
the same category as an original license,, No -pers·on is entitled 
as· a 'matter of law to a .liquor licensee· Bumball Vo Burnett, . · 

·supra; Meehan v. Jersey City, supra, af·ffd 75 NoJ.10· 557s The.· 
:·,liquor business is one that must be carefully supervised and: ... · 
.·sh0:uld·be conducted· by reputable people in a reputable manrn~ro ... ,",:. 
·The common interest of the general public should- be the.' guidepqst · : 

• ~ 0in~_.the, issuance. and renewal of licenses f) Zicherl_!!an v. · Drfscoll, .. 
·supra; ·Freddie's Blue Room!!· Inc .. 2 v. Elizabet]1, Bulletin 1422; .... . 

.. ·Item ·.1 .. _·__ '~:- ..... . 

~ . I ' ·' . -

. , , 

. -~~ . 
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- The.worthiness of persons applying for a ·license or for 
the re_newal of a license is a matter which resides within. the 
sound discretion of the issuing authorityo It is propE?r _for the 
municipal. issuing authority, in passing upqn applica,tion:s for 
liquor. license renewal, to .take into acc,ourj.t not only the conduct 
of licensees .but also conditions not attributable to their conduct 

.which render the continuance of a. tavern in a particular·-~lqcation 
against the public interest~ Oak Inn, Incorporated v. Div. o.f 

-Alcoholic Beverage Control and Elizabeth, App4\ Div~. 1963, not 
officially reported 9 ·reprinted in Bulletin 1.523, It_em 2; Nordco v. 
State_, supra. -

c 
Where, as here, the proof is substantial that .th_e licensed­

business. was conducted in an unlawful and objectionable manner, 
both within-and without the premises, and the evidence indicates 
violations of a munfcipal ordinance and Division rules and 
regulations, the totality of such conduct would be sufficient to 
warrant denial of renewal of the licensee Zicherman v. Driscoll, 

_supra; cf. ·Schwartz v .. ~aterson, ~ulletin 1577, Item 2. · 
I . 

. It is also clear from -the evidence that the infractions 
of the law which resulted in suspensions of license were taken 
into c,onsideration by t-he Board in its judgmi:-mt. 279 Club, Inc. v. 
Newark, supra@ 

. Counsel for appeilant '...,further argues ·that the refusal to 
renew was too severe a npenaltyn on the .facts and evidence _ 
presented. I think not~ The Board has an obligation not only 
to the licensee but to the general public as well. If it, in 
its responsibility-, has determined that this is not the kind of 
operation which will serve the best interests of the community, 

_such determination should not be disturbed by the Director, in 
the absence of evidence which clearly indicates abuse or· 
·arbitrariness. In an appeal of this kind, it must be shown that 
such refusal was the_ result of intentional discrimination or cbther 
arbitrary action. Such was not established here. Cf o Camden County 
v. Pennsauken Sewerage Authority,· 15 N eJ -· 456. 

Indeed, there is not a scint1lla of evidence to indicate 
any improper motivation on the part of the Board in the action 
thus taken and there appears to be substantial evidence to support 
its determinationo Hornauer Vo Div. of Alcoholic Beverage Control, 
40 N ._J. Super •. 501; Paul v o Brass Rail Liquors, 31 N &J ~ Super. 211; 
Zicherman v. Drisco11, suprae 

_ - I conclude that, on the basis of all of the evidence 
< p~esented, the exhibits and the oral summation of counsel, the 
· ·.Board exercised its discretion rea~ona bly, circumspectly and in 
, the best interest of the cowmmi ty in refusi~g to renew appellant's 
license 'for -the current licensing period. There:fore, it is . 
recommended that respondent's action in denying appellant's · 
application £or renewal of license be affirmed and the appeal 

·- herein b~ dismissede 

Conclusions and Order 

:·_·:. Exceptions to' the Hearer's Repor4 and argument thereto 
_ ~~r~ filed ~ith me by· the attorney for appellant and answering 
· __ .argument to the .said- exceptions were filed by the attorneys for· 

respondent within the time limited by Rule 14 of State Hegulation 
No. 15 r - · · 

I have carefully considered the entire record .and ~the 
exhibits introduced into_ evidence at the hearing of this appeal, -
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the exceptions.and supporting argument taken th'the ~aid Hearer's 
Report and· .. the. answering· .arg-µments -thereto~ . A· request ·wa$ .. Diade,,' -· 

-- -'for .ora~ argument b~·fore m·e .by the ·attorney for .. appellanta: .:>· ._. -
~ow~v·er; .,I ·do not ·concei've th~t tinder all the ra~t_s and·-.~irc~--·. 

"Startc·es ~herein, : such further_ '.·argument. is necessary ·or· warranted . .-.::.--
. · .. a.nd · said·. re.quest is accordingly denied" I concur·. in thet -H~~re~' ~ _:­

<find1ng·s_ and-:coriclll:sions· and' a~opt his ·-recommendation~.--..: ·· :_ >'..:/· · · 
\ .· ... 

··Accordingly,· it is.,· ofr t]lis· 16th day -of November,~_1964, '._, · · 
·. ' . · .. ' . . . . . . . ·. •,· 

. ORDERED that ·the actiori of respondent Board !µ··denying>-~._ .. 
·:appellant's application for·re~ewal -of its license for th~----·· : 

1964-65 licensing year. be and:, the same is hereby affirmed' and::~._ , _ 
that. the appeal -be and the same .is hereby dismissed; and_.lt 1~.:·: 

:furth~r .. :. ·--·. 

ORDERED· that my order ··entered on July 1, 1964, extending_'. 
. . the. term. of appellant ts license, pending determination. of. t.hE!. 
-»:appeal. herein, be and the .same is hereby vacated. · ·· 

JOSEPH P~ LORDI 
DIRECTOR 

· 3 •. DISCIPLINARY PBOCEED!NGS - .ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGES NOT TRULY .. :.· .. _ 
LABELED - LICENSE SUSPENDED FOR 30 DAYS, LESS 5 FOR PLEA. 

. . 

In -the Matte.r of Disciplinary 
.Proceed.ing-s ;;tgains t · 

. . A.dam A.· Sandusky · 

) 

) 
. :' 

. t/a Mike Sandusky• s 
· .-21 Finderne Avenue 
Bridgewater Township· 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

CONCLUSIONS. -. 

PO Somerville, New Jersey, 

Holder of Plenary Retail Consumption 
License C-17, issued by the Township 
Committee of the Township of 
Bridgewater. 

·and·· 

·ORDER 

Allgai~, King & Kelleher, Esqs., Attorneys for Licensee 
-Morton B. Zemel, Esq., Appea_ring for Division of Alcoholic 

Beverage Control .. 

'BY THE DIRECTOR: 
. . . . ' . . 

. . . 

. . ·Licensee pleads ll.Q!! .Y!J...!.i to a charge alleging that· on. 
Octob~r 13, 1964, he possessed alcoholic beverages i~ seven 
bottles bearing labels which did not truly de_scribe thelr con~ 
tents, in: violation of Rule 27 ·of Stat:e. Regulation No •. 20. · 

• ,. I • • •· 

. . Licensee has· a previous rec.ord of. suspension of'.-license". 
by .. ~he municipal is suing authority :for five da.y~ e-ff ecti.ve .May ·.· .. 
111.; _ 1956, for se.le in violation· of State Regulation No.·_. JS•-_ , · · · : · 

. The prior record of. suspension f.or dissimilar_ yiolctti:on .. 
disregarded because occurring more than ·five years ago,· ~he Ti~· 
cense will be suspended for thirty day§,. with remissi_ori·"of.five": .. · 
days for the plea entered, l~a:v:Lng a -n~-t suspen_si-on _of ,'twenty~-_ ... 
five· days It · Re Bla~k_)-Iorse' Tavet·n, :tn£e,. _ Bull.etin_ .l~,549~ . It~m· 9. ·, , · 

Accordingly, it ~s,. on . ~ .. 1:1~s .:2nd· day ·of Npye~ber · 196f.h·>~ 
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,·I ORDERED that Plenary Retail Consumption· License C~l 7,. :· . 
. '~_$sued. by the ·Township Committee of the .. Township' of Br_idgewcr~~r 

to Adam. A,: .. Sandusky, t/a Mike _Sandusky.' s, for pfemis·es· 21 ·Finderne . 
· .Ave:riue, Brid~ewater ~owp.ship; . be a1:1d· the same. is. hereby suspended .. 

for twenty~fi ve (25) days, commencing at 2:.30- a-.m .. Monday,. ::;November 
9, 1964, anP, terminating ·a. t · 2·::J.O· a .m. · Friday,·· December.· 4,,, 1964. 

. . ' ,,. '.... ... . .· : 

.. ' . ~' . : ' 

. JOSEPH. P• ;LORDI.· 
DIRECTOR··. 

: ,-•, t.,' ' 

4~ DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS~ SALE.IN VIOLATION OF STATE:RftGfrLATION 
NO.· 38 - PRIOR SIMILAR AND DISSIMILAR ·RECORD - LICEWS·E'SUSPENDED 

·FOR 30 DAYS, LESS 5 ·.FOR PLEA~· . 
. " ' - . . . . ', . 

. 111 the ·Matter of DiscJplinary 
Proceedings against 

. . ' 

CHARLES R. MANDEL AND CEIL Z~ MANDEL 
t/a Imperial Bar & Grill 
459 Ocean·Avenue 
Jersey City,.~.J. 

) . 

_) 

) 

) 

Holders of Plenary Retail Consumption ) 
License C-357, issued by the Municipal 

· Board of Alcoholic Beverage· Control of ) 
. the City of Jersey City@ 

' . 

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

CONCLUSIONS. 
.AND· ORDER 

Robert W. Wolfe, Esq., Attorney f,or.Licensees • 
.Edward F. Ambrose, Esq., Appearing for the Di vision of Ai'cohol°ic-

. ·Beverage Control • 

. BY . THE DIRECTOR: 
. . ' 

Licensees plead film vul t · to a charge alleging that oh · . 
Sunday, October 25, 1964, they sold a pint bottle .of whiskey for. 
off-premise~ consumption, in violation of Hule 1 of S.tate 
Regulation No. 38. . - · · 

Licensee's have a pre·vious record of suspension of licens.e . 
-~Y the Director for twenty .days· effective February. 5, 1964, • · · 
(Re Mandel..t Bulletin 1553, Item 4) and_ for-fifty-five· days 
·~ffective J~y -24, 1962-. '(Re Mandel, Bulletin 1472, Item 2)., both- · 
for. possession of alcoholic beverages not truly labeled,, .. I:r;i , · 
addition; the license of Charles .f.l. Mandel (then in.partnership 
with Ely s. Mand:el) for· the same premises was suspended by. the· 
municipal . is suing authority for fl ve days effective October · l·, . · 
1951, ~oi Sale to minors and (then ~n partnership with Roslyn· EG 
Mahd'31) by the Director for fif.t.eei1 days effect,ive Jilly 14.·;, 1958, 
for .hours· violation· and permitting ·a punchboard on. th~. licensed · 

:_prem~ses~, Re Mandel, Bulletin 1238, Item 6 •. Again, i:tl _pa;rtne:i;-ship I 

with·::E.ly ~.s •. :Mandel and Ros~yn E. Mandel, the license was suspended by 
the'Director for thirty days effective November 12,· 1958,.-.for_sale 
t_o. Cl. minor.o ·.Re Mandel, Bulletin· 1254, Item· 3. · . ·. · '· · · 

T~e prior record of :suspensions of license for .dis~imila~ 
· violation qccurring ·more than five years ago disregard~d ·bu,t the 

prio:r record of two suspensions of license for dissimilar violation 
occurring within ··the past five years in 1964 and 1962· .. conside1~ed, · · 
as well as the record of suspension of ~icense for similar hours 
violation in 1958 occurring more tlw.n five but less than ten.:year.s 

··ago, the lic·ense will be· suspended for thirty days (cf ... Re ,.Bozzone, 
. J3ulletin :J..577, Item 8; Re S"Q.qrts Bar & Q.rill, Inc.; Bulletin 1540, 
'Item 4), with remission of fiy~ days for the plea entered,~leaving 

. a net· suspension of twehty~five days. ,, ,~ 
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Acco.rdingly, .it is;. ·~n. this 9th day of Nov.ember, ·1964, 

, ORDERED that Plenary .Retail C9nsumption.~License C-357, 
i.ssued by the Muni·oipel:l ·Boa~d of Alcoholic· Beverage Control of 
:t~e City of Jersey City to Charles R(I Mandel and. Ceil Z. . . 
Mandel, t/a :Imperial Bar & Grill, for· premises 459 Ocean Avenue·, 

. Jersey City, be and the_ same is hereby sµspended for tw~nty-five 
. _(25) days, conimencing.,at 2:00 aam. Monday, November 16, 1964, 
. and ~erm~nating at 2:00 a~m~. Friday» December 11, 1964. · 

. . JOS.EP H P •.. LO HD I . 
DIRECTOR 

5. DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDlNGS - SALE TO A MINOR - LICENSE 
SUSPENDED FOR 15 DAYS, LESS 5 FOR .PLEA. 

In the Matter of Disciplinary 
Proceedings ~gainst 

CHA.RL~~· S CAPRI, INC ..... 
t/a Charlie's Capri 
423 N~ Third Street 
East Newark, N. J. 

Holder of Plenary Reta11 · Constimp-tion 
License C-13, issued by the Borough 
Council of the Borolighof East 
Newark. · 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

. CONCLUSIONS 
AND ORDER· 

Joseph A~ D'Alessio, Esqe, Attorney for Licenseee 
Edward F. Ambrose, Esq., Appearing for the Division of Alcoholic 
· Beverage Control. 

BY THE DIRECTOR: 

Licensee pleads ll.Q!l -vult to a charge alleging that on 
October 16, 1964, it sold mixed drinks ·or alcoholic beverages 
to a minor, age 18, in vio~ation of Rule 1 of State Regulation 
·~o. 20 ... ~ 

.Absent. prior 'r·ecord, the license· will be suspendsd. for 
· fifteen days, with remission of. five days for the plea entered, 
leavi~g a net suspension of ten d~yse .Re Somerset Hills Elks 

. Clubt Inc., Bulletin 1587, Item 7 • 

. Ae.cordingly,.1.t. is, on this. 25th day of ·November, 1964, 

·. ORDEHED·th~t Pienary Retail Consumption.License C-13, 
issued· by the 1;3oro1lgh Council. of. the ·Borough of East Newark ·to 
Charlie's Capri.,. Inc., t/a Ch.arlie' s Capri., for premises 423 

·NG 'Third Street; .. East Newark,. be· and the same is hereby suspended 
"for :teri (to) days, commenc1ng·at·2:00 a.m4t Tuesday, December I, 

196;4, and ~erminatil'.lg at 2:00 a.m. Friday, December .11,., 1964. _ 


