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The Commission shall make an annual report 
to the Governor and Legislature ... * 
* Excerpt from S.C.!. Law 

ELEVENTH ANNUAL REPORT 

of the 

STATE OF NEW JERSEY,' 
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STATE OF NEW JERSEY 
COMMISSION OF INVESTIGATION 

28 West State Street 
Trenton, N. J. 08608 

Telephone (609) 292-6767 

TO: The Governor and the Members of the Senate and 
the General Assembly of the State of New Jersey 

The t'-lew Jersey State Commissiol' of Investigation 
is pleased to submit for the year 1979 its eleventh 
annual report and recommendations pursuant to Sec­
tion 10 of P. L. 1979, Chapter 234 (N.J.S.A. 52:9M-10), 
the Act establishing the Commission of Investigation. 

... ,.-

Respectfully submitted, 

Arthur S. lane, Chairman 
John J. Francis, Jr. 
lewis B. Kaden 
Henry S. Patterson, II 

~---------,.,---------------------
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52:9M-l. There is hereby created a State Com­
mission of Investigation. The Commission shal.l 
consist of four members, to be known as 
commissioners. Two members of the Commis­
sion shall be appointed by the Governor. One 
each shall be appointed by the President of 
the Senate and by· the Speaker of the General 
Assembly. Each memoer shell serve for a 
term of 3 years and until the appointment and 
qualification of his successor. The Governor 
shall designate one of the members to serve 
as Chairman of the Commission. 

The members of the Commission appointed 
by the President of the Senate and the Speaker 
of the General Assembly and at least one of 
the members appointed by the Governor shall 
be attorneys admitled to the bar of this State. 
No member or employee of the Commission 
shall hold any otber public office or public 
employment. Not more than two of the mem­
bers shall belong to the same political 
party ... * 
* Excerpt from S.C.!. Law 
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ORIGIN AND SCOPE OF THE COMMISSION 

Despite the range and impact of the Oommission's 
achie'!.Iements, inq'uiries continue to be made about 
its jurisdiction, the way it functions ();rtd its impor­
tance to a better New Jersey. The Oommission 
believes this important information shoUlld be con­
veniently available. Accordingly, the pertinent facts 
are summarized below. 

The New Jersey State Oommission of Investigation (S.O.I.) was 
an outgrowth of extensive research and public hearings conducted 
in 1968 by the Joint Legislative Oommittee to Study Orime and 
the System of Criminal Justice in New Jersey. That Oommittee 
was under direction from the Legislature to find ways to correct 
what was a serious and intensifying orime problem in New Jersey. 

Indeed, by the late 1960s N ew Jersey had the unattractive image 
of being a corrupt haven for flourishing organized crime opera­
tions. William F. Hyland, who was Attorney General from 1974-
1978 for the State of New Jersey, vividly recalled that unfortunate 
era in testimony before the Governor's Oommittee to Evaluate 
the S.C.I. He said in part: 

". . . our state quicldy developBd a national repu.ta­
tion as a governmental cesspool, a bedroom for hired 
killers and a dumping ground for their victims. 
Whether this was a deserved reputation was not 
necessarily material. The significant thing was that 
this became an accepted fact that seriously under­
mined confidence in state law enforcement." 

The Joint Legislative Committee in its report issued in the 
Spring of 1968 found that a crisis in crime control did exist in 
New Jersey. The Oommittee attributed the expanding activities 
of organized crime to "failure to some considerable degree in the 
system itself, official corruption, or both" and offered a series of 
sweeping recommendations for improving various areas of the 
criminal justice system in the state. 

'rhe two highest priority recommendations were for a new State 
Orjminal Justice unit in the executive branch of state government 
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and an ind,<3pendent State Commission of Investigation, patterned 
after the New York State Conm1ission of Investigation, now in its 
22d year of probing crime, official corruption and other govern-
mental abuses. . 

The Committee envisioned ihe proposed Criminal Justice unit 
and thf' Conwssion of Investigation as complementary agencies 
in the fight against crime and corruption. The Criminal Justice 
unit was to, be. a large organi7Jatioll with extensive manpower 
and authority to coordinate and press forward criminal investi­
gations and prosecutions throughout the state. The Commission 
of Investigation was to be a relatively small but .. expert body 
which would conduct faci-fulding investigations, bring the. facts 
to the pu1)lic's attention, and malce recommendations to the Gov­
ernor and the Legislature for improvements in laws and the 
operations of government. 

The Joint Legislative Committee's recommendations prompted 
immediate supportive legislative and executive action. New Jersey 
now has a Criminal Justice Division in the State Department of 
Law and Public Safety and an independent State Commission of 
Investigation* which is structured as a commission of the Legis­
lature. The new laws were designed to prevent any conflict between 
the functions of this purely investigative, fact-finding Commission 
and the prosecutorial authorities of the state. The latter have the 
responsibility of pressing indictments and other charges of viola~ 
tions of law and bringing the wrongdoers to punishment. The 
COlmnission has the responsibility of publicly exposing evil by 
fact-finding investigations and of recommending new laws and 
other remedies to protect the integrity of the political process. 

The complementary role of the S.C.I. was emphasized anew by 
t.he Governor's Committee to Evaluate the 8.C.I.'''*, which con­
Iducted in 1975 acomprehellSiYe and impartial analysis 'Of the Com­
mission'S record and function. The Co111lniUtee's members consisted 

* The bill creating the New Jersey State Commission of Investigation was introduced 
April 29, 1968, in the Senate. Legislative approval of that measure was completed 
September 4, 1968. The bill created the Commission for an initial term beginning 
January 1. 1969, and ending December 31, 1974. It is cited as Public Law. 1968, 
Chapter 266, N. J. S. A. 52:9M-1 et seq. The Legislature on November 12, 1973, com­
pleted enactment of a bill, cited as Public Law, 1973, Chapter 238, which renewed the 
Commission for another term ending December 31, 1979. A bill granting the S.C.I. 
an extension of its tenure for another five years until December 31, 1984, gained final 
approval by the Legislature and the Governor in December, 1979. 

** The Governor's Committee to Evaluate <the S.C.I. was created in April, 1975, by execu­
tive order of the Governor after the introduction in the Senate of a bill to terminate 
the S.C.I. touched, off a backlash of public criticism. The measure was subsequently 
withdrawn. . 
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of the late Chief Justice Jose h W . .j! 

Supreme Oourt, former A.ssoci~le J ~:ntr;u;h 0 ... the New Jersey 
same Court, and former Judo'e " us ICe .r a an L. Jacobs of that 
Jersey Superior Court. 0 Edward F. Broderick of the New 

That Committee in its October 6 1975 . summ~:dly any suggestion that th SOl ,pu.bhc report rejected 
agenCIes. Indeed the 00 . tt e .... duplIcates work of other 
convincino'ly that' the ° m~I .ee ,saJ.,d the record demonstrated 

d 
,0 ommlSSIon perfo I 

an that there is continuino. ne d f th r:s a va uable function 
both the legislative proces~ an~ thor e :0.1. 's contributions to 

. e executIVe branch 
The Oommittee con 1 d 1 th . . 

, for the S.C.I. will a~ u
t
' ec . dat It saw no likelihood that the need 

S ° I 
' a e, an recommended dill t 

. . . s statute to make the Com . . amen en of the 
a temporary agency. In support l:::stt:tn at ptermanent rather than 
declared: s s a ement, the Oommittee 

"Our evaluation of the work of the SOl . 
us that the aooenc h f ... convmces 
function ... Th~ c:rre~~ ~~~l~;':(~d tfci:

ery 
valuable 

:e~~~~~iorm~nce emphasize~ the c~ntin:In~~ n~~~e:~; 
1 e agency to delve mto th bl 

plague our institution . e. pro ems that 
truthful information s'anand agenc

d
y whICh can provide 

T 
c soun l'8comme d t' 

here must be constant public . n a IOns. 
retain a healthy and'b t awareness If we are to 

I 
VI ran system of ooov' t 

ndeed we see no likelihood that th 0 delfnmen . 
S.O.I. will abate ... " e nee or the 

To insure the integTity and im art' rt 
more than two of the four 001 p. l.a 1 y of the Oommission, no 
political party. Two Oommission~~I~~~ners .may be of the same 
and one each by the President of the Sapp~mted by the Governor 
t~e Assembly, It thus' may be said th~na e an~ t~e Speaker of 
bIpartisan and by concern and act' . OommIssIOn by law is 

, c, IOn IS nonpartisan 
The paramount statutory res 'bTt' . 

mission are set forth in Sectio!~nslf I.~ leSt veste~ in the Com­
provides: 0 ,I S S atute. * This, section 

2. The Commission shall have the d ty d 
____ to conduct investigations in conne~ion a~it:~wer 
*T . 
re~~J~11 te.'Ct of the Commission's statute is included in the Appendices Section of this 
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(a) 

(b) 

The faithful execution and effective enforce­
ment of the laws of the state, with particular 
reference but not limited to organized crime 
and racketeering. 

The conduct of public officers and public 
employees, and of officers and employees of 
public corporations and authorities. 

(c) Any matter concerning the public peace, pub­
lic safety and public justice. 

The statute provides further that the Commission shall conduct 
investigations by direction of the Governor and by con<mrrent 
resolution of the Legislature. The Commission also shall conduct 
investigations of the affairs of any state department or agency at 
the request of the head of a dppartment or agency. 

Thus the enabling statute assigned to the Commission, as an 
investi~'ative fact-finding body,* a wide range of responsibilities. 
It is hi~hly ~obile, may compel testim0l!-Y and produc~ion of. other 
evidence by subpcena, and has authorIty to grant Immumty to 
witnesses. Although the Commission does not have and .cannot 
exercise any prosecutorial functions, the statute does provIde for 
the Commission to refer information to prosecutorial authorities. 

One of the Commission's prime responsibilities when it uncovers 
irregularities, improprieties, miscond:uct, or cor~p~ion~ is to, bring 
the facts to the attention of the publIc. The obJectIve IS to msure 
corrective action. The importance of public exposure was put most 
succinctly by aNew York Times analysis of the nature of such a 
Oommission: 

Some people would put the whole business in the 
lap of a District ..Attorney (prosecutor), arguing that 
if he does not bring indictments, there is not much 
the people can do. 

But this misses the primary purpose of the State 
Investigation Oommission. It is not to probe outright 
criminal acts by those in public employment. That is 
the job of the regular investigation arms of the law. 

---~ 

* As a legislative, investig-.dive agency, the S.c.I. is not unique, since .investigative 
agencies of the legislative ~ranc~ of.governme,nt are as old a~ the ~epub1tc. -:r;!~e first 
full-fledged Congressional InvestIgatmg comnllttee. 'Yas estabh~hed In 1792 to Inqt!lr:; 
into the causes of the failure of the last expedltton of Major General St. ClaIr. 
(3 Annal of Congress 493-1792). . 
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I~stead, the Oommission has been charged by the 
LegIslature to check on, and to expose, lapses in the 
faithful and effective performance of duty by public 
e,mployees. 

Is nheer non-criminality to be the only standard of 
b03havior to which a public official is to be held 7 
~r d~es the. public have a right to know of laxity, 
meffiClency, mcompetence, waste and other failures in 
the work for which it pays 7 

Th? exact format for public action by the S.C.I. is subject in 
each mstance to a formaJ determination by the Commission which 
takes into ~onsideration factors of complexity of subject matter 
and of conCIseness, accuracy and thoroughness in presentation of 
the factfl. The Oommission may proceed by way of a public hearing 
or a public report, or both. . ' 

In the course of its conduct, the Commission adheres to the 
New -! ersey Oode of Fair Procedure, the requirements for which 
were mcorpo::rated in the Oommission's enahling law as amended 
an~ re-enacte~ in 1979. These provisions satisfy the protections 
v:rhlCh the Leg1.s~ature by st.atute and the Judiciary hy interpreta­
tlOn,. have provI~ed. f?r wltness~s call~d at private and puhlic 
hear'lllg~ and for mdlvlduals mentioned III the Oommission's public 
proceedmgs. Such procedural obligations include a requirement 
that any individua~ \,,'ho feels adversely affected by the testi­
mony ,m, other eV1.dence presented in a pUhlic action by the 
OormmsslOn shall be affolrdedan opportunity to' make a state­
mel!t under oath relevant to the testimony or other evidence com­
plaI~ed of. The st.atements, subject to determination of relevancy, 
are !ncorporated III the. records of the Oommission's pUblic pro­
ce.e~ngs. Before resolvIllg' to proceed to a public action, the Oom­
llllss!on a~aly~es and evalu~tes, investigative data in private in 
keepmg WIth Its solemn obhgatlOn to avoid ul1llecessary stigma 
~d embarrassm.ent :0 individuals hut, at the same time, to fulfill 
Its statutory o~hgatlOn. t? .keep the puhlic informed with specifics 
necessary to gIve credIbIlIty to the S.C.I. 's findings and recom­
mendations . 

The Commission emphasizes that indictments which may result 
from referral ?f matt~rs t~ other agencies are not the only test of 
the ~fficacy ,of It,S pubhc actIOns. Even more important are the cor­
rectI:ve leglsla~Ive, an~ regulatory actions spurred hy arousing' 
public and legIslatIve lllterest. The Oommission takes particular 
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. d in all such actions which have resulted in improved govel'n­
in~n:al operations and laws. It will conti:.:-ue to wobrk for. moth:re

e . f th t . g publIc from a uses m effective protectlOn 0 e axpaym b' . f the public 
expenditure of public funds and other su verSlOns 0 

trust. 
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S.c.I. LAW CHANGES 

INTRODUCTION 

The enabling statute under which the Commission was created 
in 1968 provided for un initial term of six years, extending to 
December 31, 1974. In November, 1973, the Commission was 
extended for a five-year term concluding on December 31, 1979. 
A JJill, A-12'75, granting the S.C.I. a new term to December 31, 1984, 
was signed into law by Governor Brendan T. Byrne in Decemher, 
1979. The following summary of the 1978-79 legislative proceedings 
is intended to heighten public comprehension of the S.C.I.'s func­
tions, particularly regarding the Commission's liaison with the 
Executive and Legislative branches of state government. 

SUMMARY 

A-1275, a measure sponsored by Martin A. Hernlan, D-Gloucester, 
chairman of the Assembly Judiciary COmmittee, and co~sponsored 
by 12 Democrats and five Republicans, was largely based upon the 
recommendations of an October, 1975, report by the Governor's 
Committee to Evaluate the S.O.I. This bill was approved by the 
80-seat Assembly by a vote of 71-1 on June 5, 1978. The legislation 
contained a number of revisions and additions to the S.C.I. law, 
including provisions to: 

• Create a new criminal offense prohibiting a 
witness who has been granted immunity from wilfully 
refusing to ans\ver questions or produce evidence pur­
suant to an order of the S.O.I. This would be in addi­
tion to the Commission's continued power to proceed 
against a recalcitl'ant witness for civil contempt. 

• Impose a 5-year maximum period of incarceration 
for civil contempt for refusal by a witness, after a 
grant of immunity, to answer or produce eviden0~ 
pursuant to an order of the S.C.l. 

• Provide for a review of the activities of the S.C.I. 
every four years by a bi-partisan seven-member joint 
committee. The Senate later specified by amend-
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mGnt that such reviews were to begin in 1982, by a 
review committee consisting of two members 
appointed by the President of the Senate, two by the 
Speaker of the Assembly, and three members to be 
appointed by the Governor. 

.. Authorize a single commissioner to conduct a 
private hearing if the inwJstigation has previously 
been undertaken by a majority of the Commission. 
The Senate later added a requirement that the 
authorization of a single conuni.ssioner to conduct a 
hearing be by resolution of the Commission. 

• Allow the S.C.I. to ask a gove1'lmlental entity re­
questing an investigation to reconsider that request if 
the S.C.I. determines that it does not have the capacity 
to fulfill the request. 

o Allow the commissioners to serve in a "holdover" 
capacity at the end of their terms if either they have 
not been reappointed or successors have not been 
appointed. 

" Increase the annual salaries of the con1lllis­
sioners from $15,000 to $18,000, effective January 1, 
1980. 

o Expand the subject matter which tll(~_ S.C.I. is 
authorized to investigate to include the Legislature's 
consideration of changes in or additions to existing 
laws. 

The Senate's consideration of A-1275 began in early 1979. With 
representatives of the Commission and the Attorney General 
participating, the Senate Judiciary Committee discussed the bill 
at meetings in January and Fe'l?:l.'uary and at a public hearing in 
February. By Febrmiry 22, this committee's work on the Assembly­
passed legislation was largely completed and a committee state­
ment was issued. Additional changes in the measure included re-
quirements that: ' 

. • An gulf'ernatorial nominations to the S.C.I. be 
mude with the advice and consent of t11e Senate. 

• The terms of cominissioners be reduced from 5 to 
.3 years. 
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o An~ vacancy in the Commission be :fill ' 
approprIate appointin0' authority 90 d edft,by the 
occurrence of the <:> ,ays a er the 
90 daY13 the vaca ' va?ancy, and that if at the end of 
the Supreme Co:1 ~~:l~t ~~l~~ the Chief J~ls~ice of 
nex~. 60 days .. Further, should e t~:cancy :WI~hi~ the 
thonty Who fmled to £11 th appomtmg au­
the appointment by the C1 .ef'VJacan.cy be the Governor, 
t th I' lIe ustICe would be b', t o e ac VIce and consent f th S su Jec o e enate. 

• To clarify an ambio'uity a "tv 
missioners means three ~ot "f ~aJol:I. vote of COlll.-

the Commission and two' v~~:S irtIl'e l~ r:o vacancy on 
• '. leI e IS a vacancy. 

comlll1~o ~vOId a SItuation in which the terms of all the 
SSIOners would ex '. t 

terms of comm' . , pH e a the same time' the 
with the first ~J~~~:t!:~:s t~~~:t~i"~'e,red begi~ning 
1978. To accomplis11 thI'S "st ~ tel December 1, 
t 1 a o'g'erm r," of t o Je consistentvvith th <:>~ >1 erms and . . e new three-"Tear t VISI011 noted above tbe b'll . . ,J _ erm pro-
schedule of appoiI)t~ents. 1 PI?Vlded the fOllowing 

-by the Governor after De'c~~~ fil~ l~~mber appointed 
36 months and the second b er , ,. 78, wou~c1 serv:e 
months; the first member!; ~~Pt~~al appomt~e 18 
9f the Senate would serve fo m e y the PreSIdent 
member appointed by the S e~ol:ths, and the first 
would serve 24 months. Th p el of tbe AsseI?-bly 
staggerino' of terms by ,e A;sembly had reqmred 
by the Se~retary of St~~~alls 0 a drawing' conducted 

• T~e S.O.I. within 5 days after the d', " 
resolutIOn authorizino' a p bl' h .' a optIOn of a 
th <:> n IC earmo' a 1 t 1 an 7 days prior to that br- h ?,nc no ess 
Pre"lident of the Senate ~~ ll~h' earmg',n'otifr the 
A~sembly that the hearing' h c b e Speaker of the 
PreSident and S 1. as een sch~duled. The 
to the appropriafee:t~~dl~~:l Woul~lttrefersuch'notice 

, .. ' _. • _ Co comml ee of each' house: 
. l~equl1.'e that any -l'ec01 d T' " '. 
]stratlve or legislative acti m:1en B: IOns fora~nm_ 
bearing' conducted by the ~l~~sU~tl1Ig' from a 'public 
Govei'nor and the Legislatur~ . ,:. ~ l'eported to the 
than 45 days as had, been s :~lt:~ 60 days, ratlier 
followiug' the pUblic hearing~ec~ e. ,y :~~e AS~~~bl:t, 
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• Require the S.C.I. to give prior notice of a public 
hearing to the Attorney General and the appropriate 
county prosecutors within seven days, as against 24 
hours in the Assembly version, to afford them an 
opportunity to offer any objections to such a hearing. 

• Prior to making recommendations concerning any 
bill or resolution pending in the Legislature, the S.C.I. 
advise the sponsor of the legislation and the chairman 
of the committee to which that legislation has been re­
ferred about such recommendations. 

• In order to insure that the rights of witnesses and 
others involved in S.O.I. investigations are protected, 
the provisionA of the Code of Fair Procedure be in­
corporated within the statute governing the operation 
of the S.C.I. This was primarily a technical change 
since the Commission had been adhering to the Wit­
ness Fair Procedure law since its inception. 

• The S.C.I. call to the attention of the Attorney 
General any information or evidence of a crime or 
misconduct as soon as practicable. The S.C.I. may 
delay the transmittal of information or evidence if it 
determines that special circumstances exist requiring 
such delay. However, if the Commission or an em­
ployee obtains information or evidence of criminal 
conduct that involves a reasonable possibility of an 
unauthorized disclosure of information or any viola­
tion of the statute governing the operation of the 
S.C.I., such information or evidence must be brought 
immediately to the attention of the Attorney General. 

• Seven days prior notification, instead of 24 hours 
as the Assembly had required, be given to the At­
torney General and county prosecutors before the 
S.C.I. may issue an order compelling testimony under 
immunity. 

• The prohibition against unauthorized disclosure 
of inf.ormation by persons conducting or participating 
ill an S.C.I. investigation be expanded to include the 
following: Those situations where a person not con­
ducting or participating in l,n investigation gains in­
formation with regard to the substance of the investi-
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~~~~: ~n~!~:~:s:d~~at inf~1~ation; those situations 
authorized disclosure eo sf ~ f lrd ~arty to make Ull-
SCI" m ormatlOn relai' t 
... mveshgation. and th 't' mg 0 an 

persoll, other than' ose Sl uatlOns where a 

Co 
.. a member or employee of the 

mmlSSlOn or a per t'tl privileo'e (i e 1 . son en 1 ed to assert a legal 
edge of the ~ubs~:sel, newspape~an), .with knowl­
to advise the Att;'?:e~ ~ pen.d~ng illvestIgation~ fails 
of that knowledge and tenela. and the Oomllllssion 
General and the Co .,0 dehver .to the Attorney 
that information, S~lSslol~:n! eVld~nce containing 
be punishable as . unau ollzed dIsclosure would 

a crrme of the third d ( 
sumptive sentence of 4 . ear' . egree pre­
fine of up to $7 500) 'T~ s ImprIsonment and/or a 
that any member 0'1' s fmendment also provides 
violates, the prohib't' emp o~ee of the S.O.I. who 
closure shall be dis~~~~d afamst unauthol:ized dis­
from employment Ho rom office or discharged 
disclosure of info~ma~~;e~, t:se~'~irictions again~t 
cable where disclosure of h;for e t'" ,are no! apph­
law or where disclosure is ma Ion IS r~qUlred by 
a legislative committee made to the LegIslature or 
or subpoena, These rest~r~~uant to ,a formal request 
disclosure of information c a;ons agamst una~thorized 
members of the news me~- ' so. are not apphcable to 
ated by the US S . ilia unde~ the doctrine enunci-
, ' . upreme Oourt m 't t d . m Land1nM"k 00 '. 1 S recen emsion 
1535 (1979). 1n1n~m~catwns v. Virginia, 98 S.O. 

The 40-seat Senate ratified its '. 
1979, by n vote of 31-0. The Assem~~VIslOn of A.-l~75 on May 21, 
amendments by a vote of 64-1 on J y concurred Wl~h the Senate's 
the measure faced a gubernatorial ~~:/8, 1979, amId reports that 

On November 19, 1979, at the conclusio " 
Governor Byrne notified the A bl n of a legislahve recess 
A-1275 had originated that he ~saem y, ~~ the House in wbicl~ 
primarily because of its Senate dd ,condItdlOnany vetoed the bill 
His veto message: a Vice an consent requirement. 
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To the Assembly: 

P'ltrS'liant to Article V, Secii01& I, Pamgraph 14 (h) 
of the Oonstit'lition, I herewith return Assem,bly Bill 
No.1!J75 with my objections, for YOti';- reconsidemtion. 

A-1275 exte1~d8 the life of the State Oommission of 
Investigation (S.O.l.) to December 31, 1984, and im­
ZJlements most of' the recommendations of "The Gov­
ernoq"'s Oommittee to Eval'llate the S.O.!." (The 
We'intraub Oommittee) with regard to that agency's 
. operation. 

As we all know, the S.O.I. was created by legis la­
.£ion adopted in 1.968 as pa1't of the anticrime legisla­
tive packa.ge recom1'nended by the Joint Legislative 
001n'1nittee to Sttldy O'i'ime ancZ the System for 
Oriminal Justice in New Jersey (the For'sythe Oom­
mittee). Since then, the S.O.I. has been involved in 
many extensive i1t'l)estigations which have gf'eatly con­
tq'ib'llted to the fight ,against. cq'ime and con"uption in 
our State. I am convinced, as was the Weintra'l/tb 
Oom'mittee, that theS.O.I.has pe1"formed a very. valu­
able fU1wtion and that it should be continued . 

. I also concur with the other provisions of A-1275 
which implement the Weintq'aub Oommittee's reCOnt-
1nendatio'l'ls, such as the provisions for the stagge~"ing 
,of the teq"ms of the 001n1nissioners, the expansion of 
individ'ltal-rights and the creating of a criminal offens'e 
for reftisal to testify after having been gmnted 
imm'/,{/nity. 

However, I object to the bill's p'f'ovision that the 
Governor's appointees be s'llbject to Senate confirma­
tio?&. I point out initially that this was not recom­
mended by the Weintmtlb Oommittee, nor by the 
Forsythe 00 m,'lhittee repoq"t which, as indicated 
earlier, was' responsible for the agency's creation. 
One familiar with the S.O.I.'s history knows that the 
. agency was intended to be a creattlre of two of the 
three bmnches of gove'rnment. Only as such, and with 
bi-partisan membership, cotlld the S.O.I. be assured 
of the independence it needs to car"ry o'ut its mandate. 
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I ~elieve .that Senate confirmation of the Gov­
:~1/'o~ s ~ppot:ztments to the S.O.I. wottld so undermine 
. e asw ph~losophy of the agency as to bring its 
tndep~ndence (and ther'efore its useftllness) into 
questwn. 

With 1'egord to Section 13 of A-1:275, I believe 
~hat we sho'l~ld adopt the Weintra'llb Oommittee's 
r ~commen~at~01'/, that pe1"SOns sentenced upon convic­
twn f01" c1'211unal contempt (c • •• sho'ltld not be eligible 
for, parole cO~'bs~deration tmder stat'lltes relating to 
'l(a1 ole tmless '/.! 1,S shown that the defendant has f'lwn­
'/.she~ tl~e tp.stt1nony 01" evidence since the 1"eturn of 
the mdwtment." (at page :25). Therefore I r 
men~ tha~ t~e language in Section 13 be~la1"ifi~c;7; 
S1Jec1,fy thzs 2ntent. 

b T~e '"'tssembIy amended the A-1275 extender bill as requested 
y eovernor on the same day it received the veto messa )'£1 

and ~len re-e11acted the measure by a 70-1 vote on No b 2
gB' 

The l::ienaie re-enacted the bill with the same 0hanges :~m D:~elll' 
~er 10 b~ a vote of 21-5 and the Governor signed the :fin II . 'j -
tlve verSIon of A-1275 into law on December 21, 1979. a egIS a-
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I MEAfBERS OF THE COMMISSION 

The Commission's activities have been under the leadership of 
Arthur S. Lane since February, 1979, when he was designated as 
Chairman by Governor Brendan T. Byrne after his appointment 
to a second term as Commissioner. The other Commissioners are 
John J. Francis, Jr., Lewis B. Kaden and Henry S. Patterson, II. 

Mr. Lane, of Harbourton, was initially appointed to the Com­
mission in May, 1977, by the Speaker of the General Assembly, a 
post then held by Senator "William J. Hamilton.of MidCtlesex. He 
was reappointed to the Commission by Senate President Joseph 
P. Merlino of Mercer in January, 1979. As Chairman, he succeeded 
Joseph H. Rodriguez of Cherry Hill, who had been Chairman since 
1'973. A former state and federal judge, J\fr. Lane has been a 
member ,of the Princeton law firm of Smith, Stratton, Wise and 
Heher since his retirement in 1976 as vice president and general 
counsel for Johnson and Johnson of New Brunswick. A graduate 
of Princeton University, he was admitted to the New Jersey Bar in 
1939 after gaining his law degree at Harvard Law School. He 
served in the Navy during World War II. He became assistant 
Mercer Oounty prosecutor in 1947, Mercer County judge in 1956 
and U.S. District Court judge in 1960 by appointment .of the late 
President Eisenhower. Mr. Lane is chairman of the National 
Council on Crime and Delinquency. His term as S.C.I. Commis­
sioner expires in June, 1982. 

Mr. Francis, of South Orang'e, is a partner in the Newark law 
firm .of Shanley and Fisher. From 1961 to 1963 he was an assistant 
U.S. attorney and from 1963 to 1965 he was an assistant Essex 
County prosecutor. A graduate of Williams College and the 
University of Pennsylvania Law School, he was admitted to the 
New Jersey State Bar in 1960. Mr. Francl~, 44, is the son of 
former A~sociate Justice John J. Francj , ,; the New Jersey 
Supreme Court. He was appointed to the Commission in February, 
1979, by Christopher J. Jackman, Speaker of the General Assembly 
of New Jersey. His term expires in December, 1981. 

Mr. Kaden, of Perth Amboy; was first appointed as a Oommis­
sioner in J"uly, 1976, by Governor Byrne and reappointed by the 
Governor in December, 1978. A graduate of Harvard Oollege and 
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Harvard Law School, he was the J OM Howard ,scholar at Cam­
,?ridge University, England. Until January, 1974, he was a partner 
111 the law firm of Battle, Fowler, Stokes and Kheel in New ~ork 
City. From 1974 to July, 1976, he was Ohief Oounsel to Governor 
Bpne. Mr. Kaden is Professor of Law at Oolumbia University and 
Duector of Columbia UI1iv;ersity's Oenter for Law and Economic 
Studies. He is active as a labor arbitrator and mediato'!:'. Commis­
sioner Kaden's term expires in December, 1982. 

~£r. Patt~rson, of Princeton, is president and a director of the 
Ehzabethtown Water 00., chairman of the board of the First 
N ationai Bank of Princeton and a director of the Mount Holly 
Water 00 .. and of U:lited Jersey Banks. He is president, director 
and executive commIttee member of the National Association of 
Water Companies, member of the American Water Works Asso('.i­
atio~ and past president of the New Jersey Utilities Association. 
He IS a f?rmeT mayor of Princeton Borough and past pre'sidont 
of the Mlddlesex-Somerset-Merce,r Regional Study Council. He 
was graduated from Princeton University and served durinp' 
W orl~ War II ~n the U.S. Army. He received his discharge: as ~ 
first heutenant ill 1946. He was appointed to the Commission in 
February, 1979 by Governor Byrne. His term expires in June 
1981. ' 
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52:9M-2. The Commission shall h~ve t~e duty 
and power to conduct investigations In con-
nection with: . 

The faithful execution and effective 
~n'fo'rcement of the laws of the state, with 
particular reference but not limited to or­
ganized crime and racketeering ... * 

* Excerpt from S.C.I. Law. 
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ORGANIZED CRIME PROGRAM 

1979 UPDATE 

Angelo Bruno 

The S.C.I. contitJ.ued through 1979 its 18,w-mandated mission of 
confronting key organized cI'nne figures. A prllnary target was 
Angelo Bruno Annaloro, 11ead of the Philaclelphia-ba~ed crnne 
family whose influence extends through Centra] and South Jersey. 
Bruno, who had been questioned by the Commission in March, was 
requested in early October to appear for further interrogation 
about his underworld activities on October 17. In the inter:im, his 
counsel notified the Commission he had no knowledge of Bruno's 
whereabouts and was unable to contact hin1. Bruno subsequently 
was located and questioning resumed on October 31. Ho~vever, that 
day's executive session proceeding was interrupted twice when the 
Commission "vas required to obtain back-to-back court orders com­
pelm1g hiJ.n to make responsive answers to questions. Bruno next 
appeared before the S.C.I. on December 6, 1979, and finally on 
March 20. Further litigation over the S.C.I.'s subpoena of Bruno. 
was pending at the tllne he was shot to death in Philadelphia on 
March 21. 

In all, Bruno had appeared 15 times for questioning by the S.C.I. 
since he was originally subpoenaed in August, 1970. 'Within two 
months of his first appearance, he was found in SupeI']Or Court 
to be in civil contempt and ordered to be incarcerated for refusing 
to answer questions about organized crune despite beulg granted 
immunity from prosecution. After several brief releases fro111 
prison for medical reasons, he obtained a court-ordered release for 
an indefinite period in June, 1973, for more extensive treatment. 
By the Spring of 1977, Superior Court ordered Bruno returned 
to jail, having ruled that his physical problems had anleliorated to 
the point that his freedom from custody was no longer warranted. 
On May 23, 1977, the day before he was to have been reincarcerated 
until he purged hin1self of contempt, his counsel represented to the 
court that 116 intended to respond to tI1e S.C.Vs questions and his 
return to jail was stayed. On June 16, 1977, Bruno began a series 
of appearances before the ConIDlission, highlighted by his testi-
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mony on August 8, 1977, as a witness at the S.C.I.'s public hearings 
on the incursion of organized crime into certain legitimate busi­
nesses on the periphery of legalized casino gambling in Atlantic 
City. Despite renewed litigation by Bruno's counsel in 1979, the 
Commission's subpoena was in full force and effect at the time of 
his death. 

Simone Rizzo DeCavalcante 

Another New Jersey crime figure, Simone Rizzo (Sam the 
Plmnber) DeOavalcante, also was involved in litigation with the 
00111mission during 1979. DeOavalcante sought unsuccessfully in 
trial court to quash an S.O.I. subpoena compelling his continued 
submission to interrogation and finally lost an appeal from that 
setback. Superior Court Appellate Division dismissed constitu­
tional questions raised by DeCavalcante as "patently without 
merit" and, wlrile directing that the Ool1lll1ission bring its inter­
rogation of him to an early conclusion, observed that the flubpoena 
served on hinl "is viable and he is required to comply with orders 
to appear at subsequent sessions as directed." 

The Appellate Division's decision in the DeCavalcante matter 
declared in part: 

The facts underlying this a1Jpeal are basioally ~lIn­
disputed. The Oommission subpoenaed Mr. DeOa~)al­
cante on December 29, 1973, in order to c01npel his 
appeamnce and testim,ony 01~ Janua1'y 14,1974. P'Ltr­
suant to o·j·al contimtances of the s'Ltbpoena, Mr.· 
DeOavalcante has been ordered to appear before the 
Oommission at least 17 times since then. For various 
reasons, including Mr. DeOavalcante's poor health, the 
~tnavailability of com/,sel and sched~tling problems on 
the part of the Oommission, 1I1r. DeOavalcante has 
appea1'ed only 7 times .. * 

1I1r. DeCavalcante contends his constitutional rights 
to tmvel, to exercise his right to freedom, of movement 
and to settle in a place of his own choosing have been 
abridged by the Oom11'l,ission's 'LtSe of its subpoena 
power. Assuming that such oonstit~tti01'tal rights exist, 
the1'e is no 1J·roof in the rco01"d befm'e us of any viola-

* At oral argument it was represented that since the hearing in the trial court, Mr. 
DeCavalcante has appeared at least once more and possibly twice. 

18 

r ' "I 
I! . I ! 'j 
! j ; I 
j I I j 
Ii 
i! ) I 
1 ' I! 
f I 
1 I 

11 

r I ! I 
i i 
! i 
I I 
I I 
I \ 

! I ! I 

t l , I I . , I 
i 1 
I f , , 
I ! 
i j 
I i 
1 I 
1 I 
i j 
i I 

l I 
11 
I I 

j I 
I j 
I I 
II ri 
II 
i ; 
1 ! . I 
11 
" 

f ) 
j I 
i I 
f I 
j,J 

11 

II 
1)1 
~ 
t I 
1 
i" 

! 
f~1 

11 
i I 
! j 

I 

l I 
I 

tion thereof. DeCavalcante lives in FloTida and has 
traveled to New Jersey on many occasions. There is 
'no s~~ggestion of any impediment to his right to travel 
where and when he chooses. lIe is not on bail and his 
passp01·t rights and privileges have not been ab1'idged 
in any ma1vner by the Commission. This contention is 
patently without merit. 

The s'UlJject s~~bpoena c01nmanded Mr. DeOaval­
cante to appear and attend on the 17th day of J anua1'y, 
1.974 and on any adjo~~rned date thereof. ~!1'. DeCaval­
cante now contends that the subpoena is invalid in that 
it does not set forth a specified date and time in C0111,­

pliance with R.1 :9-1 anit that the time span over which 
the s~tbpoena has rem,ained in effect constitutes an 
(J,buse of the s~~bpoena power. 

* * * 
The subpoena served 'Ltpon 1111'. DeCavalcante is 

1}iable and he is 1'eq~t'ired to comlJZy with 01'ders to 
appea1" at s~tbseq~~ent sessions as directed. The iss~te 
,is whether the continuances an(l1'eq~tired appearances 
over a six-year period constitutes an ~mreasonable or 
oppressive ~~se of the Oommission's s~tbpoena pOWe1'. .. 

The recoTd does not denwnstmte harassment or 
oPJ?1"ession. The contin'Ltances over the yeaTs have 
been 1'eq~tested by the Oommission, by DeCavalcante 
and by counsel. DeOavalcante's poor health has been a 
factor i1~ the prolonged p1·oceedings. We, therefore, 
affirm the order of the. t'rial j'LuZge dismissing the 01'der 
to show cause and denying the application to q~tash 
the subpoena. 

Other Confrontations 

The S.C.I. continued during 1979 its executive ses::;ion scrutiny 
of ranking members of the DeOavalcante, Bruno and other crime 
families whose depredations centered in New Jersey. These indi­
viduals inchtded J 01111 Riggi and I.louis Larasso of Lin.den, Michar,l 
(Black Mike) IJa]'errara of Linden, Antonio (Tony B::!.:nanas) 
Caponigro of Short Hills and Joseph Paterno of Miami, formerly 
Of Paramus. 
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. In April, 1979, a state Grand Jury indicted John (Johnny D) 
DiGilio of Paramus, among others, on loansharking charges. 
DiGilio, the subject of earlier S.C.I. scrutiny, was described as the 
heir to gaming operations in Hudson County of Joseph (Bayonne 
Joe) Zicarelli, also an S.C.I. target. Zicarelli, as previously noted, 
is on a continuing medical furlough from priso~~, where he had 
been incarcerated for civil contempt for refusing to answer 
questions put to him by the Commission. 

Carl (Pappy) Ippolito, who reportedly fled New Jersey many 
years ago to avoid tin S.C.I. sul1poena requiring him to testify, 
was awaiting trial on a charge of criminal contempt for failing to 
appear before the S.C.I. in May, 1978. He was indicted on that 
charge by the State Grand Jury in 1979 after the Division of. 
Criminal Justice obtained his extradition from Pennsylvania. He 
had been living in the Bucks County area in Pennsylvania, aeross 
the Delaware River from Trenton, his former residence,. 

In connection with its continuous confrontation of high-ranking 
members of organized cr:ime, the Commission utilizes evidence it 
obtains to investigate the underworld's impact on ~\conomic and 
other facets of life in New Jersey. As a result, the Commission 
has been engaged in seveldl investigations of organized 0rime 
incursions in this state that are approaching completion but 
presently remain confidential matters under S.C.1 law. 

CRIMINAL CONTEMPT PROCESS 

The enactment in late 1979 of an expanded statute governing 
the Commission's operrations gave the agency an important addi­
tional weapon in its fact-finding confrontation of organized crime 
fig11Tes. This was the utilization of a criminal process against 
willful refusal by a witness, upon being granted immunity, to 
answer questions or produce evidence required by a subpoena. 
Such a procedure, which had been recommended in 1975 by the 
Governor's Committee to Evaluate the S.C.I., is in addition to the 
Commission's continuing civil contempt powel' to compel testimony 
from an immunized witness. 

The Evaluation Oommittee, in addition to its oveTall endorse­
ment of the ConIDussion's efforts, sought to strengthen the S.C.I.'s 
organized crime inquiries in the wake of a decision by the New 
Jersey Supreme Court. This decision required the release from 
jail of Gerardo Catena on the grounds that his incarcelration had 
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lost its coercive impact because nrolon ' 
strated he would never testify 'lfh . d ?~d confinement had demon-
court-ordered release of R~l he (~fSlO:r: subsequently led to the 
(Bobby) Manna after these p . ,aclne) . Napoli and Louis 
figures had been imprisonedot;er ;gh-raIlJnng organized crime 
contempt because they persisted 0: v~ 0.1' more years for civil 
S.C.I. The Evaluation Conmlitt ill re USillg ,to testify before the 
Catena decision would d'l t t ee stressed, ItS. concern that the 
concern to all citizens of th~ ~:at,~~ S.C.I.'s iJlrork ill an area "of 

On tIns point the Committee declared: 

((Th~lts the civil process ma~ b it f 
nacy, or may be ser'io~sly 1ebi~t ~ ~at'fed ~y obs~i­
nesses choose to l't' a e ~ v~tal w~t-
1"ecalcitrance. The ~~:~~;fonth~h rlr;;ability ~f the~r 
succeed seems to be a matter e" er coercwn w1,ll 
?f fact, and it beinQ held th t ~{rJ1 ophecy rather than 
2S a triable issue, ihe coerc ~ 1,S matte: of r:rophecy 
may be diluted b Z we effect of ~mpnsonment 
th t· '., ?J a wpe that some judge will ((find" 

a coe1 cwn w211 not over " 
ness, if not tod'ay, then tomor~~:eo': t1,h

e 
1"elu

t
ctant wit­

J I enex. 
((The Oatena decision bring t th f 

whether the criminal proces~ ~ho~~ld°r.; t~e q'/,ktestion 
deal w'ith the public in 'u . e 2nvo ed to 
ness thu f J ry whwh ensues when a u;it-
very mis:i:: ~f~s to obey an order to testify. The 
obtain the facts.1~ fs'%~ot::a~~dSt~pon an abilit1J' to 
choose to f'l'uskate an in u. e at any man may 
matter of concern to all t~'e~r1:(t?Y govfernment upon a 

• I. m 2zens 0 the Bt t Th 
ens'/,t2ng wrong exceeds the ff"' a e. e 
~~ l:t~gati01; of. limited m01~e1:%n; ~t~~~f~~;e~~~n 

a e s. auttWnty. H e1"e the public in 'ur " e 
heres ~n ever'y contempt . .7 Y whwh 2n-

that an agency of gover~~~~7p'ou?tdedd b~ the fact 
finally blocked in a matter of~s 02mpe.

d
e. or eve'!" 

concern. . verr~ ~ng pubhc 

((We believe a criminal pro 'th . 
sCl!nctions sho'/,tld be available C;~: :2. t' appropna:te 
for c1"iminal contem t '. x~s :mg penalt2es 
the light of the spec1al apruebl1~ca~2fetst~y 2nlad~q'ltate in 
l ' . h . • mw ~nvo ved We b 
2eve 2t t erefore necessar t 'd . e-

refusal to obey a lawful 01~e: forr:S2tifyt~~t~~ :a~~: 
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evidence before the B.O.I. shall constitute a high mis­
demeanor, triable of course by j~(,ry upon indictment. 
The maxi'l1'/,um punishment should be substantia,l so 
that the sentence may reflect the gravity of the par-

timflla1' offense." 
The Commission;s renewed enabling statute augments the 

agency's ciTil contempt power by also empowering the agency to 
pursue a criminal contempt conrse against a defiant witness. Such 
defiance under the re-vised S.C.I, law would be a crime of tbe 
second degree requiring a prison sentence of 7 years and a fine of 
$100,000. If the Commission decides to seek a criminal penalty, 
its complaint must be referred to the Attorney General f.or prose­
cution, since the S.C.I. is a fact-finding rather than a prosecutorial 
body. The Commission's new criminal contempt power, of course, 
also assures established legal and constitutional protections for 
the target of such action. The Commission believes its enlarged 
scope will strengthen. its confrontation of mob fignres who attempt 
to thwart the Commission's civil process by constant legal and 

other delaying tactics. 
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52:9M-2. The CO'11m' • 
and power to c~nd Isslo.n shall have the dut 
nection with: uct Investigations in co;;' 

. . • The ccnduct of bl' 
public employees, an~u IC officers and 
employees of public of officers and 
authorities; corporations and 

... Any m tt a er concernin h 
peace, public safety and blfJ. t ~ public * pu IC JUstIce * 

Excerpt from SCI L ••• . " ow 
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THE COMMISSION'S PUBLIC ACTIVITIES 

INTRODUCTION/1979 UPDATE 

The Commission's public actions in 1979 included: 

• A three-day public hearing in June on the mishandl­
ing of public insurance programs by certain 
county, municipal and other govemmental entities.* 

.. An interim public report on incorrect injury lflave 
practices which preceded the public insurance hear­
ing. This report was issued while the pubhc in­
surance investigation was in its final stages in an 
effort to proscribe misguided procedures that had 
already cost county and municipal employees at 
least $1 million in incorrect social security and in­
come tax deductions during the five-year period 
prior to 1979 from wages paid to these employees in 
accordance With governmental injury leave 
policies. ** 

• A public report to the Governor and the Legislature 
on deficiencies in the handling of sudden death in­
vestigations by law enforcement officials, including 
medical examiners. »(,** 

Interim Insurance Report 

A detailed review of the Conmlission's public insurance probe 
and hearing was published separate from this annual report,. in­
cluding corrective recommendations the Commission hopes will be 
implemented by the Legislature. The interim report, a spinoff from 
this inquiry, was published early in 1979 in an effort to bring to an 
in1ll1ediat€' halt wrongful tax deductions from injury leave wages 
paid to public employees and to expedite efforts to assist such 

* See PI>. 33-35 of this 11 th Annual Report. 
** See N. J. State Commission of Investigation "Report and Recommendations on In­

correct Injury Leave Practices in the Counties," issued in January, 1979. 
*** See N. J. State Commission of Investigation "Report and Recommendations on the 

Investigation of Sudden Deaths," issued in November, 1979. 
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employees recoup their losses before a three-year statute of limita­
tions barred recovery for inappropriate deductions imposed during 
1975. 

The interim report, in summary, demonstrated that most counties 
with injury leave payment policies were incorrectly deducting social 
security and income taxes from wages paid to employees pursuant 
to these policies. In addition, it was found that these counties also 
were contributing such taxes as employers even though they were 
not required to do so. In connection with workers' compensation 
insurance, the Commission criticized unnecessary administrative 
costs that were automatically becoming a part of annual workers' 
compensation premiums in the counties. Another finding was that 
BUrUJlgton County and the Essex County Welfare Board were 
illegally allowing employees to receive and keep both workers' 
compensation and injury leave checks. 

As a result of the interim report's recommendations, inappro­
priate tax deductions were largely halted, efforts were made at 
both the state and county levels to assist workers in recouping 
losses from such deductions, the illegal double-check practice was 
discontinued in Burlington and Essex and a legislative effort began 
to amend state law to eliminate needless administrative costs of 
workers' compensation programs in all counties. 

Sudden Death Investigations 
In its 175-page critique of sudden death investigations, the Com­

mission's proposed reforms emphasized the need to replace New 
Jersey's present 21 county medical examiners by a more pro­
fessionally qualified regional system utilizing forensic pathologists 
as regional medical examiners. The Commission's inquiry demon­
strated that a professionally adequate medical examiner function 
was a key element of law enforcement performance in sudden death 
cases. The Commission also recognized the necessity for improving 
the effectiveness of county prosecutor staffs and municipal police, 
particularly to achieve a more coordinated investigative relation­
ship with qualified medical examiners than now exists. 

The Commission recommended that the State Medical Examiner 
be empowered to establish and direct a statewide regional medical 
examiner system of at least three multi-county offices, one of which 
would be operated in conjunction with the state office at the develop­
ing New Jersey Institute of Forensic Science in Newark. Each 
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regional office would b d' t d b 
trained fulltime staff a~d ~:c'l\ y a forensic pathologist with a 
of region established. The co~t\~e~h:~~i~:t~f ~~ the si~e and type 
would be offset a 11 b '" ese regronal offices 
of their county m::l y y partrClpatIn?, counties to the extent 
In addition the Comrni ~xamIner expendItures for the year 1979. 
establish vrith .. sSllon r~col1lIl1ended that county prosecutors 

~ mUlliClpa polIce depart t din' 
cedures that would includ . ~en s coor atIng pro­
certain m .. 1 d e pre-qualIficatlOn by a prosecutor of 
sudden de~c~~est~::tI~~:ntsu a~ capable .of conducting initial 
departments would assume ~ontr~ll ~r~q~~lifiedb munic~pal police 
ments required intervention by area t pr~, es untIl develop­
county prosecutors would as sum P osec~ or; III all other cases, 
quiries in liaison 'with the ap e ~edl~te control of death in­
Stiffer performance re uire proprIa e re~?nal medical examiner. 
mended, including com~leti:e~~s f~~ mUfIc~p~1 police were recom­
undertaking police duties s ec p ce r.alllIn.g programs before 
homicide narcotics ,p Ia! 5luali?CatlOn standards for 
tinuous n;.-service tra~~~~her speClalIzed Investigations and con-

LEGISLATIVE LIAISON 

1. Incursion of Organized Crime I t Ct' .. 
nesses in Atlantic City'" n 0 er a1n Legd~mate Busi-

In January, 1979, Senator Stev P Pl' . 
troduced two bills designed to impe~: attem;~'s ~e, D-At!antic,. in­
to penetrate the cigarette vendinO' s ! organIzed crlille 
nesses. Such infiltration had b b a: alcoholIc beverage busi­
vestigation by the SCI d e~n r rmed by an extensive in­
testimony. ** . . . an your days of public hearing 

The measures sponsored by Senator Perskie were: 

f • 1~-3008, to st~>en?,~hen the statutory requirements 
Oft I~en~ure of IndiVIduals and entities in the ciga­

re ~ uSIne~s by the State Division of Taxation m­
~lu~~ng . strms;ent disqualification criteria to 'bar 
. ur er mcurSlOn by organized crime elements. 

• ~-3010, t~ similarly strengthen the requirements 
for lIcensure In the liquor business by the Al h r 
Beverage Control Commission. co 0 IC 

----* See N. T. State Commission of If' ** See N. ]. StI..te Commission of I~~~~;fg~ii~~ ~tiioArt, issUl eRd December, 1979. 
. nnua eport for 1977. 
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After considera.ble review and revision by the Senate Law, Public 
Safety and Defense Committee, S-3008 was approved by the Senate 
by a vote of 31-0 on May 7, 1979. The bill was further reviewed 
and amended by the ..Assembly Judiciary Committee and was 
approved by the ..Assembly without a dissenting vote on January 
3, 1980. The Senate concurred in the Assembly's amendments ~nd 
8-3008 was subsequently signed into law by the Governor. Du~mg 
the progress of this bill through the Legislature, S.C.I. offiClals 
attended numerous Senate and Assembly committee conferences on 
its structure and joined in several revisions to make it an effective 
and specific barrier against infiltration of the cigarette industry by 
members of organized crime. 

Senator Perskie's S-3010, to strengthen liquor industry licensure 
requirements, was approved by the Senate along with its comp?,nion 
bill S-3008. However, certain provisions of S-3010 were questioned 
during the Assembly Judiciary Committee's review and the 
measure died with the 1978-79 legislative session. The S.C.I. has 
urged enactment of a bill similar to S-3010 during the 1980-81 
legislative session. 

2. Abuses in the Boarding Home Ind~£stry* 

After issuing a report and recommendations on serious irregu­
larities in this industry in November, 1978, the Commission 
participated in a series of discussions on boarding home problems 
conducted by the Senate Institutions, Health and Welfare Com­
mittee. This committee's work resulted in the introduction in 
February 1979, of S-3111, a bill entitled "The Rooming and Board­
ing Hom~ Act of 1979." The primary sponsor of this legislation 
was Senator Anthony Scardino, Jr., the committee chairman. 
S-3111 gained approval of the Senate and ..Assembly later in 1979 
and was eventually signed into law. Although the law excludes an 
S.C.I. proposal that regulatory responsibility for all facets of the 
industry except rate-making be centered in the Department of 
Human Services rather than remain fragmented among three de­
partments, the measure had the endorsement of the Commission 
as a progressive step toward safeguarding the 40,000 mostly 
elderly and infirm individuals who are "trapped" in boarding 
house facilities. 

* See N. J. State Commission Report on "Abuses and Irregularities in New Jersey's 
Boarding Home Industry," November, 1978. 
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3. Violations of the Absentee Ballot Law'" 

Both during and after the Commission's investigation and public 
hearings into official abuse and misuse of the ..Absentee Ballot Law, 
constant communication was maintained with legislative and execu­
tive officials on the problem of statutory reforms. The task of clos­
ing election law loopholes to further improprieties was particularly 
difficult because of the necessity to make required changes that 
would not infringe on the constitutional privilege of all eligible 
voters to cast a secret ballot for candidates of their choice. A series 
of law amendments were drafted after discussions with legislators, 
with affected law enforcement entities and with Secretary of State 
Donald Lan. The Commission believes that the u:n:ity of purpose 
and effort by New Jersey's law enforcement community and the 
Legislature behind pending' Absentee Ballot Law reforms will 
speed their enactment and guarantee their effective implementation. 

* See N. J. State Commission of Investigation 10th Annual Report for 1973. 
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52:9M-3. At the direction of the ~overnor or 
b concurrent resolution of the Le.glsl?ture the 
C~mmission shall conduct .invest!gatlons and 
otherwise assist in connection with: 

The making of recommendations by 
th~ Governor to the Legislature w!t~ respect 
to changes in or additions to eXlstmg pro­
visions of law required for the more effec­
tive enforcement of the law; 

. . . The Legislature's consid?r?tion of 
changes in or additions to eXlstmg pro· 
visions of law required for the more effec­
tive administration and enforcement of the 
law •.. * 

52:9M-4. At the direction or request of the 
Legislature, of the Governor or of the h:a~ of 
any department, board, bureau, commiSSion, 
authority or other agency c.reoted by the 
State, or to which the State IS a party, the 
Commission shall investigate the manage­
ment or affairs of any such department, 
board, bureau, commission, authority or other 
agency ..• * 
* Excerpts from 5.('.1. Law 
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THE GOVERNOR'S REQUESTS 

NEW ]l1RSEY HOUSING FINANCE AGENCY 

Under its enabling statute the S.O.I. is required, at the direction 
of the Governor or of the Legislature, to conduct investigations in 
connection with possible changes in existing law to achieve more 
eife0tivt:' adminj,stration and enforcement. During 1979, the Oom­
mission undertook two separate investigations at the request of 
Governor Byrne. 

On February 27, 1979, the Gor nor asked the S.O.I. to investi­
gate the New Jersey Housing .mance Agency (H.F.A.). This 
request was made by letter to Arthur S. Lane, the Oommission's 
chairman, as follows: 

Reoent allegations about the management praotioes 
of the New Jersey H01-£sing .Finance Agenoy have been 
oalled to my attention. The servioes performed by that 
Agenoy are of great importanoe to the people of 0~6r 
State and p'ttblio oonfidence in its oapability and in­
tegrity is essential. Aooordingly, after consultation 
with the members of that Agency, I hereby request 
that the State Commission of Investigation undertake, 
pU1"SUant to N.J.8.A. 52:9M-4, a formal, prompt and 
comprehensive investigation of the New Jersey Hous­
ing Finance Agency. 

I have been advised by Treasurer Goldma1~ that the 
Agency's high credit 1-ating cO~6ld be eroded by un­
answered allegations of 1nismanagement. A thorough 
and dispositive investigation of the Agency's oonduct 
wO'ttld serve to oomfort bond investors and, at the 
same time, facilitate future Agency financings. 

Needless to say, the Board and the Agenoy will co­
operate in every way possible with such an investiga­
tion. I look forward to your oooperation and your 
review. 

The Oommission immediately launched an extensive review of 
H.F.A. project files and of the activities of officers and staff with 
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respect to these files (except for two projects that had been 
under inquiry by Attorney General John J. Degnan and U.S. 
Attorney Ronert J. DelTufo). The Commission has been cooperat­
ing with state and federal law enforcement agencies in tr..eir 
inquiries. In addition, the Commission has as~{essed the operations 
of agencies similar to New Jersey's H.F.A. in other states, includ­
ing Pennsylvania, Connecticut, Massachusetts aDd Michigan. These 
assessments will provide comparative data for the S.C.I. 's forth­
coming recommendations to improve the operation and assure the 
integrity of this state's H.F .. A.. The Oommission may conduct 
public hearings highlighting the inadequacies of the H.F.A. and 
will submit a full report on its findings. 

INDEPENDENT TRUCKERS' ALLEGATIONS 

. On July 5, 1979, Governor Byrne informed the Commission that 
he received allegations from independent truckers of questionable 
unloading practices at truck terminals. He directed the S.C.I. to 
investigate these allegations in this letter to Chairman Lane: 

At ~ 1"ecent meeti1~g held in my office with repre.­
sentatives of the Independent Truckers Association, 
allegations were made of certain questionable ~tnload­
ing fees being imposed on truckers at truc7c loading 
docks. Those allegations included references to re­
quirements of a cash fee for unloading being requested 
by the gate guards in the dock areas; if payment was 
not 'made by the truckers, their trucks were placed on 
side lines and other tnwks were routed in front of 
them for speedy unloading. 

I believe that this is a matter warranting investi­
gati01~ by the State Commission of Investigation and, 
accordingly, p~£rsuant to my authority under N.J.S.A. 
52:9M-3, I ask and direct you to investigate this 
matter. 

Attaohed is a list of the three representatives from 
the Independent Truckers AssoCiation who met with 
me. My Chief of Staff, Robert E. Mulcahy, III, was 
present at this meeting and can answer any specific 
questions you ma.y have. 

A report on the Commission's inquiry into the truckers' allega­
tions cited by the Governor was in process as this annual report 
was printed. 
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52:9M-5. Upon request of the Attorney Gen­
eral, a county prosecutor or any other law 
enforcement official, the Commission shall co­
operate With, advise and assist them in the 
performance of their official ... duties. * 
52:9M-6. The Commission shall cooperate with 
departments and officers of the United States 
Government in the investigation of violations 
of the Federal laws within this state. * 
52:9M-7. The Commission shall examine into 
~atters relating to law enforcement extend­
Ing across the boundaries of the state info 
?ther states; and may consult and exchange 
Informat!on with officers and agencies of other 
states With respect to law enforcement prob­
lems of mut'ual concern ... * 

52:9M-8. Whenever the Commission or an 
ef"ployee obtains any information or evidenc~ 
~ .a reasonable possibility of criminal wrong-
_~lng ... th.e information or evidence of such 

clime. or misconduct shall be called to the 
atten!lon of the Attorney General as soon as 
pracflc':lble, unless the Commission shall ... 
det~rmlne .that special circumstances exist 
:-vhlch fe.qulre the delay in transmittal of the 
information or evidence ••. * 
* Excerpfs from S.C.I. Law 

LAW ENfORCEMENT LIAISON 

• Attorney General 
• County Prosecutors 

• Reference of Evidence 
• Interstate Cooperation 

• Nationa! Organization of 
Investigatory Commissions 
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LAW ENFORCEMENT LIAISON 
INTRODUCTION 

The Commission continued during 1979 to respond to its statu­
tory mandate to advise, assist and otherwise cooperate with other 
law enforcement agencies "in the perf.ormance of their officIal 
powers and duties." 

The Commission last year recorded 101 requests for various 
types of assistance from county, state and federal law enforcement 
agencies in New Jersey and from such agencies in the states of 
California, Delaware, Nevada, Florida, New YorR: and Maryland. 

Complying with these requests, according to data recorded by 
Commission staff, required a total of 565 hours, or more than 
23 working days. Scores of additional tinle-commming contacts by 
and with the Commission were not included in the record because 
of the highly confidential nature of such discussions with various 
agencies and officials. This liaison effOl't was mutually beneficial 
and was reciprocated in a unstinting manner by the Attorney 
General's department, including the Divisions of Criminal Justice 
and State Police, and by all other law enforcement agencies in­
volved in these contacts. 

LIAISON WITH THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

As indicated, the Commission's liaison with Attorney General 
John J. Degnan and various components of Iris Department of 
Law and Public Safety was of a particularly constp.ut nature. In 
fact, there were literally scores of occasions requiring cmmnunl­
cation by the Commission with the .A!ttorney General or his staff 
and by Iris department with the Commission that, because of 
confidential restrictions, could not be included in the COmmission's 
statistical records of law enforcement contacts maintained by 
S.C.I. special agents and agerrts/accountants in the performance 
of their day-to-day duties . 

.An exanlple of the effectiveness of this type of law enforcement 
liaison was the Commission's investigation and pUblic hea.rings ill 
1978 of the misuse of the Absentee Ballot Law. '1\ This inquiry was 

* See N. J. State Commission of Investigation 10th Annual Report for 1978. 
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launched as a cooperative effort with state and county prosecu­
torial officials, particularly with the Attomey Gene'I'al's Criminal 
Justice Division, after they finally determined that the law was se 
inadequate as to almost completely thwart every attempt to prose­
cute alleged violators of the absentee voting process. It was con­
ceded at the outset of the Commission's probe that the Absentee 
Voting Law's contradictions, restrictions and ambiguities would 
continue to defy even the most vigorous enforcement. According to 
testimony by Criminal Justice Director Edwin H. Stier, "after a 
very careful analysis. of the information that we had and the 
number of alternatives available to us," the Attorney General 
decided that "the most important vehicle for translating the 
information which we had found into action toward reform 
would be to assist 1;he S.C.I. in its efforts and to bring about 
specific proposals in that way, and public awareness of the serious­
ness of the problem in the hope that the gaps in the law that we 
have been experiencing and laboring under will be closed." 

A productive sharing of investigatory files and tasks marked 
the entire probe. Public hearings in late 1978 confirmed drama­
tically how local politicians coerced voters to advance their own 
personal and partisan ambitions, how absentee ballots were dis­
tributed, collected and cast illegally, and how forgery was employed 
to sign and alter ballots. 

This same extensive law enforcement cooperation marked the 
discussions throughout 1979 of proposed Absentee Ballot Law 
revisions. 

LIAISON WITH COUNTY PROSECUTORS 

At the conclusion of its investigation of absentee ballot abuses, 
the Commission publicly acknowledged the cooperation of affected 
county prosecuto,rs, as well as that of the Attorney General's 
offic~. The Commission take pride in its increasingly close relation­
ship with all of New Jersey's 21 county prosecutors and their 
staffs that began with active investigative associations some years 
ago in Atlantic, Burlington, Camden, Essex, Hudson, Passaic and 
Union counties. By 1979, this linkage between prosecutors and the 
S.C.I. had been extended to every county and is being constantly 
reaffirmed as prosecuto.l.1al changes occur in the various counties. 

. -Particularly with regard to organized crime inquiries, the Com­
mission realizes that the office of the county prosecuto,r is often 
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~e most accurate and com lete' . . . 
l~g orgaI?ized criminal actIvity ~f~sltory o! ~o:m.ation regard­
~lve sh::rmg of information and ex ~ach JUrIsdictl:on. Coopera-
actor 111 the Commission' . pe ~e. ~as been an important 

local Om.CBS. with particul!rV~~~::d a~tIVltl~s :while aiding these 
CommulllcatlOn and coo erat' IS. 0 prIOrIty and approach 
and their staffs, addi.ti~nall;o~a~lth!-e 21 county prosecutor~ 
understanding of the level ~f the e anc~d the COmmission's 
problem. e stateWIde organized crime 

REFERENCE OF EVIDENCE 

As required by its enablin t t 
course of its various l'n . ¥ s a ute, the Commission during the 
f' '. qUlrIes refers m tt . t or illvestIgatlOn and prosecut' a elS 0 other agencies 
during 1979 which result d' IOn .. Sev,eral such referrals occurred 
b e ill ongoillg ill t· t' e commented on at thi t' S ves 19a IOns. These cannot 
investigation of the insu~a~:e. l' ubsequent to t~e Commission '8 

state, however, certain referrafs ~cedur,es of publIc entities in the 
,,:ere made pUblic by those ent' t' 0 va~hous gover:nnental entities 
discussed below. lIes. ose partIcular cases are 

1979 REFERRALS 

North Bergen Township Clerk Joseph M J o occo. r. 
n ,August 10, pursuant to a resol t' ' 

S.C.I. s Executive Director wrote t M IOn of the CommisSion, the 
N ortll Bergen concernino• th ~ 11) I ayor Anthony DiVincent of 
Moc . b" IS e (tua 1'0 e played b T . co ill 0 tammg municip 1 . Y OwnShlP Clerk 
stated, in part: a 111surance coverage. That letter 

ItH . 
amng examined the rec d f . 

vestigation the Com . . hor 0 the 'i,nsurance in-, 1n?,Sswn as d 'd d h 
cause for the removal of 111 M ec'/, e t ~t thet"e is 
of Township Clerk for . r. occo from h'/,s position 
evidence of such miscon~:~~0n.d~6ct and we 1'efer the 
officer having the authority t/'/,ntce you are the pUblic 

ac. 
({T~e situation which came t l' 7. • 

heanng relates to Mr M ,0 1,g/l,t 'lin the public 
Cl k . . occo s d~tal role T . 

er w1,th the responsibilit f' as ownsh1,p 
on the one hand and Insura~ceo1 1,n

k
surance pl.acement 

ro er recew1.ng com-
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missions for mwnicipal insurances on the other. It was 
found that the coverage which was obtaine~ ~y Mr. 
Mocco was so lacking in many respects, add~.twnal!YJ 
that the township was left ~tninsured for certa~n penls. 
With regard to the 1Je1·tinent facts which ~hould b.e 
reviewed by you, I ha1;e enclosed the r:nt~re publ~c 
hearing recorcl f1'on~ the relevant portwn of publw 
hearings held onJu1~e 19,20 and 21, 1979." 

Just prior to the Commission's public hearing on North Bergen 
insurance irregularities, Clerk Mocco wa~ suspended from o~ce 
after an election in which the Mocco' reglIDe m that c~~umty 
was defeated. A hearing of charges against Mocco was mstItuted 
that did not conclude until December. Based on the recommenda­
tions of retired Superior Court Judge George B. Gelman, who 
presided over the Mocco hearing, Mayor DiVince;lt. fired . Mo~co 
as township clerk on January 15, 1980. The S.C.I. s mvestI.gahve 
findings of conflicts and other improprietie~ in. the handlmg ~f 
North Bergen insurance b! Mocco were a highlIght of the testI­
mony recorued at the hearmg. 

Hudson Cotl,nty Purchasing Agent Wan'en Fuhro 
On August 2nd, as authorized by a resolution of the Commission, 

the S.C.I. 's Deputy Director notified the County of Hudso~ t~at 
a portion of the public insurance hearing held by the CommIssIon 
involved the fact that Mr. Fuhro had recommended to the Board 
of Freeholders that the T.C. Moffatt Agency be awarded a contract 
for county insurance coverage and that Mr. Fuhro's personal auto­
mobile liability premiums had heen charged to Kearny Realty, Inc. 
rt was point~d out by the Commission ~I its referr~l. that Mr. 
Fuhro had contended under oath that he paId cash for hIS msurance 
coverage to the Moffatt Agency but his testimony :vas denied by 
G. Fred Hockenjos, a principal in the agency. This rebuttal by 
Mr. Hockenjos was verified by bookkeeping records of the Moffatt 
Agency. 

According to Hudson County Counsel Francis T. Morley, the 
Fuhro matter was referred to the Attorney General's Criminal 
Justice Division by the County Prosecutor's office. 

The Town of Kearny and Frank Arilotta 
Pursuant to a resolution of the Commission, the S.C.I. staff 

communicated with David C. Rowlands, Mayor of Kearny, con-
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cerning evidence recorded at public hearings pertaining to United 
Agencies, Inc., and its relationship with the Kearny insurance 
director, Frank Arilotta. -" The Commission's communication noted that, in addition to 
un~dvertised commissions of approximately $20,000 annually, 
U mted Agencies received an additional $80,000 "service fee" 
which was paid by the town. The Commission's hearing disclosed 
that Mr: Arilotta shared in a portion of these fees under an agree­
ment :Vlt~ one of the salesmen for United Agencies, Inc. The 
CommIssIOn recommended that Mr. Arilotta's employment as the 
town's insurance director be rescinded immediately. The Com­
mission also suggested that Mr. Arilotta's relationship with the 
town as an insurance broker also be rescinded. 

Mr. Arilotta resigned as insurance director and early in 1980 
Kearny replaced the United Agencies' contract with another in­
surance account devoid of any "service" fees. 

INTERSTATE COOPERATION 

The Commission is a member of various interstate organizations 
or a formal and informal nature which relate to its work and 
continues to cooperate through these organizations with repre­
sentati.ves of other states on matters of mutual concern. Addi­
tionally, the Commission received in excess of one hundred requests. 
for assistance on investigations from various law enforcement 
agencies throughout the nation. The Commission, in fulfillment 
of its statutory duty and its recognition of the importance of co­
operation. among the states' in areas such as organized crime, 
fulfilled these requests quickly and efficiently. Additionally, the 
Commission itself hag. requested assistance from various other 
states on matters of mutual concern with particular relevance to 
organized crime and racketeering. 

One particular project in which the Commission was involved 
was' the investigation by the Pennsylvania Crime Commission of 
organized crime infiltration into the pizza industry in Pennsylvania. 
Because the supply lines' of the industry in certain important 
respects commenced in New Jersey, the Commission's investigatory 
and aocounting staff was utilized in cooperation with the Penn­
sylvania Commission to pinpoint that portion of the infiltration 
which was initiated in New Jersey. Additionally, because of prior 
work of the S.C.I. in its Atlantic City investigation in 1977 and its 
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familiarity with various facets of organized crime that are active 
in the retail markets of New Jersey and Pennsylvania, the New 
Jersey commission engaged in a cooperative exchange of informa­
tion concerning these E'.nd other individuals with the Pennsylvania 
commission. In its final report on the pizza industry, the Pellll­
sylvania Orime Oommission publicly commended the New Jersey 
S.O.I. for its cooperation and assistance. 

NATIONAL ORGANIZATION OF INVESTIGATORY COMMISSIONS 

The S.O.I. continued its membership and activities in the Nation­
al Organization of Investigatory Commissions (NOlO) during 1979. 
NOIC was created in Princeton in 1978 when the New Jersey S.O.I. 
ealled five other similar Commissions into conclave to consider the 
concept of a national group. 

The Hawaii Commission on Crime joined NOIC in 1979. The 
Hawaii commission, created in 1978, has the primary purpose of 
inquiring into various aspects of organized crime in the state and 
keeping the public informed about the workings of organized crime. 

Pursuant to NOIC's constitution, one of its principal functions 
is to promote the concept of investigatory commissions fqr other 
states. In line with views expressed by NOIC's president, Michael 
R. Siavage, executive director of the New Jersey s.c.r., NOrO dur­
ing 1979 corresponded virith the legislative and e:-:ecutive leaders of 
43 states with regard to creating an S.C.r.-type state agency. 
Consideration of the concept is under way in several states and 
many other State officials have asked NOrC for information and 
further assistance in their studies of such actions. 
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52:9M-9: The Commission shall be authorized 
to appoint and employ and at pleasure re­
move an Executive Director, Counsel, Investi­
gat~rs, Accountants, and such other persons 
a~ ~t may. deem necessary, without regard to 
C,vIl ServIce; and to determine their dut' 
and fix their salaries or compensation With7~ 
the amo"unts appropriated therefor. Investiga­
to~s .and accountants appointed by the Com­
mIssIon shall be and have all the powers of 
peace officers. * 

* Excerpt from S.C.I. Law 
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C01VIMISSION IT' APF 

STAFF PERFORMANCE 

The Commission's staff during 1979 consisted of 33 individuals, 
including five lawyers, five accountants and 14 special agents. 
As in previous years, the staff continued to expand its professional 
caliber by attending various law enforcement seminars and con­
ferences and accredited educational courses related to their work. 

In addition to enrolling for appropriate lectures sponsored by 
the Institute for Continuing Legal Education, S.C.I. lawyers 
accepted invitations to speak or conduct panel discussions at pro­
fessional meetings and before citizen groups. One attorney, for 
example, participated in a televised town meeting program on 
crline, spoke at an organized crline conference in Atlantic City and 
made the welcoming address to a regional conference of law enforce­
ment intelligence experts. Another lawyer participated in an 
organized crline institute at Cornell University in Ithaca, N.Y., and 
in organized crline panel discussions before the National Associa­
tion of Attorneys General in Atlanta, Ga. Two other attorneys 
attended similar seminars in Chicago, one of whom also attended 
a National Prosecutors' Association program in Chicago on the use 
of computers in the investigation of economic crimes. All of the 
Commission's counsel have had trial or investigative experience in 
actions against organized crime. One came to the agency after 
serving as an assistant county prosecutor. 

The Commission's accountants not only kept abreast of advances 
in their field but also shared their knowledge and experience with 
numerous other law enforcement agencies. The chief S.C.I. account­
ant, for example, addressed the State Police Training Academy in 
Sea Girt twice during the year on the subject of corporate financial 
investigations. He also reviewed specific problems in connection 
with such corporate inquiries before agents of the New Jersey 
Alcoholic Beverage Control Commission and has lectured o'n the 
role of accountants as expert witnesses and as "financial detectives" 
working with organized crime investigative teams. He and other 
staff accountants continued a longstanding practice of enrolling in 
various educational programs sponsored by the New York State 

37 

i; 
I; 
l­
i! j; 

Ii 

Ii 
I' 

Ii 
Ii \ 

I 

" 

r 

-

, 



7' / 

Society of Certified Public Accountants and other special account­
ing courses on topics related to their duties. Two of the S.C.I.'s 
accountants came from the U.S. Internal Revenue Service's investi­
gative ranks. 

Special courses and seminars on white collar crime, government 
corruption, organized crime and other law enforcement problems 
are also attended periodically by the Commission's special agents. 
In addition, the wide-ranging professional background of these 
agents has been particularly helpful in the successful completion 
of the Commission's unusually varied investigations. Collectively, 
this background includes previous careers or tours of duty with 
the U.S. Justice Department, the U.S. Senate's organized crime 
investigations, the Federal Bureau of Investigation, the State 
Police, various county prosecutor's offices, the Pennsylvania Crime 
Commission, many municipal police departments, the NY-NJ 
Waterfront Commission, a county sheriff's department, and the 
Military Police. One or another of the special agents periodically 
presides at regularly scheduled meetings of delegates from approxi­
mately 40 federal, state, county and municipal law enforcement 
agencies from a five-state area. These meetings are designed to 
develop closer investigative liaison and to review law enforcement 
matters of mutual concern. 

In addition, all staff members with supervisory obligations have 
attended in-house training courses in managerial responsibilities 
and presently are completing a program in employer-employee ('<.Jm-
munications. 
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52:9M-10. The Commission shall make an 
an~ual report to the Governor and legislatur~ 
which .sh.all include its recommendations. Th; 
Commission shall make such further interim 
r:ports to the Governor and legislature or 
either thereof, as it shall deem ad· bl' 

h II b 
visa e, or 

as s a e required by the Governor or b 
concurrent reso!ution of the legislature. * y 

52:?tMh-111'· dBy such means and to such extent 
as I s a eem app . t h C . h II k h ropna e, t e ommlssion 
sa. eep t e public informed as to the 
~;r~tlons of organized crime, problems of 

th C 
nfor~e~ent . . . and other activities of 

e ommlsslon. * 
* Excerpts from S.C.I. Law 
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LIAISON WITH THE PUBLIC 

PUBLIC REPORTS 

Since its inception the Commission has held a total of 21 public 
hearings on various law enforcement problems. These hearings 
were conducted in accordance with the Commission's statutory 
mandate to publicly demonstrate wrongdoing uncovered by fact­
finding investigations. Each of these hearings was followed by a 
public report to the Governor and the Legislature summarizing 
investigative findings, reviewing hearing testimony and recom­
mending legislative and regulatory reforms. Many of these recom­
mendations were implemented, as detailed in a summary of major 
investigations in the Appendices Section of this annual report. 
In addition, the Commission since 1969 also issued 11 public reports 
on investigations which did not warrant a public hearing procedure. 

A brief listing of these 32 public actions by the S.C.I. during 
the past decade illustrates the ,vide-ranging variety of allegations 
and complaints that, by formal authorization of the Commission, 
were subjected to the traditional process of probes, hearings anrl 
public disclosure. In the organized crime field, the Commission'S 
continuing confrontation of high-ranking mob figures- was high­
lighted by public hearings and reports on organized crime influence 
in Long Branch and Monmouth County (1970), organized crime 
activities in Ocean County (1972), narcotics trafficking (1973), and 
infiltration of legitimate businesses ill Atlantic City (1977). In 
addition, investigations in other law enforcement areas that were 
subjected to both public hearings and reports induded: State 
deaning services' abuses (1970), state building service contractual 
irregularities (1970), Hudson County Mosquito Commission cor­
ruption (1970), Jersey City waterfront land frauds (1971), workers 
compensation misconduct (1973), misuse of surplus federal prop­
erty (1973), pseudo-charity solicitations (1974), Lindenwold 
borough corruption (1974), medicaid-clinical labs (1975), Middle­
sex land deals (1976-), prison furlough abuses (1976), medicaid 
nursing home schemes (1976), improper conduct by private schools 
for handicapped children (1978), absentee ballot law transgressions 
(1978) and mishandling of public insurance programs (1979). 
Further, although no public hearings ensued, critical public. reports 
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and corrective recommendations followed the Commission's in­
vestigations of the garbage industry (1970), an Atlantic County 
embezzlement (1971), Stockton College land deals (1972), the 
Attorney General's office (1973), Middlesex bank fraud (1973), 
conflicts of interest on the Delaware River Port Authority (1974), 
medicaid nursing home cost reimbursements (1975), medicaid 
"mills" (1976), casino c.ontrol law problems (1977), medicaid 
hospital problems (1977) and wrongful tax deductions from public 
employees' injury leave wages (1979). 

As this annual report went to the printer, the Commission was 
in the process of bringing three investigations to the public hearing 
stage. 

CITIZENS ASSISTANCE 

As in past years, hardly a week passed in 1979 that the Com­
mission did not receive requests for investigative action, assistance 
or advice from citizens of New Jersey. Commission records indicate 
more than 150 such citizen contacts, mostly for the purpose of .:filing 
complaints about law enforcement and other problems affecting 
them or their communities. The Commission staff's discussions and 
reviews of such citizen complaints required an average of more 
than a half-hour per contact. 
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ApPENDIX I 

RESUME OF THE COMMISSION'S 
MAJOR INVESTIGATIONS 

'l'his is a summary of the C01nm,ission's major in­
vestigations 'U.ndertaken since June, 1969, when the 
H.U,!. became staffed and operational. In describing 
them as major investigatio11s, it is meant that they re­
quired considerable time and effort and, where app1"0-
priate, resulted in a public hearin,q or a· public repm-t. 
Since these inquiries have been discussed fully in 
sepaj"ate repoj"ts 01" in p1"evious a'Ym'ual reports or 
i1~ sections of this 1"ep01"t, only a brief statem.ent about 
each - including su,bsequent j"esults - is set forth. 

l. ORGANIZED CRIME CONFRONTATIONS* 

Since the summer of 1969, the Oommission has been issuing 
subpcenas for the appearance and testimony of individuals identi­
fied by law enforcement authorities as leaders or members of 
organized crime families operating in New Jersey. This program 
has been part of the Oommission's continuous effort to increase 
the storehouse of intelligence, mutually shared with law enforce­
ment age1l0ies, about the status, modes and patterns of underworld 
operations in this state. However, the need to penetrate the so­
called "Oath of Silence", behind which organized crime figures 
try to hide, has required the Oommission to utilize every constitu­
tional weapon at its disposal. One of these import.ant anti-crime 
tools is the power to grant immunity, following procedures that 
are in strict accord with the protections laid dOiVll by law and the 
judiciary. The Oormnis-sion believes that, once witneisses have been 
granted immunity against the use of their testimony or any leads 
derived from such testimony, a proper balance has been struck 
between protecting individual rights and the responsibility of the 
state to safeguard the public by learning as much as possible about 

* See New Jersey State Commission of Investigation, Annual Reports for 1970, 1971, 
1972, 1973, 1974, 1975, 1976, 1977 and 1978. See also pp" 17-22 of this Annual Report. 
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the plans and strategies Qf the underwQrld. This philQsophy and 
apprQach have been approved by the highest state and federal 
cQurts. 

, As: par.tQf this prQgram Qf cQnfrQntatiQn, nine Qrganized crime 
figures who. were served with subpamas elected to. undergo. extended 
periQds Qf cQurt-ordered imprisQnment· fQr civil cQntempt fQr re­
fusing to. answer S.O.I. questiQns. In additiQn, certain Qrganized 
crime figures remain under S.O.I. subpama fQr either cQntinuing 
or future testimQny, including SimQne Rizzo. (Sam the Plumber) 
DeOavalcante, Oarl (Pappy) IpPQlito and JQseph PatenlO . .Among 
the many organized crime figures Jrnown to have fled New Jersey 
in an effort to aVQid being served with S.O.I. subprenas are Anthony 
(Tumac) Acceturo of LivingstQn, Emilio (The Count) Delio and 
Paterno. Qf Newark, J-oseph (Demus) OQvellQ Qf Belleville, J Qhn 
(J Qhnny D) DiGilio. of Paramus, Tino Fiumara of WyckQff, John 
(Johnny Keyes) Simone Qf Lawrence Township, and Ippolito. The 
attempt by a number of these to seek alternate places of residence, 
primarily in SQuth FlQrida, lIas been interrupted frQmtime to time 
by federal and state indictments charging various criminal 
viQlatiQns. 

As indicated abQve, nine Qrganized crime figures have chQsen 
to. spend prQlQnged periods of court-mandated incarceratiQn or. 
civil contempt grounds because they refused to. testify before the 
S.O.I. 

Of these nine, fQur gained release frQm jail 'Qnly after agreehlg 
to testify befQre the OQmmissiQn. These fQur were Angelo Bruno, 
NicodemQ (Little Nicky) Scarfo., AnthQny (Little Pussy) Russo 
(murdered in Long Branch in April, 1979) and NichQlas Russo. 
A fifth, Gerardo Oatena, who. had been imprisoned in March, 1970, 
was Qrdered released in 1975 by the N ew Jersey State Supreme 
OQurt, which ruled that imprisQnment had lost its coercive effect 
because he had demonstrated a resQlve never to. testify. Similarly, 
two Qthers, Ralph (Blackie) NapQli and LQuis (BQbby) Manna, 
subsequently gained release after lQng periQds Qf incarceratiQn. 
An eighth, John (JQhnny OQca OQla) Lardiere, who had been 
jailed since 1971 fQr refusing to. testify befQre the S.O.I., was shQt 
to. death in 1977 while Qn a cQurt-Qrdered Easter furlough. The 
ninth, J Qseph (BaYQlme J Qe) Zicarelli, is on tempQrary medical 
furlQugh frQm jail. 

New Jersey's fQrmer AttQrney General Hyland, who. was the 
agency's first chairman, has Qbserved: " ... much has already 
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been dQne to. eliminate ---' or at least to weaken - Qrganized crime. 
MllCh Qf the credit fQr that success belQngs to. the S.O.I. fQr its 
effQrts in seeking testimQny frQm alleged Qrganized crime figures 
and fQr focusing the sPQtlight Qn, and thus alerting the public to., 
the prQblems assQciated with Qrganized crime." 

2. THE GARBAGE INDUSTRY* 

The Legislature in 1969 passed a resQlutiQn requesting the 
OQmmissiQn to. investigate the garbage industry and make reCQm­
mendatiQns fQr PQssible cQrrective actiQn at the state level. An 
investigatiQn was subsequently undertaken by the S.O.I. Qf certain 
practices and prQcedures in that industry. The investigatiQn ended 
with two. weeks Qf private hearings, cQncluding in September, 1969. 

A principal finding of the Commission was that sO'lne garbage 
indtlst1"Y trade associations disco'/,lraged competition, encouraged 
coll'/,lsive biddin,f], an.d preserved allocations of C'tlstomers on a 
territorial basis. Unless the vice of customer allocation was 
CU? bed by the state, the Commission c,oncluded, many municipalities 
would continue to be faced with the problem of receiving only one 
bid for waste collection. 

The Commission recommended legislative action leading to a 
statewide approach to regulatin9 and 1Jolicing of the garbage 
industry. Specific 'reco'ltl'mendations were: Prohibit customer 
territ01"ial allocation, pr'ice fixing ancl collusive bidding; provide 
for licensing by the state (to the exclusion of municipal licenses) 
of all waste collectors in lIT ew Jersey, and prohibit discrimination 
in the use of privately o'wned waste disposal a1"eas. State 1"egula­
tion of the ind'tlstry eventually was enacted by the Legislature. 

3. ORGANIZED CRIME IN MONMOUTH COUNTY** 

The seashQre city Qf LQng' Branch was in the late 1960s the 
target Qf charg'es and disclosures about the influence of Qrganized 
crline. Onl.. charg'e was that an Qrganized crTIne figure, AnthQny 
(Little Pussy) Russo, controlled the mayor and the city cQuncil. 
Official repQrts indicated mQb figures were operating' in an atmQ-

* See New Jersey State Commission of Investigation, A Report Relating to the Garbage 
Industry, October 7, 1969. 

** See New Jersey State Commission of Investigation, 1970 Annual Report, issued February, 1971. 

43 

~. I 

u. 
t 
f 

r 

I 

f 

-



f / 

, " 
! ! 

spbere relatively secure from law enforcement. The Commission 
began an investigation in JYIay, 1969, that culminated with public 
hearings in early 1970. Among the disclosures were: 

That a Long Brancb city manager was ousted from bis job by 
the city council after he began taking counter-action against 
organized crime's inftllence; tbat Russo offerecl to get tbe city 
manager's job back for that same person if he would close his eyes 
to undenvorld influences and act as a. front for tbe mob; tbat 
impending police raids on gambling establisbments were being 
leaked in time to prevent arrests despite the anti-gambling efforts 
of an bonest police chief who died in 1968, and tbattbe next police 
chief lacked the integrity and desire to investigate organized crime 

and stem its influence. 
After the hearings, the i,rresponsib~e police chief resigned and 

the electorate voted ·in, a new administrat'ion. 
The Asbm'y Park Press com?nented eclitoriaUy that the Commis­

sion's heari?~gs did more good than four previous grand j1./.ry 
investigations. A~so, the COl1~~nission's specia~ agents devel,oped 
detailed fiscal information and records relating to corporations 
formed by Russo, informat'ion which was used by federal a~tthori­
ties in obtaining a 1971 indictment of Russo on a charge of fail1we 
to file corporate income tax t'eturns. He pleaded g~£ilty to that 
charge and received a three-year prison sentence. Busso was 

murde1'ed in 1979. 
The Long Branch inquiry extended to the office of Monmouth 

County's then chief of county detectives. This probe determined 
that a disproportionate sbare of authority hud been vested in this 
office. Twenty-four bours after the Commission issued subpoenas 
in october, 1969, the chief committed suicide. 

Public hearings were held in late 1970. Testimony sbowed tbat 
a confidential expense account supposedly used for nine years by 
the chief of detectives to pay informants was not used for tbat 
purpose and could not be accounted for. The testimony also 
detailed how that fund was solely controlled by the chief with no 
county audit and no supervision by the county prosecutor. In fact, 
the county prosecutor testified that he signed vouchers in blank. 

The Comn~ission after the hearing ?nade a se1'ies of recommenda­
tions to reform the county prosect£tor syste1n. A principal recom­
nwndation was for fuU-i.ime prosec1,dors a1ul assistants. A state 
law, since enacted, has established f1tH-time prosecutorial staffs 
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in the· more stat~ttes are ~~pu!O?"'S counties of New J 
c02tnties. Pri01' f:/~~'/,ng full:time P1'osecutoerse'l! and a~clitional 
county prosec'nt . e GO?n1'mssion's pj'obe t{S, 'tn cerl:a'tn other 

ors m the state. ' e1 e were no full;.time 

4. THE STA D TE IVISION OF P 
The Oommission in F . b URCHASE AND PROPERTY* . 

of corru t e ruary 1970 b f P practices and ' ,egan invest' o' t' 
o Pm:chase and P procedures involvin· th Ib

a 
mg charges 

hearings were heldrol erj;. and suppliers of sf t e St~te Division 
buyer to get cleanin a w lCh testimollY showe~ e serVIces. Public 
on state contr g contracts for state b' . payoffs to a state 
unsatisfactory aC!~f r,enewal of those con~~Idi~gs, .rigging of bids 
tracts, and illeO'~/ OImance of work caned a; s WIthout biddin

o
• 

.Ai . 0 contracting of such k or under state co~: 
. ter the mvestiO' t' wor . 
Job. Records f oa, lOn, the state bu . . 
Attorney Gene~'aIt~e mvestigation wer~e~u~:::d dIsmissed from his 
the buyer with . Office which obtained a . ;.ver to the State 
fined and placed mIsconduct. in office. He pIn ~ Jctm,ent chargin

o
• 

'rk' . on probahon. ea e gmlty and w';; 
• • '/,S 'tnvestigatio ." . 

DW'tsion of Purd n met wzth Hnmecliate cor . 
procedures to pre~~~~ and Prope1'ty, whichr~~;.ontal ~teps by the 

recurrence of Si1'l . ~m arzly channed n't ar 'tnczdent <? s. 

5. THE BUILDING SE RVICES INDUSTRY** 

The probe of the Di .. 
the Oommission's att Vls;on of Purchase and Pr 
practices and infl ent~on anti-competitiv ~perty b:'ought to 
hearings were hel~er;ceJs 111 the buildinO' ser:i~n . °d

ther 
Improper 

• III une, 1970. b S m ustry. Public 

TestImony showed th . 
to thwart comp· t't' e eXIstence of a trad . e 1 IOn b r .. e orO'an' t' 
hearings also I' y mutmg free biddin 0 Iza IOn designed 
C1:rime figures we:se~Ied that a union official IT and en~erprise. Thl? 
that coerced sales ;he re~ power in the tra%ked WIt~ organized 
position of sweethea;'tc~~tam detergent cleanin~' o:~amzation, and * . . . ntracts were somet' b p oducts and im-

See New Jerse S lllles the price of 1 b 
Frbruary, 1971 y tate Commission of I '. . a or 

*.*.See.Ne . nvesbgatIon, 1970 A 
1971. w Jersey· Commission .of IIi f . nnual Report, issued 

ves IgatlOn, 1970 Annual R .. -eport,· Issued February 
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peace. The inquiry also revealed that a major organized crime 
figure in New Jersey acted as an arbiter of disputes between some 
cleaning companies. 

The Commission's investigation of 1'estraint-of-trade and othet' 
abusive practices in the b'ttilding service and maintenance industry 
aroused the interest of the United States Senate Oommerce Com­
mittee. The committee invited the S.O.I. to testify at its 1972 public 
hearinys on organized c'rime in interstate COnt1nerce. As a reS1ltlt of 
that testimony, the Anti-T1"I,(,st Division of the United States Justice 
Department, with assistance from the S.O.I., launched an investiga­
tion into an associati01t which aUocated te'r'ritories and customers 
to vat'io1.ts member b1tilding set'vice rnaintenance c01npanies in 
New Jersey. In May, 1974, a Federal Grana, J'twy indicted 12 
companies and 17 officials for conspiring to shut out competition 
in the industry. The companies were the same as those involved 
in the S.O.I.'s public hearings. Attorney Roger L. O~trrier of the 
Justice Department's anti-trust division in Philadelphia, in coor­
dination with the U.S. Attorney's office in New Jerse.y, brought the 
entire case to a final concl1tsion on Oct. 25, 1977. On that date the 
defendants ended the government's civil action by agreeing to a, 
consent judgment stipulating they would abandon the practices 
alleged against them. Earlier, the government's criminal suit 
against the defendants was completed in Ma,rch, 1976, by which 
time one company had pleaded guilty to the charges, the other 
defenda,nts pleaded no contest and fines totaling $233,000 were 
levied. 

6. THE HUDSON COUNTY MOSQUITO COMMISSION* 

During 1970 the Commi~sion received allegations of corrupt 
practices in the operation of the Hudson County Mosquito Exter­
mination Commission. An investigation led to public hearings at 
the close of 1970. 

The Mosquito Commission's treasurer, who was almost blind, 
testified how he signed checks and vouchers .on direction from the 
agency's executive director. The testimony also revealed shake­
down payments in connection with construction projects or 
rights-of-way in the Hudson meadowlands, the existence of a 
secret bank account, and kickback payments by cont-rn.ctors and 
suppliers under a fraudulent voucher scheme. 

, * See New Jersey Commis~ion of Investigatiol1,.1970Annua.l Report, i~~(I~d February, 
1971. . 

46 

- , 

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

One .re~·ult of this inves~igation was abolition of the Mosquito 
Oommtsswn, an agency whtch served no valid function and whose 
annual budget was approaching the $500,000 mark. 

Also, after receiving S.C.I. 1'ecords of the investigation, the 
Hudson Oounty. P.ros8cutor's Office obtained conspiracy and 
embezzlement tnd'ItCtments against the Mosquito Oommission's 
eX~C'tttive director and his two sons. The executive director pleaded 
gUtlty to embezzlement and in June, 1972, was sentenced to two to 
fO~tr years in prison. His sons pleaded guilty to conspiracy and 
were fined $1,000 each. 

7. MISAPPROPRIATION OF FUNDS IN ATLANTIC COUNTY* 

The Commission in 1970 investigated the misappropriation of 
~130,196 ~hat came to light with the suicide of a purchasing agent 
m Atlantic Oounty's government. The Commission in December of 
that year issued a detailed public report which documented in 
sworn testimony a violation of public trust and a breakdown in 
the use of the powers of county government. The inquiry revealed 
how that purchasing agent fraudulently diverted money to his 
own use over a period. of 1$ years. The sworn testimony con­
firmed that for years prIOr to 1971, monthly appropriation sheets 
of many departments contained irregularities traceable to the 
p~rchasing agent but that no highly placed county official ever 
trIed t? get a full explanation ,of thnse in-egulal'ities. The testimony 
also disclosed that after county officia1s were first notified by the 
b~{ a?out the. false ~he~k endoI"s'ement part of the agent's scheme, 
an mao,equate mvestlgahon was conduC'tp.d by some cnunty officials. 

Oopies of the Oommission's report were sent to Freeholder 
Boards ~hroughout t~e ~tate {or use as a g'uide in preventing any 
further t?,},stances of sMmlar m'J,sappropriation of htnds. As a 1'esult 
of fiscal trregulat'ities 'uncovered in its probes not only of Atlantic 
Oounty but also of county agencies in Monmouth and Hu,dson 
cou~ties, the Oommission reco?n'ntended that county and municipal 
~ud'J,~ors b~ man~ated to exerC1,se m?re responsibility fot· nw,intain-
1ng ?,ntegnty, wtth stress on conttnuous re'views of the internal 
(Jontrols of c?unty and local governments. 

: * See Report on Mis;tppro?ri!1tion of Pub!ic funds, Atlantic County, a R~port by the 
New Jersey State COmlTI1SSIOn of Investigation, December, 1971." ' 
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8. DEVELOPMENT OF POINT BREEZE IN JERSEY CITY* 

The lands that lie along the J e'rsey Oity waterfront are among 
the most valuable and economically important in the state. The 
Oommission in the Spring of 1971 investigated allegations of cor­
ruption and other irregularities in the development of ,the Point 
Breeze area ·of Jersey Oity's waterfront as a containership port 
and an industrial park. 

The investigation revealed a classic, informative example of 
how a proper and ne€ded development could be frustrated by 
improper procedures. Public hearings in October, 1971, disclosed 
a payoff to public officials, improper receipt ·of real estate com­
mis-sions, and irregular approaehes to the use of state laws for 
blig'hted areas 'and granting tax abatement. 

Two bills implementing S.O.I. recommendations from this p1'obe 
were enacted into law. One improved the 'l£1'ban renewal process 
and the other tightened statutory provisions to prevent a p'ltrchaser 
of publicly owned lands from receiving any part of the brokemge 
fee attendant on s'lwh a p'l£rchase. 

In addition, the Oommission refen'ed probe records to prosecu­
~ori,al authoritie~. A Hudson OO'ltnty Gmnd Jury returned an 
'tndwtment charg'tng a, forme?' Jersey Oity b'ltilding inspeot01' with 
extor:t~ng $1,200 from an official of the Port Jersey Oorp. and 
obta'tmng money under false pretenses. The inspector was con­
victed of obtaining money under false pretenses and fined $200 and 
given a six-month suspended sentence.' 

9. TACTICS AND STRATEGIES OF ORGANIZED CRIME** 

Although not a "sworn" member of o'rganized crime, Herbert 
Gross, a former Lakewood hotel operator and real estate man, 
became during 1965-70 a virtual part of the mob through involve­
ment in numbers banks, shylock loan operations, cashing of stolen 
securities and other activities. In order to shorten a State Prison 
term in 1971, Gross began in that yea,r to co:operate with govern­
ment agencies, including the S.O.I. ' 

Gross's testinlOny during two days of public bearings by the 
Oommission in February, 1972, pinpointed the ruthless oper,ations 

* See New Jersey State COImmssion ot investigatIOn, 1971 Annual Report, issued March, 1972, 
** See New Jersey State 

February, 1973. 
Conunission of Investigation, 1972 Annual Report, issued 
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o.f organized crime fig'Ures in theOce . ' 
tres back to underworld bos 'N tan Oounty are,a and their 
York Oity. His testimon 8es m .r or hern New JeI"sey and New 
how mobsters infiltrated aYle~~ thft of other .witne.sses detailed 
A former restaurant con 1:>. m~ e motel busmess m Lakewood. 
because of shylock loans ce~slOn~re at that motel testified that 
association, he lost assets 0~I~:~~d$6tohIO·oouog:h a:n organized crime 

. , m SlX months. 
Records of this invest' t' . 

~ut~orities wh? subsequ~~~~l:onob~:;: made ava'tl.a?le to fe4eral 
'tnd~ctment aga't1zst nine or, y, d ,ed an ext01 twn-con81J~racy 
lock loan dispute ~ohich C'li:n~:~~d cr~~1e fig1lres relative to a shy­
or trial. New J e1'sey la' w't ~ an underworld U sitdown" 
hearings that fhe pub' l' w enforce'lnent officials testified at the 8 0 I 

v. ''lC exposure aff d db' . . 
8t~ated the ,need for continuall1. act/r ~, ,y those s~s8ions den~on­
crIme) pa1"t'lCularly in mpidly dY l v,e v'tg~lance aga'tnst organ'tzed 

eve op'tng areas. 

10. PROPERTY PURCHASES IN ATLANTIC COUNTY* 

The OOmmission durinO' 1971 . . 
State may have overpaid f~r th .:'ec61ved mformation that the 
in Galloway Township Atlanf e g e °l the Stockton State OolleO'e 
gations and private hea,rino'slce ,tou~'y. ~u~sequ~nt field investL 
payment of $924 an acre tor x 1:n 

T Ill5g mto 19 (2 showed tbat 
excessive. a \.eJ 95-acre tract was indeed 

S,?-bstantially the same Mrea e bad b '.' 
earher by two corporations healed b' een sold o~lY1:nne months 
men to a New York Oity-ba.sed I ~ some At~al1hc Olty business­
per acre, which was about dou: thurchasIllg group for $.475 
c?mP!1rable large-tract sale,s in the e

Gall
e per acre price of two 

810n III a public report in Jlm 9"'') ?way area. The COmmis­
leading to excessive overpavm:~t1f'~' t~tef two critical flaws as 
adequate and misle'ading a ra' ~I e and by the state: In­
changed hands at a premiu~ PP, lsa s of land that had recently 
g;1ards in State Division of P~~:c~:snd a lack of expertise and safe­
dl~over and correct the appraisal p:o~~~~roperly procedures to 

.... he report stl'essed a number of 1'e ' 
~hat the Division wO~tld in tZ f t ' commendatwns to insure 
'In apZJ1'aisals~ Key recomm.en~~t ,1,Hl1 e detect and con'ect faults 
* ,.... '. 'tOns were,post-appraisal reviews 

See Report and Recommendations 0 p " . : " . 

. i~:~2al~1l~n~9fi'operty, a Report b~ th~PN~v Pl:r~~~sec~~a~~ic~s of, the Division of 
, , " . ' .' . ' , ISSlon of Investi~tion, 
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by qualified expert; and striot pre-qualifioation of appraisers 
bef01"e bei1~g listed as eligible to work for the st;t't.e .. The reoom­
mendations were promptly implemented by the Dw~swn. 

11. BANK FRAUD IN MIDDLESEX COUNTY* 

InvestiO'ative activities during 1971 in Middlesex County directed 
the Coml~ission '8 attention to Santo R. Santisi, then president 
of the Middlesex County Bank, which he founded., A full-scale 
probe by the Commission's special agents and specl~l age;nts/ac­
countants concentrated on Saniisi-eontrolled corporations, m par­
ticular the Otnas Holding Company. 

The probe uncovered schemes by Santisi and his entour~ge for 
the use of publicly invested funds in. Otnas solely for ~helr own 
personal gain, apparently illicit pub~c sal,e o~ stock ~thoi?-t, the 
required state reO'istration and illlsapphcahon by 0antIsl of 
hundreds of thousa~ds of dollars of funds of the Middlesex Oounty 
Bank. Thos!e funds were "loaned" to members of the Santisi 
group who either personally or through their corpor~~ions acted 
as conduits to divert the money for the benefit of SantIsl and some 
of his corporations. 

During the first quarter of 1972 the Commission oomplete.d 
p1"ivate hearings in this investigation b1;lt deferred planned publw 
hearings at the reque."t of bank exam~ners who expres.sed fears 
about the impact of adve·rse pUblicity on the bank's finanmal health. 
Instead, the S.C.I. referred data from this investigation to feder~l 
authorities who obtained indictments of Santisi and several of h~s 
cohorts on charges involvin.g the misapplied bank l~nds .. All 
pleaded guilty. Santisi was sente'nced to thre~ year.s ~n pnson. 
One of his associates was sentenced to a year ~n pnson and two 
others received suspended sentences. 

12. THE OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL** 

In the summer of 1972 the' Commission was requested by the 
then Attorney General of New Jersey, George ~. Kugler, Jr., ,to 
investigate his office's handling of the case of Paul .J. Sh.er,,:,m, 

, the Secretary of State who was convicted on a conspIracy mdict-

* See New Jersey Commission of Investigation, 1972 Annual Report, issued February, 
1973. 

** See Report on Investigation of the Office of the Attorney General of New Jersey, A 
, Report by New Jers'ey State Commission of Investigation, issued Janurty, 1973. 
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ment in connection with a campaign contribution made by a con­
tractor who had bid on a state highway contract. The request 
triggered an investigation which extended into early 1973. The 
Commission took from 22 witnesses sworn testimony consisting 
of more than 1,300 pages of transcripts and also introduced exhibits 
consisting of more than 300 pages. The Commission, by unanimous 
resolution, issued in 1973 a 1,600-page report which was forwarded 
to the Governor and the Legislature and to all news media. John 
J. Francis, the retired Associate Justice of the New Jersey 
Supreme Court, served without compensation as Special Counsel 
to the Commission in the investigation. 

A p1'irnary conclusion of the report whioh climaxed this 'inquiry­
a report which made p'ublic all recorded testimony and exhibits _ 
was that "we find no reliable evidence whatever to reasonably 
j~tstify a conclusion that Attorney General KU,gler was dereliot in 
his law enf01"cement obligations." The report also attacked certain 
types of political campaign contributions as a "malignant cancer 
in the blood stream of mw political life" and urged the prohibition 
of s~wh contributions to public offioials by those aspiring for gov-
e1'9VJnental contracts. ". 

13. THE WORKERS' COMPENSATION SYSTEM* 

New ,Jersey's system for compensating individuals for employ­
ment injuries became during the 8'arly 1970s the object of intem!e 
scrutiny. In addition to evidence and statistics indicating faults 
in the system, there were persistent published reports that 
irregularities, abuses and illegalities were being ignored or con­
doned. Mounting complaints led the State Comlnissioner of Labor 
and Industry to request an investigation. That task, which was 
undertaken by the S.C.I., was one of the agency's most comprehen­
sive inquiries. The facts, as presented &t nine days of public 
hearings in Trenton in May-June, 1973, documented abuses which 
included unwarranted compensation claims, lavish gift-giving and 
entertaining, questionable conduct,by some judges, and the use by 
some law firms of favored heat-treating doctors or "house doctors" 
who inflated claims by bill-padding. 

As a 1'esult of the investigation, three .Judges of Compensation 
were given disciplinary suspensions, with one of them eventually 

(t 

" . * See Final Report and Recommendations on the Investigation of the Workmen's Com-
pensation System, a Report by the New Jersey State Commission of Investigation, 
January, 1974. 
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. . ffi b1 the Governor. After referral of 
being dts1mssecl from 0 ce y . l thorities an Essex C01Lnty 
data in this pro~e to pro~e~~tt;r~at ,aupartne1's' of a law firm a1!'d 
Grand Jury d1~nng 1975 tn ,to ea wo 0 cons iracy and obtatn­
the firm's buswess ma1wge'r on ch~rges f Cti01~ with the alleged 
ing money llnde1'. false 1~reten.se8 tn ~o~::d at the S.C.I.'s pu,blic 
heat-treatment, b2U-paclchng sche;te e ? of New York Harbor 
hearings. Also, the Waterfr?nt 01n1n'tsswn olo established by 
used the investigativE.! t~ch1~tques and metho~l s:;ead W Ork'J'lte1t' s 
the S.C.I. in this in'l/est2gatw~n to uncover ~m(. e 
Compensation fmucls invol'V'/,ng dock wor71>ers. 

. . than a score of proposed l~'W 
The Com1ntSSWn made more· ded M'eas"re to shfle ' . l t One 1'eC01n1nen /lU < ct· , 

changes to the Legts a ure. ,t'. became law but a fttll-
b;77-paddinq and related 'lnalp1 ac '/,Ces, ., d'd Mot actually 
uH·. • 1 ging reV2swns t ru 

fledqecl effort to enar:t wMe-r.an . osed reform bills 
begin until afte1' the .i17:trOdttywn r;n:~1~zl;1,~0~enators Anthony 
in 1978 by Senate P1'es1,dent JOs;p ~ n' and A;semblyman Joseph 
Scardi1w, J1'., and E1tgene . ec e , 
D. Patero. 

" N PASSAIC COUNTY* 14 MISUSE OF SCHOOL PROPERTY I 

. . ' d' January 1973, prompted the 
A ci~iz~n's co;npl~l~t, r~ce~~~ ;:ndling and distribution by the 

ComIDlsslOn to mqull€' III 0 t donated for use in schools and 
State of federal surplus p~:oper Y t' able transactions at the 
other institutions as. well as d %ue~~al HiO'h School in Wayne. 
Passaic CO~Illt~ VocatlO~al a~ b e~ve days of public hearings at 
The investigatIon was ca.ppe y. 
.. . C nty Courthouse III Paterson. the Passalc ou h 

. t th chool's purchasing agent, w 0 
The hearings disclosed tha f e·ls d to obtain competitive prices 

also was its business man;\~~t :~;stantial amounts of goods and 
for many goods purchase '. h . ddlemen one of whom marked 
services were purchased tIn oug mtl d that' reo'ular payoffs were 

. . than 100 per cen an t, 
up prrces by mor e . h . '~o'ent The evidence also con-
made to the school's P~1rC :o~~~t us~d s~me SCh010l employees and 
firmed that th~ pu:c~asm~ ~t his home and that the school had 
property for unpr~\ ~mc~~ for millions of dollars. of federally 
become a dumpm", orout d a mismanaged state program. 
donated surplus proper Y un er , 

, . Annual Report for 1973, Issued 
N J State Commission of InvestigatIOn, * See ew. erscy 

in March, 1974. 
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This investigation led to S,C.l. recommendations for administra­
tive corrective steps to establish an efficient program of state 
distrib'ution of the s1trpluls property and for improved procedures 
for school bo(wds in overseei11,g purchasing practices. The State 
Board of Edu.cation 1'elayed the S.C.I. recom'J'l1,endations to all 
school boards i11, the state with instructions to be guided by them. 

F1u'ther, afte1' refen'cil of data f1'om this probe to the State 
Criminal J1,tstice Di'IJision, a State G1'alJ1,d JU1'Y indicted Alex 
Smollock, the school's manager and purchasing a,qent, on charges 
of taking nea1'ly $40,000 in kickbacks. He was convicted of nine 
counts of acceptrng bribes and was sentenced to one to three years 
in state prison and fined $9,000. Supe1"ior Co'urt Appellate Division, 
early in 1977 upheld Smollock's convicti01~. Later, 'in March, 1977, 
in a civil suit by Passaic County f1'eeholders and the Technical-

Vocational IIigh School, Sm,ollock was ordered by St~pe1'ior C01,wt 
to 1'eturn salary he 1'eceived during s1Lspension from school duties 
as well as the bribe money. In February, 1978, he agreed under a 
Supe1'ior Court settlem,ent to 1'epay the county more than $50,000 
in 60 insta,uments dm'ing a five-year period 1,LpOn c01npletion of his 
prison tenn. 

15. THE DRUG TRAFFIC AND LAW ENFORCEMENT* 

Narcotics and their relationship to law enforcement in New 
Jersey are a natural area of concern for the Commission, since the 
huge profits to be made from illicit narcotics trl'JIicking are an 
obvious lure to criminal elements. As a result of an increase 
in the S.C.I. 's intelligence gathering during 1973 relative to 
narcotics, the Commission obtained considerable information 
concerning certain criminal elements in Northern New Jersey. A 
subsequent investigation produced a mass of detail abou·t drug 
trafficking. At public hearings in late 1973, witnesses revealed their 
involvement in heroin and cocaine transactions in North New 
Jersey, marked by accounts of a killing and an attempt by crime 
figures to persuade a witness to commit murder. Federal, state and 
county authorities testified about the international, interstate and 
intrastate flow of heroin and cocaine and problems of law enforce­
ment units responsible for the fight against illicit narcotics distri­
bution. 

* SeeNew Jersey State Commission of Investigation, Annual Report for 1973, issued 
in March, 1974, 
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D'ue to a combination of a reliable inf01'mant and an extensive 
follow-up investigation by S.C.l. agents, this probe had significant 
colla.teral results. These included the solving of a gangland style 
slaying case and the busting of a stolen jewelry fencing ring and a 
crime fedemtion burgla1'y ring of more than 30 individuals. Both 
the Essex County (N. J.) l?roSemtt07' and the Lackawanna CO~f,nty 
(Pa.) District Attorney complimented the S.C.I. for feterrals of 
probe data and otherwise aiding law enf01"cement. The hearings 
also genemted S.C.I. recommendations for an improved law en­
fm'cement attaclo on narcotics distrib'ution and for revisions of the 
narcotics law, incl~tding ste1"ne1' penalties for non-addict pushe·rs. 

16. PSEUDO-CHARITABLE FUND-RAISING ApPEALS* 

A growing number of companies were established in New Jersey 
to sell by telephone exorbitantly high-priced houeehold products, 
principally light bulbs, in the name of allegedly handicapped 
workers. Although different in age, size and some operating 
procedures, all created an illusion of charitable works for the 
handicapped through telephonic sales presentations which stressed 
references to "handicaps" or "the handicapped." Oonsumers by 
the hundreds, outraged upon learning they had been duped into 
thinking ~hese profit-oriented businesses were charities, registered 
complaints with the State Division of Oonsumer Mfairs. That 
Division sought a full S.O.I. investigation of these pseudo-charities 
because of the broader purview of the OommisE'ion's statute, the 
Oommission's investigative record and its public exposure powers. 

Facts put into the public record at hearings held by the S.O.I. 
in June, 1974, included: That people were willing to pay high 
prices of as much as 1,100 per cent above cost only because tele­
phone solicito-rs gave the illusion they were' aiding a charity; that 
some companies used healthy solicitors who claimed they were 
handicapped 'LO induce sales; that solicitors, handicapped or not, 
were subject to prompt dismissal if they did not produce enough 
sales to assure a profit for the owners; that an owner of one com­
pany received a total of more than $1 million in four years from the 
business; that authentically hap.dicapped solicitors could be harmed 
by having to constantly dwell on their ailments in order to induce 
sales, and that pseudo-charitable appeals drained off millions of 

* See Final Report and Recommendations on the Investigation of Profit Oriented 
Companies Operating in a Pseudo-Charitable Ma'mer, a Report by the New Jersey 
State Commission of Investigation, September, 1974. 
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doll~r~ each year that otherwise, could be tapped by authentic 
charlhes. 

A?cess to data/rom this investigation was offered to federal 
offiC2~ls both d16nng the probe and immediately after the public 
heanng? ~ubs~q~tently, the owner of one of the profit-making 
compames ~dent1,fied at the S.C.I.' s hearings and the sales manager 
?~ anothe1' company w.ere charged with fraud by federal author­
~t2es. Both pleaded gU.2lty. 

A .m6mber of bil~s ~ to implement S.C.I. recommendations in the 
chanta~le fund-ra~s'mg field We1"e intfoduced in the Legislature. 
In Apn.l, 1977, G~ver?,lOr Brenda1~ T. Byrne signed into law a bill 
t? requ21"e ~utho.nzatwn by the Atto'rney General before corpora­
twns can '6dent2fy themselves as funcl raisers for the uh d' 
capped': or the ublind. n Another bill, to require profess~~~~l 
f1.tnd ra2sers to pro·vide financial 'report,~ to the Attor'ney General 
also clem'ed the Legislature and was signed into law by th~ 
Governor on December 15, 1977. 

17. THE DELAWARE RIVER PORT AUTHORITY* 

The State Executive Oommission on Ethical Standards during 
197 4 r~quested ~he S. ~.I. 's assistance in investigating allegation~ 
of pOSSIble conflicts .of mterest of Ralph Oornell, then the Ohairman 
o! the Delaware RIvet Port Authority. He had been a 0 • _ 

SlOneI' of that Authority since its inception in 1951. The re~s:'~~~ 
the request, .as. stated by the Ethics Oommission was that "th 
State CommlsslOn of Investigation is better equi~ped in terms o~ 
pers?nnel, resources and operating procedures to conduct th' 
mqUlry. " IS 

The investigation involved the analysis of a virtual mountain 
of books ;md records ?f the Authority, corporations and banks in 
orde~ to expose certam business relationships relative to subcon­
trac~lDg work done on Authority projects. After holding private 
hearlD?,s .on ~4 occasions from March through August of 1974, the 
OommIss;on Issued a comprehensive public report on this in uir 
~nd sen~.lt to the G?vernor and the Ethical Standards Oommi~i~: 
appropnately lea':lllg to that Oommission the final judgments o~ 
the full factual pICture presented by the report. The Att . 
Ge e 1, om al '. . oInev n ra· s ce so wa.s gIven copIes of the report. . 

* ~ee fJiPort on tpe Compatibility ?f the Interests of Mr. Ralph Cornell Ch . f 
~/Inv:~i::tio~IVO~t~b~~ t9~~orlty, a Report by the New Jersey State C~~~~~i~n 
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The principal facts developed by the S.O.I. 's investigation were 
that Mr. Oornell's Oornell & Oompany had received substantial in­
come for work performed on Port Authority projects on a sub­
contracting and sub-subcontracting basis while other companies 
were listed in the Authority's records as the subcontractors with no 
listing of Oornell & Oompany in those documents; that he was the 
recipient of substantial dividend payments as a major stockholder 
in the insurance company which was the New Jersey broker for the 
insurance needs of the Authority, and that as an investor in lands 
subject to value enhancement by proximity to existing or proposed 
Authority projects, Mr. Oornell had received more than $1.9 million 
in unadjusted profits. The report stated, however, that the probe 
found no evidence of Mr. Oornell making land purchases on the 
basis of "insider information" and that the purchases could have 
been made by any well informed citizen with substantial monetary 
resources. 

In October, 1977, the Delawa,re River Port A'ltthority ag1'eed to 
accept a paYl1tent'" of $50,666 by 111 r. Oomell as a repayment of 
pt'ofits some of his finns made on Authority pt'ojects. The settle­
ment represented a cO'inpromise of the A'ldhority's claim that the 
profits amounted to $64,330 and 1111'. Oornell's claim that they were 
$37,004. PMt Authority counsel said the settlement was accepted 
to avoid H extensive expensive litigation." Oornell's counsel em­
phasized that the settlement was not to be rega1'ded as att admission 
of liability. 1111'. Oornell, who was absolved of any criminal wrong­
doing by the state in 1.975, was not t'eappointed to the Au,thority 
when his term expired in January, 1975. 

18. THE GOVERNMENT OF LINDENWOLD* 

A citizen's letter alleging abuses in the government of the 
Borough of Lindenwold, n rapidly developed suburban community 
in Oamden Oounty, was received by the Oommission in the latter 
part of 1973. One of the letter's signatories, a former Borough 
Oouncilman in Lindenwold, in a subsequent interview with S.O.I. 
special agents, told not only of abuses concerning ethical standards 
but also of official corruption. He brought with him to the S.O.1.'9, 
office $5,000 he received, but never spent, as his share of payoffs 
made for votes favorable to land development projects. 

* See New "Jersey State Commission of Investigation, 1974 Annual Report, issued in 
March, 1975. 
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During 1974 the Oommission obtained substantial corroboration 
of this man's story of amorality in the Borough's government in 
a lengthy probe involving full use of the Oommission subpama and 
witness immunity powers and its investigative and accounting 
background. At three days of public hearings in Trenton in 
December, 19! 4: the Oommission heard testimony support -,'1 by 
nurn.erous exhibIts ~hat $~98,500 had been paid by land developers 
to Lmdenwold publIc offiCIals in return for favorable treatment and 
cooperation of the Borough government that a BorouO'h official 
and a county official had accepted substantial amounts of ~ash from 
companies owning land subject to the officials' reo'ulation and that 
Lindenwold public officials used strawmen to masIr their ~urchases 
of properties which were offered for sale by the Borough. 

The public disclos'ltre of what the Oommission called "the 
democratic p1',')cess of local government operating at its worst)} 
sO'lfn~ed a warning to commttnities thrMtghout New Jersey. The 
prtnc2pal S.O.I. recommendation stemming from. this hearing was 
for enactme?Lt of a ~o'ltgh conflict of interest law to apply uniformly 
0?L a 8tate~mde bas'ls to all CO'ltnty and municipal officials. Legisla­
twn meet2ng the S.O.T. J S standards is pending in the Le,gislature. 

The S.O.I, referred the Lindenwold p1'obe records to the Oriminal 
Justice Division which obtained State Grand Jury indictments in 
1975. F?rmer 1I1ayor W~lliam J. McDade and 1'eal estate developer 
John P2per pleaded gmlty to bribery and conspiracy charges on 
Septe1'l;ber 26, 1977, as thei1" trial was scheduled to sta1·t. Former 
Oounc'llman Arthur W. Scheid was found guilty on three counts 
and fm"mer OO~tncilman Dominic Stral}2ieri was found g1tilty on 
two CO'ltnts after their trial concl'uded October 5, 1977. 

19. LAND ACQUISITION BY MIDDLESEX COUNTY* 

The Oommission received a series of citizens' complaints durinO' 
the Spring of 1975 about alleged overpayment by the Middlese~ 
Oounty government for purchase of ce'I'iain lands for park purpose's 
under the St~te.'s q-re~n Acres program. A preliminary inquiry 
by the OOIDIDlssIOn mdwated that overpayments had occurred and 
that faulty real estate appraisals and insufficient review of those 
appraisals by the Oounty's Land Acquisition Department and 
by the .State's Green A?r~s unit were at the root of the problem. 
Accordingly,the OommIssIOn authorized a full-scale inves,tigation 

* See New Jersey State Commission of Investigation, Annual Report for 1975. 
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of the County's land acquisition pro (':eduresi and related Green 
Acres' program practices. Public hearings were held in Trenton 
in January, 1976. 

This investigation, aided by two of the most respected po,st­
appraisal reviewers in the State, determined that the County did 
overpay by 'some 100 per cent above fair market value for certain 
parcels of land in the Ambrose anel Doty's brooks area of Piscata­
way Township. Both experts found that the appraisals made for 
each of the parcels overstated the value of the lands, largely because 
of failure to ,account adequately for physical deficiencies in te'rrain. 
The investigation determined that the Administrator of the 
County's Land Acquisition Department had approved the land 
purchase prices with virtual rubber stamp consent from the Board 
of Freeholde.rs. The Administrrutor not only constantly solicited 
a stream of political contributions from the appraisers doing 
business with the County but also, according to the sworn testimony 
of two of those appraisers, solbited such payments from the two 
at a time when they were being awarded appraisal work for the 
County by the Administrator. Additional testimony at the hearings 
indicated serious deficiencie:sand confusion in the appraisal review 
function of the State Green Acres pl'ogram, which supplies match­
ing funds for county and local land purchases for park purpose:s. 

As a result of the S.C.I.'s exposures in this investigation, the 
Administrator of the County's Land Acquisition Department was 
suspended fro'111, his post, and the County government moved to 
institute a m01'e stringent process of checks and balances on land 
acquisition procedu1'es. Even before the S.C.I. completed its 1976 
hearings, arrangel1tents were bei1tg formalized vol~tnta1'ily by state 
officials, alerted by the Commission's findings, for the transfer of 
the Green AC1'es appraisal and post-app'raisal review and cont'rol 
system from the Department of Enviromnental Protection to the 
Department of Transportation - one of many general and tech­
nical recommendations by the Commission that were impLrnnnted 
as a resttlt of the inquiry. In addition, data fro'11t the S.C.I. investi­
gation was referred to p1'osecutorial a~tthMities. 

The Middlesex Grand Jury i1westigated the conduct of the 
Middlesex County Land Acq~£isition Department and its fm'mer 
Adminstrator as a result of allegations raised during public hear­
ings by the S.C.!. On September 27,1976, the Grand Jury 1'eturned 
a presentment in which it said that while it fO'l.tnd "no provable 
affirrnative criminal ad" by the Administrato·r, "it does feel that 
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fisk actfions in that capacity indicated an ins~tfficient ef", ,'ertise and 
~c. 0 conce~'n to perform his office in the best interests of the 
ctttzen~ .of Mtddlesex Oounty." The Grand Jury also noted that 
he soltct~ed and collected political contributions from the same 
people wtth whom he dealt as departmental administrator. 

h T]~e Grand Jury's presentment noted that t( since the public 
~anngs of the State Oommission of Investigation in January 1976 

;. ~ Freehol~ers of Middlesp.x County have already taken sUbstan-
ta c01'rectwe actions." However, it urged in addition that the 
°r~~,of Land A?~u,is~tion Adm·instrat01' be "completely disassoci­
a ~ l from s,~ltcttatwn and collection of political contributions 
an a so that. all?f the CO~tnty officials who control the award of 
~~n~;ac~s be forbtdden from soliciting contrib'ldions from in-
w~ ua s over whom they have the power to award contracts" 

T~te ?~esent1nent also recommended that the post of department'al 
a m'lmstrator be filled on a nonpartisan basis. 

20. PRE-PAROLE RELEASE IN THE PRISIONS* 

. ~he Commission during 1974 and 1975 received complaints alleg­
mg ab~ses of the pre-parole release programs of New Jersey's 
co~re~tIOn~1 sy:stem. The p:ogr~ms, aimed at the worthy goal of 
re-mtr ?ducmg mmates to somety, mcluded furloughs, work releases 
~duc!",~IOn releases and community releases. Lengthy preliminari 
m51u:fles to evaluate the complaints indicated clearly to the C 
mISSIOn that the effecti:veness and goals of the programs were be~ 
suhver.ted by gross mIsconduct attributable to weaknesses in th~ 
operatIOn and supervision of the programs. 

Acc~rdingly,. the. Corm:nss~on by resolution in September, 1975, 
a~thoflze~ a ful~ mv~st~gatIOn. The probe extended into 1976, 
W1~h publIc. hearmgs bemg' held during May and June of 1976 
Prmmpal disclosures at the hearings included: . 

• !al~ification of furlough and other types of ap­
plIcatIOns to gain premature entry into the release 
programs. 

• Establis~ent of favored status for some inmates 
?,nd a resultmg system of bartering for favors, includ­
mg monetary exchanges among inmates. ----

'" See New Jersey State Commission of Investigation Eighth Annual Report 
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e The ease with which work, educational and other 
releases could be ripped off because of insufficient 
supervision in hands of the inmates themselves. 

• The intrusion of a barter-for-favors system for the 
transfer of inmates from one to another of the various 
penal institutions. 

As the Oommission stated publicly~ its probe and hearings were 
aided substantially by .A:nn Klein, the former Oommissioner of 
Institutions and Agencies who is now Oornmissioner of Human 
8ervices) and by Robert J. Mulcahy, Bd, f.he former Deputy Oom-
1nissioner of Institutions who, as the first 001nmissioner of a new 
8tate Department of Corrections, initiated major reforms of prison 
furlough procedures. These changes included e,limination of 
inmate supervision of the furlough program and thl' P1"0v? ;011, of 
funds for non-in-rnate control of it, as the Oommissio,"/t had recom­
mended. M1". Mulcahy, who became Ohief of 8taff to Go~)ernor 
Byrne, later commented to a news rep01"ter: tt The 8.0.1. investiga­
tion was a high-class) highly professional job. It was done in a 
positive fashion. The effect was really to help the department 
correct problems rather than simply expose them." 

In addition to these refonns that followed the Oommission's 
inquiry into f'urlough ab~lses in the prisons, a series of indictrnents 
and arrests resulted after the C011'1.1nission referred its facts and 
public hearings t1"anscripts to the Atton~ey General and other 
approp1"iate prosecuting a~dhorities. 

The Attorney General announced in J amtary, 1977, the indict­
ment by the 8tate Grand JUFY of five fonner inmates of Leesburg 
8tate Prison on charges of escape i1~ connection with alleged 
fraudulent obtaining of j1trlo~tghs from the prison. The then 
Oriminal Justice Di'llision Di1"ector Robert J. Del Tufo said the 
indictments charged the five defendants "bought" f~trloughs from 
fellow inmates who had been ·utilized as clerks by the p1"ison system 
to process forms, 1"eC01-ds and other paper wMk that enabled 
inmates to qualify for f~trloughs. 

The 8tate Grand J~lry also indicted a since-dismissed clerlG of 
Trenton 8tate Prison for false swearing and perjury as a result 
of her testimony on pTison f~trlough abuses during the Commis­
sion's p1"ivate and p~tblio hearings. A gla'ring abu,se. involving the 
ex-cle1"k was the 1ltilization of a bog'us court opinion to obtain a 
substa1~tial r(?duot'ion in the prison sentence-and therefore the 
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premature release-of one inmat Pt· 7 P' 
enforcem ttl.·· e, a nClc ~zuto) known to law 
Pussy) ~:ss~u wnt2e\ as anunclerling of the late Anthony (Little 
8.0.1. 's hea1"i~q ~e~e~~ ~;: :mob cl~gUt,re . .This disclosure at the 
who wa b ~ '. ' ~mme 'la e 1"e'lncarceration of Pizuto 
fraud cta:;e:eq~ent!JJ md~cte(Z f01" 1nurder and on fede1"al ban7~ 
Division dismisseltas ~~:./;;e~t ~977, ,8~tPlefrior O~urt fippeUate 
tion Pizuto b ,os appea rom h'ls re'lncarcera-
ment authori:'i~s s~1~~:::1;a~:~~1'I1~!d~~~n~f;ma~lt f01' law. entorce-
federal witness protection progr 01 cnmes and 1S ~n the am. 

21. THE NEW JERSEY MEDICAID PROGRAM* 

In December of 1974 Governor Brendan T B . 
Stab Commission of Investigation t d tyrne 

I eq:lest,ed the 
New Jersey' t f 11/ " 0 con uc an evaluatIOn of 
t · th N s sys em 0 MedicaId reimbursement. Also at th t 
Ime, e ew Jersey Atto G l' ,a 

was probing the alleged int~:~s oe;~: ~e o~ced a:ounced . that it 
Jersey nursing homes. Later that ffi' trnar er?,man l~ New 
its Enforce t B ,0 ce se up a speCIal sectIOn of 
and fraud i:::e ar~~e~\.~oI·mdbGal specifitcatlly with criminal activities 

'd ursemen 0 nursing homes d th prOVl e1's, a unit which has obtained m . r t an 0 e1' 
1975, the Governor announced the a~y m: lC ments. In! anuary, 
committee to study the problems of ~Im.atI?n o~ a cabmet-level 
nursing home care Tl1at comTYI~tt . eddI~atId reImbursement for 
13 1 ' 0 U.u. ee Issue 1 s report 0 N b 

! 975, and certain recommendations relat' n ovem e1' 
rellnbursement reiterated sug'g'estions i't' llmg ted p~operty costs 
S C I ' fi t ill lU Y ma e m 1975 in th'" . . • S rs repol't on nursing ho . b v 

Jersey. Legislature also created a ~~~~~: ufsement,. The N." ew 
homes III January of 1975 That co' e . 0 examme nursmg 
J om' Fay of Middlesex ·C· ty nmllt~ee, chaIred by then Senator 
N T oun ,examll1ed the quality.l! . 

ew f ersey nursing homes receivino• M d' . d' O.l care m 
oth~l' aspects of the program. b e lOaI rellnbul'sement and 

The extent to which this $400 on' 
care for the . .mI IOn-a-year program of health 

poor was under sImultaneous' t' . Commission and . mves Igation by the 
plexities of t~e va;~o~~~~:ct!~~s ai;~~~~:d =~c~edd b~th the c~m-
they were mIsused and abused at great pUblic c~st.egree to whicb 

During the course of its probe the C " 
Governor on an update basis f' f omtmIs.sIOn reported to the 

rom Ime 0 tIme-an operational 
* See New Jersey State Commission of Investigation 1975 1976 and 1977 AIR 
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pattern based on the premise, later substantiated, that the social 
and financial cost of apparent widespread exploitation of the huge 
health care delivery system would warrant urgent interim statu­
tory and regulatory correction. A chronological. charting of the 
entire investigation shows the Oommission took the following 
public steps: 

• NURSING HOl\1:Es-An initial public report by the S.O.I. on 
April 3, 1975, exposed serious flaws in the rental and related phases 
of New Jersey's method of property cost reimbursements of Medi­
caid-participating nursing homes, one critical conclusion of which 
was that inflated reimbursement schedules allowed unconscionably 
inflated profits to greedy entrepreneurs at heavy cost to taxpayers. 

• OLINICAL LABORATORIEs--A formal public S.O.I. pronouncement 
on April 23, 1975, detailed dangerously poor conditions and pro­
cedures in certain independent clinical laboratories and recom­
mended swift legislative enactment of a pending remefl.ial measure. 
Subsequently the Legislature approved and the Governor signed 
the highly effective Clinical Laboratories Act. 

• OLINICAL LABORA'IORl"Es*-The Oommission conducted in June, 
1975, a series of public hearings that effectively exposed how Medi­
caid was being bilked by some independent clinical laboratories 
through false billing and kickbacks practices, among other evils. 
The S.O.I.'s probe and recommendations in this vital area also 
were followed by major reforms. The Medicaid manual regulating 
independent clinical laboratories was drastically revised to bar 
abusive activities and the maximum fee schedule for reimbursing 
laboratories was reduced by 40 percent. Taxpayer savings from 
these improvements alone were estimated at $1.4 million for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1976. 

• NURSING HOMEsu'-The final S.O.I. dissection of nursing home 
property cost reimbursement under Medicaid provisions em­
phasized so-called "money tree" plucking by unscrupulous 
operators through facility selling-financing-Ieasing-hack schemes 
that excessively ballooned the value of the facilities. A two-day 
public hearing in October, 1976, corroborated the gross abuses 
revealed in the S.O.I.'s inquiries into the nursing home property 
cost reimbursement system phase of its Medicaid inquiry. 

* See New Jersey State Commission of Invp.stigation, Annual Report for 1975. 
** See New Jersey State Commission of Investigation, Annual Report for 1976. 
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. • "MEDICAID MILLs"*-How some doctors, dentists and pharma­
CIStS ~orrupted t?~ system was dramatized by the Oommission's 
;xpose of over-bllhng and over-utilization practices that bared a 
oophole potential for far wider abuse of the Medicaid system. 

• J1:EDICAID HOSPITALS'.H'-Utilizing its staff of accountant-agents 
an .0.1. t~am made an in-depth assessment of the emergin~ 
rate-!~gula~I!lg and l\~edicai~ reimbursement process affectin~ 
hosp~tals :"lth substantlal MedIcaid in-patient care. This was don~ 
to ~~termme .the ade9-uacy, if any, of fiscal controls by supervisory 
?U lC. agenCles to msure the system's efficiency economy and 
mtegrItr Such. an unusually complex analysis 'Of methods of 
conhtrollmg hospItal costs was vital because of the 11uo'e impact of 
suc costs on the Medicaid program. ::;, 

A mtmber of stat1ftory and regulatory steps were taken in re­
sponse to the r,evelatzons of ab~tse~ and exploitation of the 1I1edicaid 
s,!!stem, foll?w~ng-and e'l'en d~tnng-the Oommission's invest.iga­
twns, m.tenm 1'~ports and public hea,rings. These actions inclu,decl 
the ~eg~slat~tre s enactment of a N ~w J er~ey Clinical Labotatory 
bnp1 ~v~ment Act, a~ w~ll as a law ~nG1'eas~ng maxim~tm penaltie8 
f~r. b~lk~ng the 111 ed1.ca~d progmm through overbilling a1zd fals 
~~. e 

Many of the 0~1n:'i1~ission's 1'ecommendations were expe{1itiousl~1 
adopted by the Dw~swn of 1I1edical Assistance and Healt'7, a .' l f ' . ' , Iv Dervwes 
as a resu t 0 the 8.0.1.'s cl~mcal laboratory hearings. 

The, infi.ated fee sohedule - which faoilitated the 'i1'u11cing of 
fin~ncwl 21.2~~We1nent type payments from some labomtories to 
~he2r physwwn customers - was red~tGed 40 lJer cent. Language 
2n the progmm laborat01'y manual was tightened to olearly 
,'1,G1'ibe the pmctioe by which small lab01'atories s~tboontraoted pro= 
tW'/.tlar tests to large reference facilities and the1~, in manyinsta/ic~:, 
marked-up the cost by m?re than 300 per cent and reaped windfall 
profi~s. at the taxpaye1' s expense. The manu,al now e(oplicitly 
proh2b2ts the breakdown of azttomated oomponent-pa1't tests into 
sep~rtatetZprocdedtuhres alnd th~ submission of bills to 1I1edioaid for 
eaOrb 0 b~ en at a ab m2ght receive between $60 and $80 for a 
profile wh2,ch oosts less t7~an $3.50 to perform. A oomputer system 
f?r ant alr.z2ntg antd s,oreemng group tests Was developed, The Divi­
swn OOro S eps 0 2nsure that laboratories fully identify the pro-

t: ~ee ~ew Jersey State Commission of Investigation Annual Report for 1976 
'Tll~ Mf~~~idf p~~;!~s.trrl~ai97i.°nunission of Investigation on Hospital" Phase of 
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cedures performed and for which payme'izt ~s requested. In this 
regard, a requirement was imposed upon Prudential (the fiscal 
intermediary) that all claims be ite1nized in, detail. A.qgregate 
billing - which was effectively used by some labs to mask il11,J{r?J{er 
requests fo'r reimb~~rsement - is no longer tolerated. The Dtv~swn 
adopted a hard line with respect to the flow of induceme11,t type 
payments in any fonn whatever between laboratories and physician 
customers. 

The Division cU1'ed a glaring weakness by e1nploying more staff 
expertise in clinical laborat01'y p1'ocesses and procedures. The 
Com11'1 .. ission recommended that a panel be formed to draft an 
eq~~itable competitive bid system for laboratory w?rk based upon 
awards of a regional n.a,ture. In furtherance of thts recommenda­
tion the Commission testified against impractical 1'estrictions of 
fed;rallaw before several Congressional bodies. 

At the conclusion of the second phase of the Commission's 
probe of gross profiteering in Medicaid nursing home facilities 
in Octobe'r 1976 the Commission) ~wged that Senate Bill 594, re­
quiring f~dl public disclo~1tre of those who have ,financial or other 
b~tsiness inte1'est in nurs~ng homes, be s1tbstantwlly st1'engthened 
to elimina,te practices that siphoned health care dollat's from 
patients to spemtlators. This bill, which had passed in the Senate 
on April 12, 1976, s1lbsequentl~ was amended o~ the Assem?ly floor 
in accordance with the S.C.I. s recom1nendatwns, accord~ng to a 
spokesman for the Legislat~£:e.'s Join~ Nu:sing, Hom.e. St~tdy Com­
mission which drafted the ongtnalleg'tslatwn. 7. he re'tJ'/.sed measure 
then clea1'ed both the Assembly and the Senate i1?J February and 
Apt'il, 1977, and was signed into law by Governor BY1'ne on 
September 29, 1977. 

Additionally, s~~bsequent to the iss~tance of its Final Report 
on Nursing Homes, the Commission pe1'sisted i1~ its efforts to have 
New Jersey's system of property cost 1·eimbursem·ent to Medicaid 
nursing homes restruct~tred along the lines s~~ggested by the Com­
mission in that rep01't. Commission representatives met O't'/, several 
occasions with high-ranking officials of the appropriate administra­
tive agencies. Those agencies have accepted the Comm.issi~n .recom­
mendation which will show a savings of as m~wh as $6 IJntllwn per 
year, acco;ding to the Director of the Division of Medical Resist­
ance and Health Services. 

Certain unusually alarming aspects of the Commission's com­
plica: eUt Medicaid inquiry, such as the clinical laboratory abu,ses 
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and the evils of the {(medicaid 1nills," helped to spur corrective 
efforts. In fact, the clinical laboratory phase was a pioneering 
probe that revealed for the first time the hard facts about unscrupu­
lous ripoffs of the system. These disclosures resulted in the ap­
pearance of Commission officials before the U.S. Senate Committee 
on Aging and the U.S. House of Representatives Subcon'/,mittee on 
Oversight and Investigation. U.S. Senat01' Harrison A. William,s 
of New Jersey, reporting his {( dismay" over the ((widespread 
fraud and abuse am.ong clinical laboratories," told the Senate in 
remarks entered into the Congressional RecOt'd: 

"With respect to the latter, I am pbeased to note that the Aging 
Committee gives great credit to the New Jersey Commission of 
Investigation and to our New Jersey Department of Institutions 
and Agencies (now Department of H1lman Services). The Legis­
lature and the Department responded with prompt implementation 
of corrective measures." 

22. ORGANIZED CRIME AND CASINO GAMBLING IN 

ATLANTIC CITY* 

After New Jersey voters authorized legalization of casino 
gambling in Atlantic Oity on Nov. 2, 1976, and at the request of 
Governor Brendan T. Byrne, the Oommission directed an extensive 
surveillance of organized crime activities in that shore resort 
region for the purpose of taking' 'public action in order to make 
constructive recommendations to the Governor, the Legislature, 
and the people for the effective control and policing of casino 
gambling. " As a part of this inve»+igative effort, the Oommission 
issued on April 13, 1977, a 167-page report to the Governor and 
the Legislature highlighting 57 detailed recommendations for an 
effective control law that would "thwart the infiltration of casinos 
and related services and suppliers by organized crime." Upon 
passage of the Oasino Gambling Oontrol Act, the Oommission 
characterized it as an acceptable statutory base upon which to 
build even stronger controls in the future. 

By the Summer of 1977, the Commission's monitoring of 
organized crime activities linked to the development of the new 
gaming industry in Atlantic City had uncovered enough evidence 

. * See New Jersey State Commission of Investigation Report on Casino Gambling, April 
13, 1977; also Ninth (1977) Annual Report; also the tommission's Report on the 
Incursion of Organized Crime into Certain Legitimate Businesses in Atlantic City, 
January 12, 1978. 
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of an actual intrusion of legitimate business to warrant public 
hearinO's in keepino. with the S.O.I. 's statutory mandate to alert 
and inform the citi:enry. The Oommission's inquiry had revealed, 
as was later confirmed publicly, that organized crime-in addition 
to its historic interest in casinos and allied services-was also, 
already penetrating certain other legitimate businesses that had 
not bee~ a taro'et of legislative restraints and over which regulatory 
controls, whe~e they existed at all, were inadequate and only 
casually enforced. 

The Oommission conducted four days of public hearings, in 
AuO'ust 1977 during which a succession of witnesses, including 
0' , • tl h' organized crime figures, revealed throug'h testImony 1e mac m-

ations of mobsters in such legitimate enterprises as cigarette vend­
ing machines, bars, restaurants, h~tels .and gam?ling s~hools. ~he 
hearinO's confirmed the cooperatIve mterest m casmo gammg 
spin-off action by Angelo Bruno, boss of the .Phila~elphia-~outh 
.T ersey crime family, and cohorts of the Gambmo CrIme faIDlly of 
the New York metropolitan area. Bruno himself was a witness. 

These hearings disclosed: 

• Strong-arm expansion into the cigarette vending 
business in Atlantic Oity and vicinity by a mob­
controlled company, .T ohn 's "Wholesale Distributors 
of Philadelphia, and its affiliates. How this company's 
business tripled, with the aid 'of its "super sales­
man, " Bruno, was a public hearing highlight. 

8 The mysterious financial flimflam surrounding the 
Oasanova Disco in Atlantic Oity, including a $40,000 
"hole-in··the-wall" cache that became part of a maze 
of cash and bank check transactions. 

• An attempted $12 million purchase of the Hotel 
Shelburne by a Gambino relative hiding behind an 
alias while trying to enlist a reputable Philadelphia 
businessman to "front" for the acquisition. 

• The attempt of a crime fig'ure known as "Mus­
tache Mike" to muscle into a prospective Atlantic 
Oity casino gambling school. 

On .T anuary 12, 1978, the Oommission submitted to Governor 
Byrne and the Legislature its "Report and Recommendations on 
the Incursion by Organized Orime into Oertain Legitimate 
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Businesses in Atlantic Oity." This report emphasized a recom­
mendation to strengthen the licensing and disqualification pro­
cedures under existing law so as to more effectively prohibit the 
acceptance of applicants with organized crime backgrounds for 
licensure as cigarette vending agents of the state or as owners and 
operators of ventures under jurisdiction of the Al-wholic Beverage 
Oontrol laws. 

Based on the Commission's recommendations, two bills were 
sponsored by Senator Steven P. Perslcie, D-Atlantic. One bill, 
S-3008, was. d~~igned to str~ngthen the licensing requirements of 
~he State Dw~swn of Taxatwn for those involved in the cigarette 
'/,nd~tst1'y and the other, S-3010, sought stronger licensing standards 
for the Alcoholic Beverage Commission. The purpose of these bills 
was Uto impede organized C1'ime f1'om using va1'ious s~tbterfuges to 
camouflage the act'l.{;al ownership and control of legitimate business." 
Senat01' Perslcie's bill~ 'l~ere approv,ed by th~ Senate in May, 1979, 
but only 8-3008, perta?,n~ng to the c~garette ~ndustry passed in the 
Assembly and was signed into law. * ' 

23. PRIVATE SCHOOL ABUSES OF SPECIAL EDUCATION 
FUNDS** 

During the early part of 1977, increasing complaints and alle­
gations wer~ circulating throughout the state about alleged abuses 
b7 non-pUblic schools of New .T ersey's $26 million Special Educa­
tlOn program for severely handicapped children. The State Oom­
mission of Investigation was the recipient of a n'UlUber of such 
co~plaints. The Oommission's evaluation of these allegations 
qUlckly developed into .ali extensive ,investigation. 

By .Tune, the Oommission's staff was pursuing fresh Teports of 
questionable activities if not outright misconduct by some non­
public schools. Inquiries in the field were supplemented by in-depth 
auditing of actual expense budgets .and hundreds of bank checks, 
vouchers, pur,chas,e orde'rs, and IDlscellaneous business records. 
These inquiries and audits -confirmed the misuse of large sums of 
money that had been earmarked fOT the education of more than 
5,000 children too seriously handicapped to be served by the public 
s'OOools. 

, * See Pp. 25-26 of this Annual Report. 
** ;:iee New Jer~ey State Comm,ission of Investigation Report on Misuse of Public Funds 

In the Operation of Non-publtc Schools for Handicapped. Children, May 18, 1978. 
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The Special Education program about which the Commission 
was 'concerned is a critically :s.ignific'ut part of New Jersey's 
overall effort to impl'ove the lives and .u..ri.nds of unfortunate chil­
dren. Most of these children (some attend special residential 
schools out-of-state) were enrolled in 125 non-public day schools 
and 25 non-public residential schools thronghout New Jersey. Suc.'h 
schools WHre required to offer a:ppropriate educational programs 
for one 'or more of a dozen catHgorized handicaps-educable or 
trainable mentally retarded, perceptually impaired, orthopedically 
handicapped, neurologically impaired, visually handicapped, audi­
torially handicapped, communication handica.pped, emotionally 
disturbed, chronically ill and multiply handicapped. While the 
Commission's inquiry concentrated on financial irregularities in 
certain non-public day schools, it also touched on questionable 
operations in residential facilities. 

The Commission held public hea.rings on January 19 and 20, 
1978 and on May 18, 1978, issued its formal report to the Governor, 
the Legislature and the public. The S.C.I.'s recommendations 
centered on its findings of inadequate staffing and malfunctioning 
of the Education Department's Branch of Special Educatj.on and 
Pupil Persollllel Services, the absence of a clear, detailed list of 
allowable and non-allowable private school expenses, inade<mate 
record keeping and repurting requirements -:01' participating 
schools, and an inefficient rate-setting procedure. 

In brief, the recommendations included: 

Establishment of a more adequate state agency to supervise the 
financial reimbursement of private schools for the handicapped, 
with sufficient staff to supervise all day, residential and summer 
programs and with at least :five ,auditors who would be responsible 
for fiscal control and ra.te-setting; stipulation of non-allowable 
Gosts to eliminate diversion of public funds for non-educational 
purposes; requirement of detailed reports to the state. con.trol 
agency including detailed expense budget forecasts and ItemIzed 
actual ~ost:reports; promulgation of tuition rates by June 15 hased 
on budget estimates adjusted by MtUal costs submitted by May 1; 
offsetting of a prior year's excess revenues by the following year's 
reduced tuition rates, and, in general, establishment of rate-setting 
procedures that would assur;e provisi?D. ·of adequ?'te se;vices t? 
handicapped .children for which the 'schools are bemg l'elmbursed 
based on fair and reasonable rates conducive to continuing quality 
programs. 
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Several bills focu,sing on problems bared by the Commission's 
investigation Cbnd hearings 'Were introd1wed in the Legislature 
during 1978, during the dmfting and disc1tssions ot 'Which the 
Gom'mission maintained contact 'With appropriate legislators and 
legislative com?nittee aides. 

24. ABUSES AND IRREGULARITIES IN THE BOARDING 
HOME INDUSTRY* 

The Oommission's investigation of abuses and irregularities in 
New Jersey's boarding homes focused on an industry consisting 
of an estimated 1,800 facilities serving upwards of 40,000 people, 
most of whom are elderly and disabled. These boarding facilities 
were assigned to one of two categories-licensed or "unlicensed." 
The former. group consisted of about 275 boarding homes under 
State Department of Health licensure. But the unlicensed category 
was further divided, the largest subgroup of which was subject to 
nominal registration and inspection by the Sta,te Department of 
Community Affairs. A smaller bloc came under local jurisdiction. 
]'inally, an unknown number of facilities operated illegally, devoid 
of any controls whatsoever. 

The fact that more than 1,500 boarding homes were commonly 
referred to as "unlicensed" underscored the negative quality and 
lax enforcement of whatever standards that did exist for regulat­
ing and othe!wise monitoring their activities. 

Of New Jersey's total boarding home population, close to 10,000 
resided in the homes licensed for sheltered care purposes by the 
State He.alth Department. They lived in facilities that offered the 
most personal care and supposedly were subject to the most 
stringent standards. However, despite tighter controls than were 
imposed on other boarding homes, some Health Department­
licensed facilities also were targets of harsh critiques during the 
Commission's public hearings. 

The remaining 30,000 boarding home residents were found in 
the so-called unlicensed establishments. Most of these places 
provided only room and board and could not legally offer sheltered 
care or other supervision. Since most of these boarding homes 
were registered with the Community Affairs Department under 

* See New Jersey State Commission of Investigation Report on Abuses and Irregulari­
ties in New Jersey's Boarding Home Industry, November, 1978. 
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New Jersey's l\1:ultiple Dwellings '~aw, they wer'e subjec~ to 
infrequent scrutiny by state or local mspectors. More~ver, .~mce 
these inspe~tions were man~ated b~ a law that was not desloned 
to provide guidelines for sOCIal serYIces, they concentrated only on 
structural factors relative to pubhc health, 0::, saf~ty. , T~us, .s~ch 
inspections ignored the overall adverse sOCIal cllIDate m which 
many boarders found themselves. 

As the Oommission emphasized, its primary concern t~roughout 
its investio-ation and public hearings was for the wellbemgof the 
most v J.lD.~rable of the human beings forced to subsist in a system 
that offered no solutions to the special problems ~h~t rr;a~e t~em 
easy prey for unscrupulous operators. The CommIsSIOn s mqUIry, 
therefore centered on a multitude of boarders who, because of 
old age blindness or other disabilities, were eligible for ~he Federal 
Social 'Security Administration's Supplemental Secunty Income 
(SSI) bElllefits. Such S~I recipient~ were not only numerous 
among residents or boardmg homes lIcensed b! .the .State .Health 
Department but comprised many of those resIding m unlicensed 
facilities. 

The overall target of the Commission'S investigation included 
hundreds of boarding homes of wide-ranging quality and size, 
op.er.ating under ~ v?,r~ous governmental e~tities, .and subject to 
disparate and collfhctmg laws and regulatIO:r:s-or no controls at 
all. Many operators were untrained for theIr tasks and, all too 
often callous and greedy in the management of their homes and 
the t;eatment of their boarders. The day-to-day operation of these 
facilities was largely financed out of Supplemental Security In­
come checks mailed to eligible recipients ,at the boarding home 
where they supposedly (but often were not) residing. ~ ~ 

. Because of inadequate (and often the absence of) boa.rding home 
account books registers and other records reflecting the flow of 
revenues costs and clients, the Commission 'sstaff accountants 
had to re~onstru:ct numerous finanoial profiles in order to ascertain 
the true extent of the mismanagement of these facilities and the 
resultant abuses against ,boarders that such misconduct generated. 
The facts exposed by such audits were 00nfirmed -and supplemen~ed 
through field inquiries by the Cbmmis~ion 's special .agents. ~~is 
investigative team work !e\Te~ed a WIde gamut, of Irregulal'l~l_eS 
and irUproprieties-the dIverSIOn of ~SI checks from -boardets. to 
the personal useo! operators, chargmg of luxury cars, v~atlO? 
travel and ·other personal expenses as business costs, an mordi-
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I nate use of cash in payment of boarding home bins without sup­

portive receipts, little or no accounting of personal funds doled 
out to boarders each month, excessive compensation to operators 
and to relatives of operators, use of unlicensed satellite facilities 
as way stations for boarder-transfers that improperly increased 
the cash flow into licensed homes -of bigg;er SSI checks than war­
ranted, and the 'serving of cheap, substandard food even while 
the operators netted disproportionately large profits. 

Due to the complexity of the issues involved, the Commis­
sion was obliged to extend its public hearings through an entire 
week. In all, about 60 witnesses were questioned during the five 
pUblic hearing days-Monday, June 26, through Friday, June 30 
1978. Close to 200 e:xhibits were introduced. ' 

In a 260-page report issued in N ovembeT, 1978, the Commission 
listed a score of recommendations to resolve basi{l pr.oblems caus­
ing the most serious abuses in the boarding home industry. De­
signed to expedite the development of more humane secure and 
rehabilitative surroundings for elderly and infirm b~arders the 
proposals were submitted with a belief that they could be en~cted 
{tnd implemented realistically from the standpoint of available 
personnel and limited funds. 

The most important recommendation called for centrali:6ation of 
licensure and supervisory controls' over boarding facilities. Since 
the Commission felt that social services rather than health services 
should be the primary concern, it proposed concentration of con­
trols in the Department of Human Services that were divided 
among three departments-Health, Community Affairs and Human 
Services. . 

The Commission noted that its proposal would center licensinG' 
and mOnitoring obligations in a department which possessed th: 
most expertise in the area of social services. Moreover, the De­
partment of Human Services, through its Division 'of Mental 
Health and Hospitals, controlled the flow of de-institutionalized 
~or:n~r mental patients from hospitals to the community. Such 
mdIvIduals made up most of the boarding home popUlation which 
demanded special attention. 

25. ABUSES OF NEW JERSEY'S ABSENTEE BALLOT LAW 

This S.C.I. inquiry was reviewed at length in the OOmnrission's 
10th .A.Imual Report for 1978, which contained an abridgement of 
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public hearings held. in December, ~978, and. rec?mmendations for 
statutory reforms. This investigatIOn also IS discussed on P. 27 
and Pp. 31-32 of this Annual Report. 

26. INCORRECT INJURY LEAVE PRACTICES 

An interim report on tI-is subject was issued ~n January, ~9'! J, 
during the Commission's investigation of questIOnable public ~­
surance procedures by governmental ~ntities. References to this 
report will be found on Pp. 23-24 of thIS Annual Report. 

27. INADEQUATE SUDDEN DEATH INVESTIGATIONS 

.A separate public report to' the Governor and the Legislature 
was issued on this sul1ject in November, 1979. Further references 
to this inquiry are at Pp. 24-25 of this ,Annual Report. 

28. QUESTIONABLE PUBLIC IN~URANCE PRACTICES BY 

GOVERNMENTAL :!ENTITIE~ 

.A three-day public hearing on gO'vermnental public insl!ranCe 
procedures was held in June, 1979 . .A 367-p~ge r.eport ,:as Issued 
by the Commission on problems and abuses ill this field ill 1980. 
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ApPENDIX II 

S.C.I. STATUTE 

New Jersey Statutes Annotated 52 :9M-1, Et Seq. 
L.1968, C. 266, as amended by L.1969, C. 67, 

L. 1970, C. 263, L. 1973, C. 238, and L. 1979, C. 254. 

52:91Vl-1. Oreation; members; appointment; chairman; terms; 
salaries; vacancies. There is hereby created a temporary State 
Commission of InvestigatiO'n. The Commission shall consist of 
four members, to be lrnown as CommissiO'ners. 

Tr <J members of the Commission shall be appointed by the 
Governor. One each shall be appointed by the President of the 
Senate and h y the Speaker O'f the General Assembly. Each memher 
shall serve for a term of ;. years and until the appointment and 
qualification of his successor. The \:tovernor shall designate one 
of the members to serve as Chairman of the Commission. 

The members of the Commission appointed by the President of 
the Senate and the Speaker of the General Assembly and at least 
one of the members apPO'inted by the GO'vernor shall be attorneys 
admitted to the bar of this State. No member or employee of the 
Commission shall hold any other public office O'r public employ­
ment. Not more than two of the members shall bp,long to' the same 
political party. 

Each member of the Commission shall receive an annual salary 
of $15,000.00 until January 1, 1980, when each membe:I: of the 
CO'mmission shall receive an annual salary of $18,000.00. Each 
member shall also be entitled to reimbursement for his expenses 
actually and necessarily incurred in the performance of his duties, 
including expenses of travel outside O'f the State. 

Vacancies in the Commission shall be filled for the unexpired 
term in the same manner as O'riginal appointments. Vacancies in 
the Commission ,shall be filled by the -appropriate appointing au­
thO'rity withiu·90 days. If the apprO'priate appointing authority 
does not, fill a vacancy within that time period, the vacancy shall 
be filled by the Chief Justice O'f the Supreme Court within 60 days. 
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A vacancy in the Commission shall not impair the right of the 
remaiillng members to exercise all the powers of the Commission. 

Any determination made by the Commission shall be by major­
ity vote. "Majority vote" means the affirmative vote of at leaet 
three members of the Conmnssion if there are no vacancies on the 
Commission or the affirmative vote of at least two members of the 
Commission if there is a vacaney. 

Notwithstanding the' i)rovisions of seetion -1 of this act (C. 
52 :9M-l) and in order to effect the staggering of tenns of memhers 
of the Commission notwithstanding the term tor which they Wel'e 
originally appointed, the terms of the members appo~nted after 
December 1, 1978 shall be as f0aows: the L1.'",t member appo,inted 
by the Goyernor, 36 months; the second member appointed by the 
Governor, 18 months; the member appointed by the President of 
the Senate, 30 months; the member appointed by the Speaker or the 
General Assembly, 24 months. Thereafter, the terms of the mem­
bers shall be as provided in P .L. 1968, C. 266, S. 1 (C. 52 :9M-l) , 

52:9M-2. Duties and powe1·S. The Commissi{)n shall have the' duty 
and power to conduct investigations in connection. with: 

a, The faitbful execution and effective enforcement of the laws 
of the State, with particular reference but not limited to organized 
crime and racketeering; 

b. The conduct of public officers and public employees, and of 
officers a,nd employees of public corporations and authorities; 

c. .Any matter concerning the public peace, public safety and 
public justice. 

52:9M-3. Additional d16ties, At the direction of the Governor or 
by concurrent resolutiop' of the LegislatuI'\'3 the Commission shall 
conduct investigations ,'nd otherwise assist in connection with: 

. a, The removal of public officers by the Govern{><r; 

. b. The ,maJdng of recommendations by the Governor to any other 
person or body, with respe.ct to the removal of public officers; 

c. The maldng of recommendations by the Governor to the Leg­
islature' with respect to changes in or additions to existing pro:, 
visions of law required for the more effective enfO'l'C0'Uloot of 
the law; 
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. d.TheLegislature's consideration of changes in or additi{)ns to 
existing provisions of law required for the more effective adminis­
tration and enforcement of the law. 

52:9M-4. Investigation of management or affairs of state (lepc.rt~ 
ment or agency. At the direction or request of the Legislature by 
concurrent. resolution or of the Governor or of the' head of. any 
department,' board, bmeau,commissioIl; aut~o:r:ity or other' agEm(~y 
created by the State, or to which the- State is a party; 'the.: Com:. 
mission shall inyestigate the management or affairs of any suc11 
department, board, bureau, commission, authority or other.agency; 
provided, howeyer, that if the Commission determines that the 
requests for investigations from the Legislature, the· Governor or 
the head of any department, board, bureau, commission, authority 
or other agency created by the State, or to which the State is. a 
party, exceed the Commission's capacity to perfor~ such inyesti­
gations, they may, by resolution, ask the Governor or the:;AttOTney 
General or the Legislature in the case of a Legislative requelst, to 
review those requests upon which it finds itself unable to proceed, 

Within. 5 days after the adoption of 'a resolution a'L:horlzing a 
public hearing and not less than 7 days prior to,that public hearing, 
the Corrurrission shall ,advise the President of the Senate and the 
Speaker of the General Assembly that such public hearing, hl:!. ... 
been scheduled. The President and the Speaker shall, after reviE'w­
ing ,the.subject matter of the hearing, refer such notice to the 
appropriate standing committee of each House. 

: The Commission shall, within 60 days of holding apilblic,hear­
ing, advise the Governor and the Legislature of any recommenda­
tions for administrative or Legislative action which they have 
developed as a result of the public hearing. 

. Prior to maldng any reco~endations concer~rnga,bill or resd~ 
hitioIi pending in either House. of the Legislature, the Commission 
shall advise the sponsor of such bill or resolution and the cluti:r;rrtari 
of any standing Legislative Committee to which such ,bin or r.eM::' 
luti'on has been referred of· such recommendations. , .. , 

Co;mmencing in 1,982 a.nd every 4 years. thereaftElrdtt th~ first 
ailmhil ~essiOIl of a. 2~year Legislature, within 30 days aftel,' the 
oo.'ganization'of the :Legislature, a joint committee .'shall b~ e'1$-til,~,:,: 
Iished to revlew··the activities of·the State Commission' of Inve'sti~' 
tion:for the purpose of ::{a} determining whether 0:r,n?tp.,L.Q968, 
8.26.6.:( 0: .. 5,2 ~9M-:,1 et seq. )should.be reper ' ed, br'.lUodified" and, (b t 
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reporting theTeon to the Legislature within 6 months unless the 
time f'Or reporting' is O'therwise extended by statute. The joint 
committee ,shall be composed O'f seven members, two members to 
be appointed by the President of the Senate, no more than one of 
whom is to' be of the same political party, two members to be 
appointed by the Speaker o.f the General Assembly, nO' mo,re than 
one of whom is to be of the game political party, and three members 
to be appointed by the GO'vernor, no more than two of whom shall 
he of the same political party. 

No person may be requ~red to appear at a hearing' or to testify 
at a hearing unless there has been personally served upon him 
prior to the time when he is required to appear, a copy of P. L. 
1968, C. 266 as amended and supplemented, and a general state­
ment of the subject of the investigation. A copy of the resolution, 
statute, order or other provision of law authorizing the investiga­
tion shall be furnished by the Commission upon request therefor 
by the person smnmoned. 

A witness summoned to a hearing shall have the right to be 
accompanied by counsel, who shall be permitted to advise the wit­
ness of his rights, subject to reasonable linlitations to prevent 
obstruction of or interference with the orderly conduct of ~:J.e 
hearing. Counsel for any witness who testifies at a public hearing 
may submit proposed questions to be asked of the witness relevant 
to the matters upon which the witness has been questiO'ned and the 
Commission shall ask the witness such of the questions as :. may 
deem appropriate to its inquiry. 

A complete and accurate record shall be kept of each public 
hearing and a witness shall be entitled to receive a copy of his 
testimony at such hearing at his own expense. W11ere testimony 
which a witness has given at a private hearing becomes relevant in 
a crilninal proceeding in which the witness is a defendant, or in any 
subsequent he'aring in which the 'witness is summoned to testify, 
the witness shall be entitled to a copy of such testimony, at his own 
expense, provided the same is available, and provided furthe'r that 
the furnishing of such copy will not prejudice the public safety or 
security. 

A witness who testifies at any hearing shall have the right at 
the conclusion of his examination to file a brief sworn statement 
relevant to his testimony for incorporation in the record. 

The Commission shall notify any person whose name the Com-' 
lllission believes will be mentio-ned at a public hearing. Any person 
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:vhos~ name is mentio~ed or will be n;entioned 'or whO' is specifically 
Identified. and w~o heheves that tesilllOny or other evidence ~ven 
at. a publIc ~earmg or comment made by any member of the Com­
missIO~ or Its coun!'l~l at such a hearing tends to defame hinl 01' 
0!ilierw~se a~versely. affect .his reputation shall have the right, 
e~ther m pl'lvate or ill publIc or both at a reasonably convenient 
tIme t? b~ set by the Commission, to appear personaliv befo,re' the 
Commlssl~n, and testify in his own behalf as to 11latt~'rs relevant 
t? the testimony or other evidence complained of, or in the alter.na­
trve, to :file a statement o.f facts under oath relating solely to 
matte~s relevant to the testimony or other evidence complained 
of, wIuch statement shall be incorporated in the record. 

.N~tJling in this section shall be construed to prevent the Com-
111ISSIOn from g~anting to witnesses appearing before it, or to 
pe~sons who claIm to be ~dversely affected by testimony or other 
~Vldence adduced before It, such further rights and privileges as 
It may determine. ' 

52:9M-5. Oooperation with law enfor'cernent officials. Upon re­
quest of the Ai:torney General, a county prosecutor or any other 
law. enforceme.nt offici~l, the COlmnission shall coope'rate with, 
adVise ~nd aSSIst them 111 the performance of t} eir official porwers 
and dutIes. 

. 52:9M-6. Oooperat'ion with Federal Government. The Commis­
SlOn shall cooperate with departments and officers of the United 
States Govermnent in the investigation of violations of the Federal 
Laws within this State. ~ 

52:9111-7. Examination into law enforcement affecting other 
states. The Commission shall examine into matters relating to l~w 
enforcement 6;.xhmdillg across the boundaries of the State into 
other states; and may consult and eX0haJlge information with 
officers and agencies of other states with respect to law enforce­
ment pl'obleilns of mutual concern to this and other states. 

52 :9111-8. Referenoe of evidence to other officials. vVb.enever the 
COlI~mlssion ?r any em])loyee of the Commission obtains any infoj'­
m~tIOn or, eVldmlCe of a reasonable possibility of crimil1'al wrong­
domg, 01' It shall appeal' to the Oonlllissioll that the'l.'e is cause for 
the p"oseeution for a crime, 01' fo~: the removal of a public. officer 
for misconduct, the inform81tionor evidence of such crime or mis­
conduct shall be called to the attention, of the Attorney, Gene'ral, 
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a;SSQonas practicable by the 'CorimlissioIi, 'unless the Conunission 
shall, by majority vote, determine that special circumstances exist 
which require the delay in transmittal of the info:rmation or evi­
dence. However; if the Conimission or any employee of the' Com­
mission obt~s any information or evidence indicating a reason­
able possibility of an unauthorized disclosure of information or a 
violation of any provision of this act, such information or evidence 
shall be immediately brought by the. Commission to the attention 
of the Attorney General. ' . 

; 52:9M-9. Executive director; counsel; employees. The Commis­
sion shall be authorized to' appoint and employ and at pleasure re­
move an, Executive Director, Counsel, Investigators, Accountants, 
and' such other persons as 'it niay deem necessary, without regard 
to CIvil Service; and to determine their duties and :fix their salanes 
or compensation within the amounts appropriated therefor. investi­
gators'and accountants appointed by the Commission shall be anu 
have all the powers of peace officers. 

. 52:9M-10:Aooual report; recommendations; other reports. The 
Oommission shall make an arimlal report to the Governor and 
Legislature which shall include its recom.niendatioris, The' C6m~ 
mission shall make such further interim reports to the Governor 
and Legislature, or either thereof} as it shall deem advisable, or 
as. shall. be fequired by t~e ~ov~·rnpr or by concurrep.t re~olution 
9I~heLegis~ature. . ..' .. .. '. .' ... ' , . . . '.' .. 

'.' 52:9111[..,11. Information' to public. By such means and to such 
extent as it shall deem appropriate, the Commission shall keep the 
pu1;>lic infoT~ed as to the 9peratiqns of organized crime, problems 
of crinrinallaw erifotcem0ntin the State and other activities of the 
Colnb:iission. 

•. ,. !;;.: • 

5'2 :9M"-12 .. Adaitio.naJ powers; warrant forar'rest;: (Jontemptof 
court With respect to the performance o-f its funciioITs,'duties and 
powers and subject to the limitation contained :in:paragraph a... 
of,:this section." the Commission shall p~ authorized as, follows: 

t ,.,.. • • • .,,' '.' ,," 

, a.To .conductany, investigation a'Q.thol1ized py: this act at, any 
place .within the State; and to lnaintafn office.s,.hold meetings and 
functionai: any place within th~ State as it may deemnec~ssarY:; 

·b. To conduct pri\1ate: and public hearings;' and to designate a 
member: of the . Commission to preside over any' su(\h 'hearing; nO. 
publi'0hearing'sliallbeheldexcept after 'adoption .of a resolution· 

7'8 

• 

by' majority vote and bI' 1 ' 
mission ~til after t~O l~t lC lea~mg shall be held by' the Gom-
county prosecutor or l' orney eneral and the appropriate-
7 days written notice J t~:C~~rs .sh~n ,h~ve be,en given at least 
public hearing and afforded mnss:n ~ mtentlOn to hold such a 
to any objections they or ei~~ O?Pl\h mty to be heard III respect 
mission's holc1ing such a hearin:'~ 0 em may have to the Com-

, b' 

c; To administer oaths or ffi ti .," . ' 
pel their attendance examin a t~ma Ol~, subpoena 'witnesses, com~ 
require the production of ane em un. er oath 0.1' affirmation, and 
evidence it may deem relevru!t ~?okst I~cr~ds, d?cuments or other 
the Commissio'n mav d . 0" r ma e::Ia 0 an l11vestigation; and 
of its staff to exercise a~;~~~:~ep~~e~:tts members or any member 

d. Unless otherwise in t t d b 
:najority of the members ~f ~~~ e y ,a ,resolution ~dopted. by a 
lllg before the Commission shafr°:mSSlO:r:, eveTY,WItness attend­
qommissj on shall not make public the exafm~d pr~vatelY and. the 
bon. The Commission shall n t 1 &ar leU aI'S 0 such examllla~ 
at a private hearino• • t. 0 l~ve e, power to talre testimon) 
its members are pr~s~]~t ~t ~J~bkc h~armg unless at least two of 
sion shall have the po~ver to co~J ~ar~lg, except, that the COmIllis ... 
gation previously undertaken byuc p~v.a~: heanngs, on an investi­
Commission with one OOmIll' ,a maJOTI y of the members of ~he 
by resolutio~; ISSlOner present, when so designated 

e. Witnesses summoned to . . b:D " . : . . . 
be entitled tOI receive the sam~PJ?ear e or~ the CommIssion shall 
moned to testify in the courts of' tteee~t~~~, mIleage, as persons sum:. 

or ~e~~:e ~~r,~~! sUthbpoenaed pur~uant' to this section shall neglect 
y e command vf the subpoen . d 

Superior Court or of a countv cou t. a, ,a:lY JU ge. oI the 
may, onproof by affidavit o(servi~e ~~ ~~YMumClpal MagIstrate 
tender of the fees required and of fIe subpoena, paymento.r 
to obey the command of the sub re usa. or neglect by the person 
arrest of said perSOll to hring himP;':~e ~hU,~ a wa~rant ~or th~ 
who is authorized to proceed agaiJ. the Judge or magIstrate, 
of court. . '. '.. IS sue p~rso~ 'as for a ~on~:-mpt 

52:9)J1-13. POW61"S OJnd duties un ff t d N h" ,. 
Sections 2 through 12 of this act [~h:~~ J' ~t lllllbgcontaiued in 
supersede repeal 1" t, r s a e construed tl) 
Governor' or any ~:p~ an

t
y power, duty or Iunction ''Of the 

1'ti . , , men Dr agency of the State" , 
po I cal subdlvlslOn thereor, as prescribed, Q1' d,efined by' 1:'. an~ 
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52:.9M-14. Request and receipt of assistance. The Commission 
may request and shall receive from every department, division, 
board, bureau, conunission, authority or other agency created by 
the State, or to which the State is a party, or of any political sub~ 
division thereof, cooperation and assistance in the performance of 
its duties. 

52:9M-15. D'isclos~(,re forbidden; statements absolutely p'Yw't­
leged. a. Any person conducting or participat.ing in any examina­
tion or hwestigation who shall disclose or any person who" coming 
into possession of or knowledge of the substance of any examina­
tion or investigation, shall disclose, or any person who shall cause, 
encourage or induce a person, including any witness or informant, 
to disclose, other than as authorized or required by law, to any 
person other than the Commission or an officer having the power to 
appoint one or more of the Commissioners the name of any witness 
examined, or any information obtained or given upon such examina­
tion or investigation, except as rlirected by the Governor or Com­
mission, or any person other than a member or employee of the 
Commission or any 1Jerson entitled to assert a legal privilege who, 
coming into possession of or lmowledg'e of the substance of any 
pending examination or investigation who fails to advise the 
Attorney General and the Commission of such possession or 
knowledge and to deliver to the Attorney General and the Com­
mission any documents or materials containing such information, 
shall be guilty of a misdemeanor until September 1, 1979 when 
such person shall be guilty of a crime of the third degree'. Any 
member OT employee of the Commission who shall violate this 
section shall be dismissed from his office or discharged from his 
employment. 

b. Any statement made by a member of the Commission or an 
employee thereof relevant to any pro~eeding before or investiga­
tive activities of the Commission shall be absolutely pr;.vileged and 
sueh privilege shall be a complete defense to any ac"ion for libel 
or slander. 

c. Nothing contained in tlus section shall hI any way prevent the 
Commission from furnishing information or making reports, as 
required by this act, or from furnishing information to the Legisla­
ture, or to a standing reference committee thereof, pursuant to a 
resolution duly adopted hy a standing reference committee or pur­
suant to a duly authorized subpoena or subpoena duces tecum, 
provided, however, that nothing herein shall be deemed to preclude 
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the Con1111ission from s ' I . f f eeang 1'0 rt 
d
lOn a protective order to avoid ill a/ou o~ competent jurisdic-
uces tecum. comp lance WIth I"uch subpoena o.r 

52:9JJt~-16. Impounding exhibit.. . 
~he applIcation of the COmmissi:~ actwn by 8upenor Gourt. Uoon 
Its ~tt;tff, the Superior COUl't '. o~ a duly authorized member of 
exhIbIt ?1arked in evidence in ~~l a JU g.e there?f may impound any 
connectlOn with an hwesti0' f y pUblIc or pl'lYate hearing held in 
and may order such exhibit~ ~n con?ucted by the Commission 
pla~ed in tl1e custody of the C e :et~ll1ed by, or deliYered to and 
exhibits shall not be t~Imn f 01lll1lISSlon. When so impounded such 
except upon further order oI~~ the custody of the COmmissio~' 
to the Conmussion or upon its apep;ou~~ made "?-PO~l 5 days notice 

Ica Ion or WIth Its consent 
52:9111-17. Im1n~tnity; orde?" n t' . . . 

the course of any m' vest' t·' 0 we, effect of ~m1nunity a If . • • 10'81 Ion 0'1' h . . . ,Ill 
mlSSlOn pursuant to tllis 5 t earmg conducted by the Com-
or qu.estions 0,1' produces azvi~e~~~S~~l refus?s to- answer a question 
he w~n be e'Xposed to crimin I any ~and on the ground that 
forfeIture of his estate therebar 1~osecutlO~ <:1' penalty 0'1' to a 
persoll to' answer the questio;' e CO~sslOn may order tIle 
quested eYidence and confer in: q~est10ns. or pr?duce the 1'e­
No o-rder to answer or pro-duc . ~uty as. ll1 . sectlOll proYided. 
made except by majoritv v:ote a~l~~ ence WIth Immunity shall· be 
~h~ appro:priate county ·prosecutor s~~~l t~e Atiorney. General and 

ays wrItten notice of the Commi . ,3;ve )e~n gIYen at least 
or~er .and afforded an o-ppO'rtunit ~slon s ll1ten~lOn to issue such 
?bJecb?us they or either of th y 0 b\heard ll1 respect to, any 
11lll1lumty. em may ave to the granting of 

.b. If upon issuance of such an d 
"?-th, lIe shall be immune from ~r e!, the person complies ihere-
gl:Ten by him or such res on' lav~g such responsive answer 
e:vrdence derived therefron!use~~e eVIdence. produced by him, or 
tlOn 'or Pe11alty or to a forfeitur~ ~po~e lum to criminal prosecu­
person may nevertheless be prosecuted~s estate, e::cept that such 
In. such answer or in producin o' ~r any perJury comllutted 
w~llful refusal to give an answe; o~uch eVldenc~ be prosecuted for :vrth an order of the Commission pr?duce e'i7J.dence,in accordance 
ll1 contempt for failing to" pUlsuant to Section 13, or lleld 
acco-rdance with the 0'rder ~:~~:c ans",,:er. or proquce eYidencE" in 
Idmi1 ; .an~ any ~uch answer given :rmnn.sdslOn pursuant to Section 
a sSlble agalllst hun llnn'n O""T ___ ! __ ~Vl .e~ce produced shall hi> 

--J:~' • ..... .u.,r vL"llIunal DIvest· . t' - -~ Iga WI1, proceed-
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ing or trial against him for such perjury, or upDn any investiga­
tion, prDceeding or trial against him for such cDntempt Dr willful 
refusal to' give an answer or prDduce evidence in accordance with 
an Drder Df the CDmmission. 

. ,c. If the CommissiDn prDceeds against any witness fDr cDntempt 
O'f ,court for refusal to answer, subsequent to a grant Df immunity, 
~aidwitness may be incarcerated at the descretion Df the Supe:dDr 
Court; prDvided, however, that (1) no incarceratiDn for Civil 
Contempt shall exceed a periDd Df 5 years of actual incarceration 
exclusive of releases fDr whatever reasDn; (2) the Commission 
may seek the release Df a witness fDr gODd cause Dn apprDpriate 
motion to the SuperiDr Court; and (3) nothing cDntained herein 
shall be deemed to' limit any of the vested cDnstitutiDnal rights of 
any witness befDre the Commission. 

Any person whO' shall willfully -refuse to' answer a question Dr 
questiDns Dr produce evidence after being ordered to' dO' so by the 
State Commission of Investigation in accDrdance with the act to 
which this act is a supplement P. L.1968, C. 266 (C. 52 :9M-1 et seq.) 
is guilty Df a high misdemeanor until September 1, 1979, when sUflh 
person shall be guilty of a crime of the second degree. Notwith­
standing any other prDvisiDn of law, no person imprisoned pursu­
ant to' this section shall be eligible for parole or recDnsideration 
of sentence upDn a shDwing that after impDsitiDn Df the sentence 
he testified or furnished the required evidence at a time wI )n tIle 
CDmmissiDn's needs were substantially met. ActiDn against such 
perSDn shall ensue upDn a cDmplaint signed by the chairman upon 
resolution Df the Commission. Such cDmplaint shall be referred for 
prosecutiDn to' the AttDrney GeneraL 

The trial of a defendant fDr an indictment made pursuant to this 
act shall be stayed pending the dispDsition of any review Dn appeal 
of the CDmmissiDn's order to' testify and the indictment shall be 
dismissed if the order to' testify is set aside on appeal or if, within 
30 days after the. order to' testify is sustained Dn appeal, the 
defendant noti:fies the CDmmissiDn that he will cDmply with the 
Drder and dDes so prDmptly upDn being afforded an opportunity to 
do so. 

Any period of incarceratiDn fDr contempt of an DrdeT .of tIle 
CommissiDn shall be credited against any period Df imprisDnment 
to which a defendant is sentenced pursuant to' subsectiDn a. of this 
sectioIl~ 
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52:91.1-18. Severability," effect of partial invalidity. If any see­
tiDn, clause Dr portion Df this act [chapter] shall be uncDnstitu­
tio11al or be ineffective in whole Dr in part, to' the extent that it 
is nDt unconstitutional Dr ineffective it shall be valid and effective 
and nO' Dther section, clause or provisiDn shall on aCCDunt thereDf 
be deemed invalid Dr ineffeetive. 

52:9M-19. There is hereby appropriated to the CDmmission the 
sum Df $400,000. 

52:9111 ., O. This act shall take ('ffect immediately and remain in 
effect until December 31, 1984. . 
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