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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 Sen/lte and 
the General Assembly of the State of New Jersey 

The New Jersey State Commission of Investigation 
is pleased to submit for the year 1981 its thirteenth 
annual report and recommendations pursuan't to Sec­
tion 10 of P. l. 1979, Chapter 254 (N.J.S.A. 52:9M-10), 
the Act establishing the Commission of Investigation. 

Respecffully submitf'ed, 

Arthur S. lane, Chairman 
John J. Francis, .lr. 
Robert J. Del Tuf'D 
Henry S. Patterson, II 
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52:9M-l. There is hereby created a State Com­
mission of Investigation. The Commission shall 
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 member shall 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 admitted to the bar of this State. 
No member or employee of the Commission 
shall hold any other public office or public 
employment. Not more than two of the mem­
bers shall belong to the same political 
party ... * 
* Excerpt from S.C.I. Law 
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ORIGIN AND SCOPE OF THE COMMISSION 

De.spUe the range and irnpaot of the Oornrnission's 
aohievernents, inq·uiries oontinue to be made about 
its ju,risdiotion, the way it !-unotions and its impor­
tanoe to a bettef New .Jersey. The Oommission 
believes this i?nportant information should be oon­
'veniently available. Aooordingly, the pertinent faots 
are s~('?nrnarized below. 

The New Jersey State Commission of Investigation (S.C.I.) was 
an outgrowth of extensive research and public hearings conducted 
in 1968 by the Joint Legislative Committee to Study ·Crime and 
the System of Criminal Justice in New Jersey. That Committee 
was under direction from the Legislature to find ways to correct 
what was a serious and jntensifying crime problem in New Jersey. 

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

, '. . . our state quickly developed a national reputa­
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 enfo-rcement." 

The tT oint Legislative Committee in its report issued in the 
Spring of 1968 found that a crisis in crime control did exist in 
New Jersey. The Committee attributed the expanding activities 
of organized crime to "failure to some considel'able degree in the 
system itself, official corruption, or both" and offered a series of 
$weeping' recommendations for im-Pl'oving various areas of the 
criminal justice system in the state. 

The two highest priority recommendations were for a new State 
Criminal Justice unit in the executive branch of state goverlll,llent 
and an independent State Commission of Investigation, patterned 

i 
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after the New York State Oommission of Investigation, now in its 
24th year of probing crime, official corruption and other govern-

mental abuses. 
. The 'Committee envisioned the proposed Oriminal Justice unit 

and the Corrunission of Investigation as complementary agencies 
in the fight against crime and corruption. The Criminal Justice 
unit was to be a large organization with extensive manpower 
and authority to coordinate and conduct criminal investigations 
and prosecutions throughout the sta.te. The Commission of Investi­
gation was to be a relatively small but expert body which would 
conduct fact-finding investigations, bring the facts to the public's 
attention, and make recommendations to the Governor and the 
Legislature for improvements in laws and the operations of 
governmen t. 

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 pui'ely investigative, fact-finding Commission 
and the prosecutorial authorities of the state. The latter have the 
responsibility of pressing indict~entsand other charges of viola­
tions of law and bringing the wrongdoers to punishment. 'The 
Commission 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 
the Governor's Committee to Evaluate the S.C.I.oU

, which con­
ducted in 1975 a comprehensive and impartial analysis of the Com­
mission's record and function. The CommitJtee's members' consisted 

*The.bill creatin~ the New Jersey S.taie. Commission of Investigation was introduced 
, April 29, 1968, 111 the Sen~te. LegIslative approval of that measure was completed 

September 4, 1968. The ~111 created the Commission for an initial term beginnin 
January I, 1969, and endmg December 31, 1974. It is cited as Public Law 196~ 
Chapter 266, N. J. S. A: 52 :?M-1 et seq. The Legislature on November 12 1973, com~ 
C
pleted .en!lctment of aMI, clted as. Public Law, 1973, Chapter 238, which ~enewed the! 
. ommlSS1?n for .another term endmg December 31, 1979. A bill granting the SCI 
an extenslOn of ltS te?ure for another five years until December 31, 1984, gained fi~ 
approval by the Leglslature and the Governor in December 1979 The full text of 
Chapter 254, L. 1979, appears in Appendix II on P. 95. ' . 

**r:r:he Governor's Committee to Evaluate the S.C.I, was created in April' 1975 b execU­
. ~e srgy of the Governor after the intrC!duc~o? in the Senate of a bill U; t~rminate 

':,wiilith-a~~.touched off a backlash of pubbc cnticlsm. The .measure was subsequentl.y 
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of the ·late Chief Justice Joseph Weintraub' of the New Jersey 
Supreme Court, former .A.ssociate Justice Nathan L. Jacobs of that 
same Court, and former Judge Edward F. Broderick of the New 
Jersey Superior Court. 

That Committee in its October 6, 1975, public report rejected 
summarily any suggestion that the S.C.I. duplicates work of other 
agencies. Indeed, the Committee said the record demonstrated 
convincingly that the Commission performs a valuable function 
and that there is continuing need for the S.C.I. 's contributions to 
both the legislative process and the executive branch. 

The Committee concluded that it saw no likelihood that the need 
for the S.C.I. will ab:ate, and recommended amendment of the 
S.C.I. 's statute to make the Oommission a permanent rather than 
a temporary agency. In support of this statement, the Committee 
declared: 

"Our evaluation of the work of the S.C.I. convinces 
us that the agency has performed a very valuable 
function ... The current public skepticism of govern­
ment performance emphasizes the continuing need for 
a credible' agency to d\3lve into the problems that 
plague our institutions, an agency which can provide 
truthful information and sound recommendations. 
There must be constant public awareness if we are to 
retain a healthy and vibrant system of government. 
Indeed we see no likelihood that the need fqr the 
S.C.I. will abate ... " . 

To insure the integrity and impartiality of the Commission, no 
more than two of the four Commissioners may be of the same 
political party. ,Two Commissioners are appointed by the Governor 
and one each by the President of the Senate and the Speaker of 
the Assembly., It thus' may, be said the. Qommission hy law is 
bipartisan and by concern and action is nonpartisan. 

The paramount statutory responsibilities vested in the; Com­
mission are set forth in Section 2 of its statute. This ,section 

provides: 
2. The Commission shall have the duty and power' 

to conduct investigations in connection with: 

R 
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(a) The faithful execution and effective, enforce­
ment 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 and employees of 
public corporations and authorities. 

(c) ~y matter concerning the public peace, pub-
hc safety and public justice. 

· The. sta~ute provi~les further that the Oommission shall conduct 
mvestI9'atIons by dll:ection of the Governor and by concurrent 
:esolu~IOn of the LegIslature. The Oommission also shall conduct 
mvestIgations of the affairs of any state department or agency at 
the request of the head of a department or agency. 

· Thu,s, tJ;e enabling statute assigned to the Commission, as an 
~n~est~gahve, f~ct-finding body/~ a wide range of responsibilities. 
-Lt ;8 hIghly mobIle, may compel testimony and production of other 
e~Idence by subpoona, and has authority to grant immunity to 
wItne~ses. Although the Oommission does not have and cannot 
exerCIse a~y 'prosecutori~l functions, the statute does provide for 
the CommIssIOn to refer mformation to prosecutorial authorities. 

· One of ~~e 0?mmis8i?n'~ priu~ei responsibilities, when it uncovers 
ll'regulal'ltIes, illlproP::Iehes, mIsconduct or corruption, is to brinO' 
the fac!s to t~e atteniI?n of the pUblic. The objective is to insnr: 
corr~chve actIOn. The Importance of public exposure was put most 
succm?tl~ by aNew York Times analysis of the nature of such 
CommIssIOn: a 

Some p~opl.e would put the whole business in the 
!ap of a DIStl'lct Attorney (prosecutor) arO'uing that 
If he does not bring indictments, ther~ is 

0 

not much 
the people can do. 

But .t~i~ misses t~e prirnar! purpose of the State 
In:ve~tIgatIOn CommISSIOn. It IS not to probe outrio'ht 
crIm.mal acts by those in public employment Th t' 
the Job of the regular investigation arms of the al IS ____ aw. 

... As a legislative, investigative agency the SCI . . 
agencies of the legislative branch of governm~ni:' 1S nlot umque, 1 since investigative 
The first fuil-fledged Congressional investi a . are ~ most as 0 d as the Republic 

C
"inqu!;e into the causes of the failure oltl~~11a~~~m1tt~f7fwas ~stMabl!shed in 1792 t~ 

la1r. (3 Annal of Congress 493-1792). xpe J Ion 0 aJor General St. 
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Instead, 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 
employees. 

Is sheer non-criminality to be the only standard of 
behavior to which a public official is to be held Y 
Or does the public have a right to know of laxity, 
inefficiency, incompetence, waste and other failures in 
the work for which it pays Y 

The exact format for public action by the S.C.r. is subject in 
each instance to a formal determination by the Commission which 
takes into consideration factors of complexity of subject matter 
and of conciseness, accuracy and thoroughness in presentation of 
the fact~. The Commission may proceed by way of a public hearing 
or a public report, or both. 

In the course of its conduct, the Oommission adheres to the 
New Jersey Code of Fair Procedure, the requirements for which 
were incorporated in the Oommission's enabling law as amended 
and re-enacted in 1979. These provisions satisfy the protections 
which the Legislature by statute and the Judiciary by interpreta­
tion have provided for witnesses called at private and public 
hearings and for individuals mentioned in the Oommission's public 
proceedings. Such procedUl'al obligations include a requirement 
that any individual w'ho feels adversely affected by the testi­
mony or oiher evidence presented in a public action by the 
Commission shall be afforded an opportunity to' make a state­
ment under oath relevant to the testimony or other evidence com­
plained of. The statements, subject to determination of relevancy, 
are incorporated in the records of the Oommi~sion'.s pu,?lic pro­
ceedino.s. Before resolving to proceed to a publIc actIon, the Oom­
missio~ analyzes and evaluates investigative data in private in 
keeping with its obligation to avoid unnecessar~ stigma and e~­
barrassment to individuals but, at the same tlIDe, to' fulfill Its 
statutory obligation to keep the public informed with specifics 
necessary to give credibility to the S.O.I. 's findings and recom-
mendations. 

The Commission emphasizes that indictments which may result 
from referral of matters to other agencies are not the only test of 
the efficacy of its public actions. Even ll;ore important are the" c.or­
rective leo'islative and regulatory actIOns spurred by arousmg 
public and legislative interest. The Oommiss~o~ takes particulaT; 
pride in all such actions which have resulted m Improved govern-
mental operations and laws. 
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MEllfBERS OF THE COMMISSION 

The Commission's activities have been under the leadership of 
Arthur S:LEtlle since February, 1979, when he was designated as 
Chairman ,by then .Governor Brendan T. Byrne after his appoint­
ment to a second term as Commissioner. The other Commissioners 
ate John J. Fl'ancis, Jr., Henry S. Patterson, II, and' Robert J. 
Del Tufo, who succeeded Commissioner Lewis Kaden in March, 
1981. 

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 JY.(iddlesex. He 
was reappointed to the Commission by Senate President joseph 
P., ~erlino of Mercer. .As Chairman, he succeeded J"oseph H. 
RodrIguez of Cherry Hill, who had been Chairman since 1973. 
:A. former state and federal judge, Mr. 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, lIe was admitted to the New Jersey Bar in 1939 after 
gaining his law degree at Harvard Law School. He served in the 
N avjr durin.gW orld War II. He b~came assistant Mercer County 
prosecutor ll11947, Mercer County Judge in 1956 and U. S. District 
Court judge in: 1960 by appointment of the late President Eisen­
hower .. Mr. Lane is Chairman of the National Council on Crime 
and Dehnquency. 

. Mr: Francis, of Bedminster, is a partner in the Newark and 
Mornstown l~w firm of Shanley and Fisher. Jh'om 1961 to 1963 
he ~as an aSSIstant U.S. attorney and from 1963 to 1965 he was an 
aSSIstant Essex C~unty. prosecutor. A graduate of 1Villiams 
Coll~ge and the UlllversIty of Pennsylvania Law School lIe was 
~dmitted to the New Jers~y State Bar in 1960. Mr. Fr~ncis 46 
IS the ~on of former AssoC18;te Justice John J. Francis of the Ne\~ 
,J e::sey Supreme Court. He IS a Fellow of the American College of 
.'rnal Lawyers and of the American Bar Foundation. He is Chair­
man of the Board of the Hospital Center of the Oranges and h 
,also ~e~ved as the Presi~e:z:.t o~ the Village of South Orange. He w~: 
appo111ted to the CommISSIOn 111 February, 1979, by Christopher J. 
J aclanan, then Speaker of the General Assembly of New Jersey. 

6 

Mr. Patterson, of Princeton, is president and a director of the 
Elizabethtown Water Co., chairman of the board of the First 
National Bank of Princeton and a director of the Mount Holly 
Water Co. and of United Jersey Banks. He is past president and 
continuing director of the National Association of Water Com­
panies, nlember of the American Water Works Association and 
past president of the New Jersey Utilities Association. He is a 
former mayor of Princeton Borough and past president of the 
1fiddlesex-Somerset-Mercer Regional Study CounciL He was 
graduated from Princeton University and served during World 
War II in the U.S. Army. He received his discharge as a first 
lieutenant in 1946. He was appointed to the Commission in Febru­
ary, 1979 by Governor Byrne and has been reappointed to a new 
three-year term. 

Mr. Del Tufo, who was United States Attorney for N ew Jersey 
from 1977 to 1980, was appointed to the Commission in March, 1981, 
by Governor Byrne as Commissioner Kaden's successor. He was re­
appointed by the Governor in December, 1981, to a full three-year 
term. A resident of Morristown, he is a member of the law firm of 
Stryker, Tams and Dill of Newark and Morristow:n. Prior .to becom­
ing the United States Attorney, he served as FIrst ASSIstant At­
torney General for the State of New Jersey from 1974 to 1977. 
During a portion of this period (1976-77) he also served as the 
Director of the Division of Criminal Justice in the Attorney 
General's Department of Law and Public Safety. His previous 
government service included Assistant Prosecutor (1963-65) 
and First Assistant Prosecutor (1965-67) of 11:orris County and 
a member of the New Jersey Board of Bar Examiners (1967-74). 
Mr. Del Tufo, 47, was graduated from Princeton University in 
1955 and from Yale Law School in 1958. He was admitted to 
the New Jersey Bar in 1959 and, after serving as law secretary 
to Chief Justice J oseph Weintraub of New Jersey Supreme ~ourt, 
engaged in the general practice of law for 13 years prlO: to 
his desio'nation as First Assistant Attorney General. He IS a 
fellow of the American Bar Foundation, a professor at the Rut­
gers University School of Criminal J1l:sti?e, a member o~ the 
Former United States Attorneys AssoClatlOn and the NatlOnal 
District Attorneys Association and a member. of. the America~, 
New Jersey State and Morris County Bar AssoClatlOns. He also IS 
a member of the Board of Trustees of Newark Academy and of the 
Board of Regents of St. Peter's College. 
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52:9M-2. The Commission shall have the duty 
and power to conduct investigations in con­
nection with: 

. . . The faithful execution and effective 
enforcement of the laws of the statel 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 

LABOR RELATIONS PROFITEERING By 
ORGANIZED CRIME IN HOUSING CONSTRUCTION 

1. General Introduction 

The Commission on December 12, 1979, adopted a resolutio~ au-
thorizing an investigation into: ' , ". 

Whethe'i' the laws of the State of New Jersey are 
being faithf~tlly exem(,ted and effectively enfo'tceif, 
with 1Jartim('lar refe'rence to the infiltration of or­
ganiZed crime into the constn('at-ion of residential and 
com'lne')"cial1J')"oj ects in the State of New Jersey,. and 
whether, and to what extent, ~tnions involved in the 
construction of said proiects have been infiltrated or 
affected by organized crime. 

The Commission acted after its st~ff evaluated reports of pos­
sible organized crime activities in the handling of labor relations 
at certain housing projects. The S.C.I.'s subsequent investigation 
demonstrated that such incursion into the recruitment of labor 
and contractors at these projects did occur and was largely attribu­
table to an organized crime network of labor agents that originated 
in the era of mass housing construction after World ,Val' II. The 
activities of these agents coincided with the emergence .of 'huge 
housing developments as an economically feasible response to the 
post-war housing shortage in the N ew York-New Jersey tegion. 
The prospect of substantial profits from a large-scale easing ,of an 
urgent social problem was appropriately attractive to financially 
resourceful builders-a profit potential that also stimulated the 
typical greed of organized 'crllne elements 'for a share of the pot. 
Further, the pro:tnise of 'expanded ell1plo)7ll1ent app~aled .to labor 
unions with both a direct and indirect stake in the prol?p~rityof 
the construction' industry- a promise that org~nized c-rlllle mem;. 
bel'S and associates with ties to cettalll unions typically con-:­
verted into a profiteering opportunity. This. exploitation was 
engineered by so-called labor relations consultants who for almost 
two decades were controlled by the Brooklyn-based organized 
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crime family of Carlo Gambino, no"\v deceased. As mass housing 
construction accelerated, New Jersey began to attract numerous 
developers whose success depended on preventing multi-million­
dollar construction budgets from being crushed by unexpected 
costs. At the same time trade union workers and leaders, stirred 
by the publicity about these projects' ;jQb opportunities, soon tested 
New Jersey's long tradition of open shop or nonunion employment 
in the residential construction field. As a result of increased resi­
dential construction in New Jersey, labor consultants beholden to 
anothel' organized crime family, that of the New Jersey-based 
Simone Rizzo (Sam the Plumber) DeCavalcante, became active 
during the late 1960s and early 1970s. Despite considerable public 
exposure by the press and by federal and state investigations and 
prosecutions, particularly between 1973 and 1978, organized crinle­
influenced labor consultants maintained a continuity of labor rela­
tions profiteering for at least 30 years. 

Although mob-influenced labor consultancy was evident at some 
housing projects in 1979 and 1980, the practice has since declined. 
This decline has been attributed to both a curtailment of residen­
tial construction caused by the recession and to the S.O.I.'s investi­
gatiOl~. N one~heless, . because of the virulence of labor agentry's 
orgamzed crnne herItage, the Commission is convinced that the 
practice may only be temporarily muted and that the threat of a 
resurgence persists. The Commission will continue its surveillance 
in this area and, in the meantime, submits tIns report of its findings 
as background for appropriate legislative reforms. 

II. Organized Crime in Labor Relations 

INTRODUCTION 

. ~u:ing the past ~O years various organized crime-associated 
mdi~duals were achve in labor relations conSUltancy at housin cr 

proJects. Because of periodic but interrelated transitions fro~ 
on~ consultan~y to another, the Commission decided that a chrono-
10glCal narratIve would best serve the informational and educa­
~ion.al. purJ?oses of this review. For further clarity, the chronology 
IS dlVlded mto two parts-Part I clealing \vith activities of consult­
ants beholden to the Gan~bino org~nized crime family during the 
19.50s and. 19?Os and ParL 2 focusmg on DeCavalcante organized 
crnne fallllly influences from 1969 to the present. 
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, PART I-GAMBINO CRIME FAMILY CONSULTANTS 

At the outset, as noted, Carlo Gambino, who ruled an army of 
organized crime family underlings in the New York metropolitan 
area, was the behind-the-scenes kingpin of labor relations profiteer­
~ng ~t mass housing sites. Two Gambino associates appear first 
m thIS report-Henry (Harry the Horse) Saltzstein and Anthony 
Palimeri, who used the alias of Tony Grande. . 

Saltzstein, whose criminal record included convictions for 
burglary and bookmaking and indictments for forgery and grand 
larceny, became active as a labor relations profiteer in the early 
1950s. By 1952 he had become a labor agent for Levitt & Sons, Inc., 
the ne.tion's first producer of huge single-family housing tracts, 
ostl3llsibly to shield the Levitt projects from labor union disrup­
tions. In 1954, when Saltzstein incorporated the firm of SGS 
Associates in New York, Levitt continued its relationship with 
Saltzstein through SGS. . 

That SGS Associates was merely a corporate facade for orga­
nized crime's labor relations profiteering was demonstrated by the 
inclusion of Gambino as a listed partner within eight months after 
its incorporation. Despite its Gambino affiliation, SGS survived 
numerous legislative or crinrinal investigations until April, 1965, 
when the New York Times exposed its labor relations connections 
with a prominent real estate company, several metropolitan hospi­
tals, a number of national brand-name purveyors of men's clothing, 
an upstate New York resort hotel, as well as with Levitt, "most of 
whose massive building operations have been with nonunion labor." 
The New York Times article also noted in part: 

uWillia11L Levitt, the b~tilder, said thro~tgh a spokes­
man: 'We learned abm~t a month ago that the 'G' in 
the finn name was Oa'rlo Gambino. We have since 
been informed that lItr. Gambino will sever his 'rela­
tionship in the very near future.' 

"1I1'j'. Levitt, one of the best paying customers of 
8.G.8., has been dealing with 8altzstein since 1952 and 
'j'eportedly is paying $7,000 a 'Jnonth. Mr. Levitt once 
said in an interview: 'I'm not against unions. I just 
think we can b~tild houses faster without them.' JJ 

Saltz stein quicldy a7,mounced that SGS Associates had been 
dissolved as of April 30, 1965, "because the bad publicity wasn't 
good for our business." He told The Times that he alone would 
continl1e SGS's business activities. 
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Tony Grande, who lQng had been 'associated with 'Saltzsteinas 
a Gambino mob contact, remained 8altzstein's pipeline to Gambi110 
after., the organized crllne boss withdrew from SGB. During a'Il 
interview by S.C.I. agents, Grande recalled a friendship with 
Gambino that dated back to the days when he taught Gambino to 
sp~ak English. Although Grande denied knowing Gambin~as' a. 
member of organized crime and said 118 himself lmew nothing 
about organized crinl,e, "made men" or the "syndicate," sucl~ !3tate­
Iuents were belied by the FBI's tape recording of DeGavalcante's 
conver~~ . :ons in 1964 anc11965 which include references to' Grande 
as a Gambino henchman. Grande also denied to theS.C.I. any con­
nection "with 8GS. HO'wever, the Commission was advh!ed' by 
various law enforcement authorities that Grande frequently dis­
cussed SGS contracts with Gambino and was observed at the SGB 
office and at meetings with Gambino and Saltzstein. Grande 
eventually took over Saltzstein's labor consultancy accounts after 
Saltzstein became ill and retired in the late 1960s. 'Bv 1970 Grande 
had become part of a ne,y lahor relations company," Lab-ReI Con­
sultants, Inc. This company was formed by a 1folllnouth Oounty 
plumber, Ed Lubrano, to cloak Jlis association with Gambino's 
trusted friend Grande. Lubrano later became an informant for 
law enforcement agencies, including the S. C.I. 

Levitt dJ Bons (1950s-1970s) 

. E1:'nest Hurwitz of Montclair, a Levitt employee from 1962 to 
1967, .became the company's N ew York-New Jersey reo'ional man­
aES.er m 1964. D.espite ,his rise to an important executh~e post with 
tlu~ mass housmg buIlder, Hurwitz during his testimony at the 
S.O.I. could not recall when or how he came to know that Saltzstein 
and SGS were eml)loyed by Levitt. He clalllled he never discussed 
lab?r problems with Salt~,s!ein, and that his only meetings with hinl 
weI e ?f ~ casualnatu:'e, h]~e m the hallway or something." Even 
HurWItz s u?derstandmg of Saltzstein's functions, lIe testified, was 
an assumptlOn based on hearsay: 

Q., D~ yO~t know-, could yO~t tell us why it was that 
Lemtt lured Baltzstezn as a labor relations consultant? 

,A. ,Vell, I would only assume that because Levitt 
lured a tremendous amount of manpower through con­
t:'actors. Tl1e~e wer~-!hose men were very suscep­
tIble to beconung Ul1lomzed and Levitt's contractors'/ 
worked these men.on a piecework basis, and I think 
years before when they were building .Levittown; 
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Pennsylvania, that' there 'had 'been' some picket lilies 
set up. I don't Imow if Saltzstein was pa~·t of the­
firm at' that time but there was some bnd of a 
problem during, s,aies or. something like that and that's 
jllst hearsay. 

HurWitz at Olle point in his S.O.I. testimony remembered that 
he once asked Sa1tz~tein about his labor relations work but was 
L'ebuffed: 

Q. Do you know how it was thatSaltzstein was able 
to kee'J! the projects nO'mtnion? Do you know what he 
did in order to maintain it nonunion? 

A. No, no. I had no Imowledge, and I had asked 
him but he said that was his business. , 

Although Hurwitz indicated he did not know how 10nES. Levitt 
used labor relations consultants after he left the company m'196~, 
the Commission learned that the practice continued at least un~il 
1971. One witness, plumber Ed Lubrano, recalled that by 196~, 
after Saltzstein retired, he had started Lab-ReI Oonsultants In 
partnership with Saltzstein's associate Grande ~nd th~t Lab-~el 
acquired Saltzstein's labor relations accounts, mcluding LeVItt. 
The Commission confirmed that Levitt paid Lab-R~l thr~ugh the 
New York law firin of Mirken, Barre'and Saltzstem (this Saltz­
stein was Harry Saltzstein's son, Robert) more tha;n $94,qOO 
between.' .J anuary, 1970 and March, 1971" a ti;ne perIOd whIch 
coincides with the duration of Lab-ReI s eXIstence. Lubrano 
testified at the S.O.I. about Levitt's payment procedures: 

, , 

COMMISSIONER FRANCIS: When they were mon;hly 
payments, would they be like progress payments. 

THE WITNESS: Well) Levitt, for ex:alI).ple, wh~ch was 
a monthly payment, came through an at~orney s o:fice 
~nd then to us. It is in the books. I tlunk you have 
them here. 

, COMMISSIONER FRANCIS: Did ,you ev~r submit requ~­
sitions or would your figures ever mclude reqmsI­
tions? 

, THIo} WITNESS: They didn't ha:re to be. They would 
just mail that check in. cIOc}c\vIse. The ~he~k was 
always. there by the ,end of the month. I dldn t have 
to bill Levitt. ' 
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. GOl\fM:ISSIONER FRANCIS: vVith Levitt where' there 
was no written contract, how would you arrange for 
the method and the timing of the payments ¥ . 

THE WITNJ<JSS: Well, Levitt would ship a check to 
Barre, Saltzstein, which was Harrv Saltzstein's ~on 
and Saltzstein just forwarded me the check. "', 

Co:r.nnSSIONER FRANCIS: vVhy did it go throuD"h 
Barre7 0 

. THE WITNESS: That is the way Levitt had settled it 
l'lght after the first investigation had started . . ~ 
They used a lawyer to front it. 

. ColllIllissioner Fr~ncis asked Lubrano to e}..,,})lam why Levitt 
did not. have a wTltten contract with Lab-ReI as it had ..rrith 
Sili~~: HL' 

T:S:E, ,VITNESS: Lab-ReI is a Jersey company and 
L,.entt s money,,:as coming ont of Long Island, Great 
Neck, t.o Saltzstern who was also in the same building 
as LeYItt. It was just a matter of canving the check 
upstall's and they forwarded our end ~f it. 

CO;m.rISSIO:t-.TER FRANCIS: W1utt would that have tn 
do "\TIth whether or not yon had a written contract? 

. t T~ W ITXESS: Wen I really never had to do -with 
I: ~y :neyer set UIJ a '\vTitten contract for me to 
:~:~d L~~l~dl' all Lab-R~l's contracts, bnt I never 
b. • - e s and LeVItt. That mOney just l~ept 

commg lll. Xobody questioned it. . :I.. 

Rossmoor LeiS-UTe World (1965-1967) 

Rossmoor Corp. of Californi b o' • 
in ::llom'oe Township in A ril-~~a :oan ;ollstructmg Leisure World 
tl!at "as to include 30.005 d,,:eU? ,}96~. T:l€- :~astlless of a project 
pmg malls attracted much r ~ no umts! a golf course and 811OP­
thousands of jobs suddenly m~t:~~ l~t~ellt~on and the prospect of 
~ons.~ Work on the proJect

C 

ha~~ah~~~f ... ~c~llle apparent to trade 
the Bncklayers Union and Local 1::84 ~> eoun when LOC<.'l1 35 of 
up a picket line that "as so Y. ~f the Laborers Union set 
County Building T~ade8 CO~~ilol~ by the entire Middlesex 
construction virtually ceased. . s a result, Leisure World 
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Rossmool"s employment of pluniber Ed ,Lubrano as"a subcon­
tractor prior to the strike coincidentally led to the corporation's 
hir~llg of S~ltzste~n and Grapde as its. Leisure World labor C9n-
sultallts. Lubrano recalled in testimony at the S.C.I.that h~ 
found hilllself facing financial difficulties when the picket line 
halted work at Leisure 'Vorld. He sought the advice of a. Nevt 
York contractor, Ben Okin, who had long been his principal 
plumbing materials supplier. Lubrano and Okin shared another 
bond: Both had ties to organized crline-Lubrano with the sea­
shore rackets boss Anthony (Little Pussy) Russo of Long Branch 
and Okin '\vith associates of Gambino in Brooklyn. As a result of 
Okin's intervention, Lllbrano met Saltzstein and Grande and they 
asked him to arrange for their employment by Rossmoor. Lubrano 
told the S.C.I. that he thus l)ecame Saltzstein's aud Grande's "lead­
ing lady" at Leisure 'Vorld. Rossmoor subsequently hired Saltz­
stein and Grande as labor consultants and soon afterward, on 
June 11, 1965, an agreement was reached on a collective bargaining 
contract and the picket line was '\yithdrawn. 

Rossmoor's labor consultants Saltzstein and Grande then helped 
to negotiate contractual concessions that the corporation wanted 
from the IvIiddlesex trade unions. For example, Harry F. Wilson, 
who was Rossmoor's project manager in 1965, told the S.C.I. he 
first met Saltzstein and Grande at a plumbers' union local meeting 
in August of that year. Wilson testified that the union agreed to 
let management decide how many foremen were to be designated 
for plumbing work at Leisure World, among .other concess~ons. 
vVhen Commissioner Patterson and S.C.I. counsel asked Wilson 
about his reaction to rumors at the project that Rossmonr had 
hired organized crline associates to handle labor relations, the 
testimony went as follows: 

Q. You had no indication whatsoever that Saltz­
stein, and Grande Wfj'i'e connected to the 1nob? 

A. V\Tell, you could assume that they did, yes. But 
I'm not going to say the mob hecause' I don't know 
what you lnean by "the mob." 

COMMISSIONER PATTERSON: ,VeIl, you assumed that 
they ,\vere apparently something other than just labor 
consultants 1 

THE ,VITNESS: Correct sir. 
COMMISSIONER PATTERSON: What did you assume 

they were1 
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II 
.I'r,~,'~:" THE WITNESS.: 'That -they were persuaders,let me ",~ 
:,' , ' ',:,' :pu~ it .that way. . . ~ 

~'.Although, som~. Rossmoor officials acknowledged only that Ross­
WOOl' ,used "l~borconsultants as a regular practice and' others 
*aniitted tha.t' S~Jt?istein 'and Grande were the consultants, no one 
wouldtakeresp'onsibility or ideiltify who was responsible for hir­
ing thein. . Rossmoor officials also had only vague recollections 
apout. how much Saltzst~in and Grande were paid. One: executive, 
Jal11es E. Cooper of Jamesburg, who succeeded Wilson as Leisure 
World manager ,in 1966, was questioned at' the S.C.I. about a 
','personal',~. m.emo he wrote in October of 1967 specifying that 
$5~,000 had been b:udgeted for labor relations. Asked to explain 
thIS $50~000 allocatIOn, Cooper professed an inability to recall the 
actual CIrcumstances except that he assumed he was under orders 
frolu RO'ssmoor in California. ' , . 
.... . .. 

'Rossmoor ceased all construction under its own name at Leisure 
World by September of 1967. However, Rossmoor resumed hous­
ing~ctiv:ity in New, Jersey at a later time but under different 
corporate auspices in which it retained a hidden interest-a device 
tha~ nullified the RQs~mo?r-Midd~esex building trades compact and 
~na~le~. ,other ??llstructwnproJects to b~ launched under the. 
protech?n. of .~weetheart contracts negotiated with a mob-con­
t~oll~~ynlon. : Meanwhile, Saltzstein and Grande sold their labor 
relatIOns s.ervlC:es to other housing builders in N ew Jersey. 
. . ..... , ... 

'"Boi'(e~Cascade Bu.ilding 00. {1967-1972} 

(,Soon a~~er Bo.i~e~C!lscade Buildin.g Co. began it mass housmg 
constr.u~tIOn proJects m New Je,rsey m the Fall of 1967, it rehiined 
Saltzs,tem and Grande to keep ItS operations: nonunion. A signifi­
can~ cITcumsta~ce of Saltzstein's.andGrande's new labor relations 
assl?'nment was the.previous employment of three Boise-Cascade 
offiClal~ by the LeVItt company when it 'was capitalizing on the 
labor mfiuence of these Gambino associates. It was not difficult 
for su?h corporat~ officers, whose careers depended on the success 
of ~Ols~-Cas9ade s ,h()using endeavor, to assume that a practice 
LeVItt had found to be worthwhile would also inure to Boise­
Cascade's ber:efit. One o~ the three former Levitt employees was 
~rnest HurWlt~, who aC~lvated ~oise.-Cascade's N ew' Jersey hous­
~g p::ogram Wlth a proJect called MIll Lake' }'1:anor in Spotswood 
l~ Mld~lesex County. "When Hurwitz; began negotiating with 
Saltzsteln and Grande, Saltzstein initially demanded '.c~l;ih pay-
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m'entsIIol".his':Jabdr consultancy. "Hurwitz's' t&stinioriycat ~h:e'"S~G:I'; 
l'Ilcluded thl'S e'xc'hangn.· .,.' ., .,. " ,:" '~~''',':'''~''''\!' • v." . . ... '.' ,j., '.', ~.' '." • 

'Q. Did yo'u e'iier dis'ci(;s8wit7~.Ijarry-Sd,ltKlst:ein·tlie!:'~!L. 
fact that these paymerits 'wouZ4bema'tl'e'in ca,sh:uJif/j;· ~ _}~~:,i;,: 

. .. . thep~(;rpose of avoiding paying taxes'dri"i.t -ana, the: " ;~",. 
fdct that it would a'l1Jou~t to acriineJ,',:': ':".' '-.' :" ": ~ :.',:. :":'.~­

,A. ' No, I didn't discuss, that at' alr:With: Saltzste~n:. ;':' .,":} 
. ,,' ~ , "" .. .:.\ ":'.: ,,_ .• "", '~ ,J.:,: ......... : • ':i: . 

Records of the transactions with Saltzsteih indicatad that the 
final arrangelllel~t.s, cal~ed for fees <?f. $49, peI; JlO1J.S~~ and a $1,000 
retainer .. Alth~llgh· Sal~zstein .rece~v~d,pa)7me;J.i.ts" fr<;>ID ':F~pruary, 
1969, until :March, 197Q, he s:ubmitted 'only ~me inY-oice, ,fo~ $750. 
During that period Saltzstein .received $14,~~2' for tIle, homes 
erected' at Mill Lake1VIanor and another' $3;560 f6r the units built 
at Boise-Cascade's Lakewood project, A Q~untry Place, for 'a total 
of $18,402. 

Hurwitz testified at the S.C.I. about Saltzstein's function on 
behalf of Boise-Cascade: . 

Q . . So, esse'l'!'tial,iy, then, Sal~~st~i'!1' 1!Ja:~ $Upp,os~4 i~ 
1naintai?~ yo.~w c01npa'wii ii, q, no?~~~~ion stf1'~~s.? , ,; " .. ' 

A. Yes. . '.1', > ' 
'; :':,{ 

" Q. For aslon!J as possible?"; : 
A. Yes.' - ", ' " . ,. 

r ,_ r ~ . f'.~ , l' 

Wheri SaltZstein: su'fferea ~:'stroke "G~ande':·a~su~eQ. his, role as 
Boise-Cascade's iabor consult'ant. i-I~irwitz Tec~HeC(' t:r.af1i~ none­
theless , continued .~o pay"~Saltzsteh~~, I-toweVer~j~st-)?ti6r' tb Hur­
"ritz's depadure ,£l~om Boise-qaseade' ,h~ ·1970, ,th~r.e, i ~~, a m~re 
substmitive cllange;iii the, Saltzstein-Gl:ailde '6p~ra;tlon.\ HurWItz 
was notified that all iabor relations ,activiti¢s would b~ haiu;Ued by 
Lab-ReI' Consulhints \ ~±nc.'· an~ that :,1:h1S "comijany;~ohsi~ted of 
Grande and Lubrano: 'Hu;,vitz alr'eady laie,¥'Lub~;~no beeituse he 
had hired him as a Boise-Cascade plumbing suhebritratdtor at 
Saltzstein~s. and G~alld~~s'-request ... ~cco:v.q.inK;to lbl:\br~¥o! w~en 
Lab-ReI was dissolved in-1971 after ;the FBI, began J.nves,tlgatmg 
his and Grande's activities, tIle, labor'r,el8:ti~ns fees 'Yer~'·~II.C.O:'Po­
l'ated int'o ,LuPfano'~' plumbing'. con~~~.Y.ts ~~ther \ thro?g~l~,,~~tltlOus 
invoice,S i>;r' hy,~iddip-g an .e2;:trap~Ylll,ep:~, ~l~~l~e .. e~nJ:p~~~t~. ~.,~:ubrano 
insisted ill his S.C.I. testimony that thIS revlse~w,x.,?~,~?I'e was 
approved by Boise-Cascade. Payments totalling ~Rli~tl~~?- $20,000 
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were' paid to Lab.:.Rel until early 1971, when the Boise-Cascade 
contract with the Grande-Lubrano firm was cancelled. 

John. Hopldns of Bay Head, "who was part of a new managerial 
staff Boise-Cascade assigned to New Jersey in 1971, testified at the 
S.C.I. that Lubrano was a labor consultant on all three of Boise­
Cascade's New Jersey projects and a plunlbing subcontractor on 
two of them. Hopkins' testimony indicated that the organized 
cl'nue background of the corporation's labor consultants was no 
secret in corporate circles: 

Q. Going back to what these va'rious people in the 
company told you about these labo'r relations con­
t'racts, did each of then1- tell yO~6 specifically it was 
their opinion these were Zegitimate labo,'t 'relations 
contracts? 

A. I don't want to say what they-what I think 
they thought. They told me we were not the only ones 
doing it, but Kaufman and Broad had a similar con­
tract and Levitt had a similar contract and all of the 
builders in the state of New Jersey. 

Q. Did they describe to you what the nature of the 
services provided under this labor 'relations contract 
were? 

A. To the best of my recollection, it was that it 
kept us from being bothered by the unions. 

. Q~ ·Did th~/!:/ explain to you how this service func­
twned} ~ow 1-t was that this contract could keep you 
from be1-ng bothered by the unions? 

A. That the people involved were well connected 
with the unions and through this payment of money 
to them, they acted on OU! behalf if the unions in­
tended to organize us. They could intercede on our 
behalf and they were lmowledgeable in the labor rela­
tions. field. 

Q. Did Paul Burgess, Gene Fishkind or Des'rael 
Putte'rman or a'J11}one else at Boise-Oascade ilndi­
cate t.o you that the connection-s that Lub'rano had 
and h'ts part'}~er Grande had had something to do with 
the Mafia, W1-th the mob connections that they might 
have had? . 

A. Yes. 
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, Q. What did they tell you? .'. . 
A. They indicated they were connected with one of 

the (organized crime) families. 

Hopldns had lmown Lubrano for a year before he' nlet the 
plmnber's' partner Grande. Lubran~ arranged a }ll~~~eon at 
Brione's a kno,Vll mob meeting place In Brooklyn, specifically for 
the purpose. of iIitroducing Hopkins and Grande ... As .with other 
employees of Boise-Oascade and other builder~ In N ~w Jersey, 
this was one of several such introductory meetlllgs WIth Grande 
at Brione's. It was during these restaurant sessions that Hopldns 
O'rew to fear Grande. In fact, Lubrano testified later in Federal 
District Court that builders left Brione's "soaldng wet" with 
sweat. 

In the Spring of 1971, the parent corpOl:atio~ of the Boi.se­
Cascade Building Company decided that reSIdentIal constructlOn 
in New Jersey was too costly and that it should sell ~ut .. By the 
end of 1972 Boice-Oascade was'in the process of selllllg Its last 
holdings. 

I(aufman & Broad Ilomes} Inc. (1969-1973) 

By the tinle Kaufman & Broad Homes~ Inc., beg~n housing ~on­
struction in New Jersey in 1969, Saltzstem had retIred to FlorIda. 
Ap a result, when K:aufrnan & Broad officials were told a lab~r 
consultant would be needed, they turned to Lubrano's and Grande s 
Lab-ReI company. The transactions that followed ~ed to fede;ral 
indictments of Grande and Lubrano in 1977 for vanous extortI~ll 
and labor racketeering conspiracies ag~inst I~a~~man_ & Broad :'In 
return for protection from labor d~fficultres at constructlOll 
projects. , 

Lubrano pled guilty and' agreed to. cooperate with the ~overn­
ment against Grande and others. When he entered Ius ple~, 
Lubrano described in Federal Court how he and Grande operated. 

THE COURT: ... Tell me exactly what you did, who 
you did it with, and what happened. 

A. Well, sir, I had a plumbing ~orpoI'a~ionc?m­
pany. I was a plmnber in the pl~bmg: busme~s per­
forming contracts. I met Mr. PalullerI, .:M:r .. Grande 
at the time. I never knew hiln as Mr. Pahmerl. Twas 
offered a good piece of money to collect for labor 
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protection from unions' 'froin" qifferent :things, ::job 
stoppages' ' and whatnot on the jobs. At ·thetime I 
was pretty well out of funds. I just~came.Dff oLbank~ 
ruptcy, starting back in business, and it intrigued me. 

.. ..... : -We aid collect"money without a doubt for the labor .. ·· . 
~:l .' pr;.6~ection:-,·· :-.:. . ::.:... ' .. ~. 

,'~ .... :.~.~:.::~: :, ieZline,i'1i~1~O~'U detail jl.ii~· yo~,;ent :about this,.::: '.", 
.. \~S:;'::..; 'lww 'the':inoneiy was obtained and how. the people wet-e'., .. ', .. 
<,', ~::: ,. ind,uced to" pay it, etc. 
, ~.~~.: . - A. I spolce.to the., people. I told them that they 
.. .. ' : .. 'would he protected in. every way, shape or form as 
...... ,far as. stoppages ,or union,interfering or ~vhatnot on 

the jobs, which they knew about and we were talking 
. '" ab9,ut. For: that, they paid me fifty dollars a house, 

. ':, . ;, which'J: c()llected either-" , . 
. . .~ ... ,- .. " 

••• ' .... ~ ,j .,... • •.• '.. ¥ • 

':':, . Q~ Who ,paid? .. 
,';;::: t,:;. ,A.:~;Kai1fman, .B!,oad, Boise, many.peo:ple.: I col- . 

lected this money into my company and then I got it " 
out in cash or many other ways. 

Q. You got fifty dollars a house, and did you share 
: .... -:: 'fifty dollars a house with Palimeri? 
, ." A .. I'shared twenty-five dollars with Mr. Palimeri 

0" • and 'twenty-five dollars I kept in the business. 
, .. 0.'·· • 

.,' .. ' ",QO:'1n. other' words,. were any of these victims 
:. :~ .... t.7~refftenf3.~ 'LVith labor unrest or labor difficulties, 01' 

:,.,) :::.phreaten,ed with .any. untoward event of any kind, if 
. ~;:.~",t.hey ilid1'/J't pay the money? , 

A. At different times, yes, sir. I did threaten them 
,that, paY?Jlents were slow or not timely. . .. 

·f .' t"·' , . ' 

. "n .~,~ lJ;':lJow iid you and 'At!r. Palimeri get the clout to 
.effectu.ate thes~ threats? What was there about yo~£ 

two thf!'t w?uld make people pay you money? 
-,.:A: •. Nothing,.aboutme, sir. But Mr. Palimeri was 
Imown to have clout for :many, many years. He was a 
c.o.I!ta~t, wl~~ big people and people knew about it. 
. , 

'Q .. And>the1~ ·the mere mention of his name ind~£ced 
these people to come aC1'OSS with the money? 
. A. That's all it took ... 
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When Grande pled guilty to the ·charges he also -admitted to the 
Oourt why he :vas culpable. Jfoll~'ving are some of .. the .questions 
put to Grande ill open court and hIS responses: '. . . 

Q. H,ow did you ~now that Lubrano was 'doing 
someth~ng crooked w2th you? . -.,. 

A .. How do I know ¥ By him using me. You under- _ .. 
stand, going bael( to Kaufman and Broad and telling . 
them, you understand, that I was the laborguy;that-': ... , 
I would do everything, he, wanted me, to otherwise - ::. '" 
they would hit him, you 1m ow ; labor would hit.','· 
him ... 

Q. You had knowledgeability or influence in labor :" .. . 
circles? .. .. . 

A. A little bit. I got a lot of friends in labor. . , . 

Q. ] ta7Ge it Lubrano was, according to you/r ve;~ 
sion, of the. events, Lu,b'1"ano was leading ](aufman mid 
Broad to believe if they didn't obey yourlrequest ~d 
give L~£brano 11wre money-'" . , :.' 

A. I would give hinl labor problems. 

Q. You would see that they had labOlt problems? 
.B... They had strikes. They couldn't get workers,':: 

etc. 

Q. Yes. You knew Lubrano was using you in this 
way; using ym£r name in·this way? 

A. That's right . 

Q. A t that time, was something said that would:~. :, . 
lead I( a~£fman and Broad to believe that if they didn't 
gipe Lub?"ano more money, then you would instigate . 
some labo?" diffiC1~lties tor them? 

A. Yes. 

Q. You we?'e connected with the trade U1iions? 
A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Yo~£ knew that Lubrano was using you to extort 
money out of these people? 

A. Yes . 
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Q. You knew that was WfJ'ong? 
A. I knew, yes, I did. I am sorry, your Honor, I 

made a terrible mistake. I got myself-I got myself 
convicted for life. 

On JUne 16, 1977, Grande received a three-year p;rison se.ntence 
on each-.9f two .counts, the, terms to be served concurreJ).tly, and a 
$5,000 fine., On July 12, -1977, Lubrano appeared for sentencing 
and rec~iyed the same custodial term and fine as Grande. Lubrano 
cooperated with the S.C.I. wlrile he was in custody and after his 
release. 

PAR1'2-D~CAVALCANTE CRIME FAMILY CONSULTANTS 

When Saltzstein and Grande were utilizing Gambino's under­
world power at New Jersey housing sites, their activities consti­
tuted an extension of New York-based labor consultancy services 
pr~arily for New York and other clients who had no N~w Jersey 
orlglllS. Because of the "respect" that harmonized. the dealings 
O! crillie bos~es with ~djoining but sometimes overlapping jurisdic­
tIOns, no crnne famIly conflicts developed between Gambino in 
New York an~ D~Cavalca;nte in New Jersey. By 1969, however, 
DeCavalcante s CrIme famIly members and associates emerO'ed as 
a separate source of influence over labor relations at certain

b 
hous­

ing sites. An apparent factor in this transition was the decision 
by some ?~t-o!-state .b,?i!ders to establish New Jersey companies 
and. s~bs.ldlarle.s to lllltIate new projects or to expand existing 
proJects III thIS state. Although such corporate actions sometimes 
~ere legal fictions masking continued control by the parent corpora­
tion, they nonetheless reduced DeCavalcante's deference to 
Gambino. 

T~e . increasing ~nfluence of DeOavalcante's associates in labor 
relatIOns profiteerlllg w~s marked at the outset by their use of the 
"V:arehouse an~ IndustrIal Federated Union Local 242. Although 
~lllS. so-c~ned . paper l?cal". boasted a legal charter, little else 
.1ustIfied I~S eXlsten~e sll1ce It maintained 110 stable nlembership 
rolls. or dues collectIOn procedures. Its primary function was to 
prOVIde labor and other services for mob-controllt~d companies. 

The Commission's inquiry indicated that Grande orchestrated 
the :rse of a Local 242 as, a labor relations guise with Joseph 
(Whi~ey) Danzo, then of Piscataway. Danzo was president of the 
local In 1969 when Guardian Development Corp. was created with 
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Rossmoor's assistance to nomplete the first portion of its Leisure 
World project. Guardian signed a "collective bargaining" agree­
ment with Local 242 to avoid being subjected to a MIddlesex Trades 
Council labor contract such as Rossmoor had been forced to sig"Il. 
Danzo's Local 242 subordinate was another organized crime 
associate, Frank (Tiger) LaVecchia. According to Lubrano, 
LaVecchia was to Danzo what Lubrano had been to Grande-at 
the outset a friend, an errand boy, a .chauffeur and a labar con­
federate, and later a deal-maker capable of mob-type labor con­
sulting in Iris own right. 

Danzo's underworld credentials included personal family ties of 
considerable organized crilne repute. He was a cousin of Frank 
Oelano, a member of the Geneovese crime family, and was con­
nected to the Oolombo crime family by his daughter's marriage to 
the since-deceased Salvatore (Fat Sal) Profaci, Jr., a real estate 
salesman who was the nephew of crime boss Joseph Profaci. 
Danzo's son-in-law was a cousin of Joseph Profaci's son, also 
named Salvatore Profaci, a resident of IIolmdel and a publicly 
identified member of organized crime. When Danzo moved to New 
Jersey from New York in the 1950s, he and DeOavalcante instituted 
various 'labor racketeering schemes, including the utilization ?f 
Local 242 for negotiating sweetheart contracts whereby certaIn 
employers-including mobsters-benefitted at the expense of work­
ing men and women. 

La V ecchla's organized crime links are confirmed ~ot onl.y by the 
DeOavalcante wiretap transcripts but also by other la~ enforce­
ment intelligence sources available to the S. C.I. La V eccl~la became 
Danzo's friend in the late 1950s when he ran a boolanaking opera­
tion in Union County. LaVecchia became a business agent for 
Danzo's Local 242 in 1969. 

Rossmoor and Local 242 

Lubrano told the S.O.I. that Rossmoor's president Ross O.ort~se 
continued to construct Leisure World for 18 months a!ter slgmng 
the 1965 Middlesex Trade Unions' agreement bu~ t~at celt was rou~h 
all the way." When Rossmoor finally decided to sell out, he saId, 
it was persuaded by Grande to use D.anzo's ~ocal 242 ~o. break, the 
Trade Union Council's contractual gnp on LeIsure VVorld"Lubrano 
testified: 

Q. And what happened eightee'1l1 months later~ t 
A. Eighteen months later, this Cortese was tol a 
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some meetings-' I was' told directly by Mr. Grande 
what was happening. They shut the job down, let it 
cool off. for a year and come back nonunion. He had 
given them what they promised and now he could 
comeback as a small housing job, one section at a time 
and get away from that pUblicity. 

Q. And,. therefore, wished to get the unions out 
. of his operations? . 

A. Out of his operation. 

Q. How was that- a'rrangement reached? 
A. Well, there was a meeting between Tony 

Grande, myself, and Whitey Danzo, who owns that 
local. 

Q. What was discussed? 
A. That Whitey, which .is Mr. Danzo, would pro­

ceed to take over the labor relations end of it, and we 
would completely back out and disappear 'and one~ 
third' or the fee would come to New York. 

Q. You 'said thatOortese later' came back d'oing 
business under another name? 

A., ~e had formulated Guardian Development. He 
put Aaron Cross to represent it and Mr. Grande told 
me Cross had bought Forsgate. Country Club from 
Oortese. . . 

Q. Was there a formal executed document? 
A. The fact that he had his charter. If you learn 

. . the union setups, once you got a good local and a 
charter to operate, the charter has to be respected. 

Q. In other words, the othe't uni01h the other inter­
.nationals, w.ould respect the fact that Danzo was the 
union's representative for a certain group of em­
ployees and they would not invade his territory? 

A. Right. 

Q. Who else was present besides the three of you? 
A .... Tiger LaVecchia at one time. That's Whitey's 

man. Also, a couple of the building trades, the general 
people that were affected here and there. They were 
told the job wa,s going to quiet down. , , 

Ross7noor and G~tardian Develop'Jnent Corp. 

On October 24, 1968, an agreement was reached by Rossmoor 
to sell the Village One section of its Leisure y\T orld Project at the 
New York law office of Solomon Eisenrod. The sale, it was agreed, 
would be made to a new corporation, Guardian Development, with 
Eisenrod as board chairman, and owner of almost two-thirds of its 
stock, and with Rossmoor employees Cooper and Aaron Cross 
splitting most of the remaining stock as !president and vice presi­
dent respectively. A sequence of complex transactions ensued 
that, according to the S.C.I.'s review of pertinent documents, was 
designed to hide the actual ownership by Rossmoor of a one-third 
interest in Guardian Development. This conclusion was supported 
by testimony at the S.C.I. of Cooper, who had been Rossmoor's 
Leisure World manager. Cooper testified in part: 

OHAIRMAN LANE: Rossmoor allowed you to go into 
this arrangement according to your testimony, with­
out any risk at all on your part except your time and 
they had nothing to gain ~ 

THE WITNESS: Sure, they did. They were going to 
own the stock, which they ultimately did wind up with 
the stock. But that's true. I was allowed to get into 
it with nothing except my expertise, which I consider 
worth a lot of money. 

Q. In othe'l' words, you were .simply a ?nidd~eman 
between the Rossmoor Oorporatwn ~n Oaltfon'/,'/,a and 
the Guardian Oorp01'ation in New Jersey? 

A. I don't lmow if I like the use of the word 
"middleman." You know, I don't know what that 
means. 

Q. How about if we use the word Ust'raw-man"? 
A. That doesn't suit it either. 

Q. That is c01nmonly-if your na'lne is o'}'/, the stock 
b2tt it's their investment, do y02t 2tnde?'stand that to be 
a straw-man situation? 

A. Use the term you want to. To me, it's not 
iT J.portant. 

0.ooper confirmed that Rossmoor's interest in Guardian was 
co;;cealed not only to prevent any continuing burden of Rossmoor's 
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1965 agreement with the trade unions but also to pave the way for 
the Guardian to contract with Danzo's Local 242, thereby barring 
AFL-OIO unions from negotiating a new agreement. Oooper's 
testimony demonstrated that the Local 242 contract gave Guardian 
the appearance of operating a unionized project. As a result 
whenever a business agent from a Trades Oouncil union visited 
llim, Cooper testified he could say he "was signed with 242 and ... 
they left me alone." 

Although Gar.-::bino's man, Grande, was supposed to have ceased 
his labor relations activities for Rossmoor 'when it discontinued 
construction at Leisure "Vorld in 1967, his reappearance at the 
project as Rossmoor ,vas selling it and 11is later labor relations 
work with Lubrano ",vere described to the Commission by Lubrano 
and 0001)er and corroborated by the S.C.I.'s Own investio'ative fmdings. b 

ROSs'J1wor and Aa·ron Cross Construction Co. 

In Pebruary, 1971, the Rossmoor Oorp. created Aaron Cross 
C?nstructi~n and transferred to it a 620-acre piece of its Leisure 
World proJect. Cross Oonstruction was even more dominated bv 
Rossmoor than Guardian Development had been and for the sam~ 
reasons: To assure that its 1965 collective baro'ainino. contract with 
the l\1:iddlesex Trade unions would not be a ~arry-;ver obligation 
and to enable Oross Oonstruction to also negotiate a self-ser-vinO' 
labor agreement with Local 242. b 

Rossmoor~s cor:tro~ of Oross Construction is demonstrated by 
the manner 111 wInch It was .created and administered. Cross, who 
llad worked ~or Rossmoor ~mce 1952, began looking for other em­
ployment wlnle he was actmg for Rossmoor as vice president of 
Guardian Development. Rossmoor's Ross Cortese suggested that 
Oross complete the development of Leisure World according to 
Or~ss' testimony at the S.C.I., and agreed to lend hi:n money from 
whICh he coul~ draw an annual salary of $35,000. Rossmoor 
drafted the OphOl~ agreement .transferring Leisure vVorld acreage 
to Cross and the SIte plan for Its development. Rossmool"S control 
of 9ross Construction was confirmed by Cross in his S. C.I. testll11ony: 

Q. Is it a fair statement to say Rossmoor oW1ied 
the land, financed. the construction and had complete 
control of ,the prOJect and actually hi/red Aa'ron Gross 
Constnwt'lOn as the general cont1'actor on the jobf 

A. Yes. 
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Q. And you were answerable to the dictates of 
Rossrnoor? 

A. 011, sure. 

Aaron Cross Constnwtion Co. and Local 242 

Aaron Oross first met Local 242's Danzo and LaVecchia while 
he was vice presidl~nt of Guardian. As a result, when Oross Oon­
struction Co. was formed, Cross asked Danzo if he would also 
handle labor relations at Cross' Olearbrook project. Cross testified 
at the S.O.I. about his new connection with Local 242 : 

Q. When you .formed your own company known (kS 

Aaron Cross Const1'uction Company, did you also take 
the sam,e steps of 8igning a coni?'act with 242? 

A. vVell, not as such. vYhen Ross offered me-and 
if I could get something going with it and I just saw 
Joe on a daily or whatever two-day basis, I asked him 
if he was going to handle the labor over in 242 for 
me too and he said, yes. In other 'words, we didn't " \ 

have a meeting and sit down and have the agreement 
and llash over an agre~'ment or anything like that. 

Q. Well, yo~" aslced Joe Danzo, {(Wo~tld you handle 
the labor on my new project?" Correct? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And he agreed to do so. Correct? 
A. Yes. 

Q. And by 1'eaching that ag1"eement, yo~" r~ceived 
the same benefit that Jim Cooper had 1'ecewed at 
Guardian. Con'ect? 

A. Oorrect. 

The Local 242 aUl11,b1'ella" 

As with Guardi.an Cross Construction could operate on a non .. 
union or open-shop basis, ignor~ the various trade unions in seek­
ing competitive bids from subcontractors and award the contracts 
to the subcontractors who employed nOllunion workers. Cross 
testified that the I-Iocal 242 contract served as an "umbrella" sanc,. 
tioned by federal labor law against the trade unions: 
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Q. The q~£estion really is: What makes, in your 
opi-nion, 242 so much more effective for the contra,c­
tor's 2Jurposes than the building trades? 

A. Because you are hiring qualified--you were 
hiring qualified subcontractors. Either they were 
already members of Local 242 or you put them in 
Local 242. 

Q. What you'?"e really saying, then, .l guess, is that 
under 242 you could select, in effect, the workmen fi'rst 
and then put the'ln into the ~tnion? 

A. In other words, like when I was supplying the 
job-what you're saying is absolutely COlTect. 

Q. Unde'l" the building trades, you had to accept 
whateve?" workers were sent to you from. the b~(,ilding 
trades? 

A. Yeah, generally speaking. Doesn't work exactly 
like that, but that's close enough. 

Q. Is it fair to say that signing a contract with 242 
really had the sole pu'rpose of keeping the B~(,ilding 
Trades Ootmcil off your back? Isn't that what you 
meant by using the umbrella provision of the 'llaft­
Ha'l"tley Act? 

A. That's correct. 

Backg'l"o'l.I.J1'/,d of Local 242 

In an effort to determine the validity of statements by various 
labor union witnesses that Local 242 was a sham union designed 
only to benefit employers at the expense of workers, the Commis­
sion questioned Kenneth Friedman of Merrick, N. Y., under a 
grant of immunity. Friedman was a top orocer of Local 242 from 
1971 to 1976, when it went out of existence. According to Local 
242's meeting minutes, Friedman became its business ao-ent' in 
May, 1971, and its president on May 23, 1972, after Da;zo had 
retired as president on October 15, 1971. Friedman recalled at the 
S.O.I. that he discovered potential illegalities in Local 242's files 
and investigated the Guardian and Cross Oonstruction contracts 
with t~e local. As a result of this inquiry, Friedman said he 
deterIDlned that Local 242 was not representative of the workers at 
Guardian's project and at Oross' Clearbrook. He testified that no 
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union shop stewards serviced their canttacts, that no one settled 
grievances, that no pension or hospitalization benefits were being 
paid, that the contracts did not require employer contributions for 
these purposes, that dues were being received from employers 
without checkoff authorization cards, among other deficiencies. 
Friedman said he subsequently "terminated" the Local 242 con­
tracts with Guardian and Cross Oonstruetion by registered letters 
to the companies. 

The Payoff to Danza 

Oooper and Oross conceded that their companies received sub­
stantial benefits by contracting with Local 242 but denied that 
Danzo received anything in return. Despite these denials of any 
payoff, the Commission learned that Danzoin March, 1976, 
acquired a parcel of more than 31 acres of land from Rossmoor 
at a price that was $49,000 below its $79,000 market value. Some 
years later Danzo erected a home on this land at wholesale cost 
with Guardian's help and other builders and subcontractors helped 
Danzo develop the tract as a horse farm. The 31-acre :plot, part of 
the original development that Rossmoor had plann~d ln

t 
19

D
65, ha,d 

been leased to Danzo by Rossmoor four years prlOr 0 anzo s 
decision to buy it. 

:Michael Guerriero the vice president of Cross Construction who 
also was Rossmoor'~ agent in selling its remaining landholdings, 
testified that he did not know how, when or why Danzo undertook 
the transactions involving the 31 acres he eventually bought for a 
mere $30,000. Following are excerpts from Guerriero's testimony 
at the S.O.I.: 

Q. Mr. Guer'l'iero, regardless, really, of when 
Dan.zo exactly exp'l'essed an interest in this proper.ty, 
one thing stands clear : Joe Danzo was your unwn 
rep'resentative at the time you exeouted that lease 
with him. Is that correct? 

A. Local 242 was, yes. 

Q. And wasn't Joe Danzo the union representative 
f'l'om Local 2421 

A. I believe so. 

Q. Did you eve'l' perceive that to be a conflict of 
interest of any sort? 

A. No. 
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Between the time Danzo signed the lease-option agreement in 
1972 and bought the farm in 1976, about $75 000 worth of impr 
n:~i8 w:~~ ~~de on the parcel, including a'half-mile race trac~ve~ 
8 f e WI . staUs and attached office, a rail fence along the 
:e~e ~~nmeter,. as. w;ll as. curbing, road widening and sewer 
-1 d e Co~sslOn s reVIew of Danzo's financial records dis 

C ose expenditures of only $12,000 by him on the horse fa~ 
~~tw:n 1972 and 1978 and corroborated testimony that various 

ar an and Cross subcontractors made most of the im I' 

I?ents free of charge or at reduced cost. Samuel A. Smith p ove­
fons manager for Guardian since 1971 identified fi ,01era-

~~!~rs d~~~e;o~~e~:~thd on. Gduarddian's ~roject.s and ~: ~~n~~~~ 
. . s eme an then admitted authoriz' 

;:~~tu~~ ~:a;,;';:~.a~e~~!~~:~S t~~P~:~~:s h~~gto t~edProcfes:~ 
ill re 1'11 for a favor th f . thi 0 a avor 
contract. - e avor In s case being the Local 242 

Danzo and LaVecch' Lb· 0 ~a as a 0'1 ons~6ltants (1971-1977) 
Danzo and LaVecchia abandoned L 1 2 

mechanism in 1971-72 and began to b oc:. 42 as a labor relations 
through a LaVecchia com an 1m e re amed. as a team operating 
although they also used ~he~ s~rn .fs RelatIve Land Associates, 
receipt of fees. Danzo was re ar ar y named ?0;upanies for the 
though LaVecchia made m!t ~~d ~~ L~ ~~cchla s superior, even 
generally shared their fees until e. e conta~ts, but they 
health began to overtake Danzo . ad1v9a78ncmDg age ~nd ~ncreasing ill 

III • anzo dIed ill 1981 
The first client of Danzo and La V hi '" . 

sultants was the Texas-based L' leccp a as llldlVId1!allabor con-
. mco n roperty Co., In May 1972 

L~ncoln Prope'1"ty Co. at Princeton JJleadows ,. 
Aar?n Cross, whose Cross Construct·, . 

was shll operating under its" th Ion Co. s Clearbrook proJect 
led Danzo and LaVeCchia t s'I~e eart" contract with Local 242 
Mead0'Ys project in Plainsbo~o. ~~~~ Property Co.'s Princeto~ 
O~eratmg Engineers Local 825 t co~tact was a~Tanged when 
Prmceton Meadows shortly aft es abhshed a pIcket line at 
an f' k er construction beg Th ce 0 pIC ets surprised Daniel M ],f .,' an. e appear-
com: to New Jersey in 1969 L: urlJuy of HOlmdel, who had 
preSIdent, since he had been u:~ lllcol;n Prop~rty's regional vice 
construction in New Jersey was e~ t~~ ~presslOn that residential 
asked Cross for help and C ra ItIonally nonunion. Murphy 

d LV' ross ananO'ed a t' . an a ecchia. According to M 11 hO mee lng WIth Danzo 
urp y, e then negotiated a verbal 
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agreement to employ Danzo and LaVecchia as his company's 
labor relations consultants and to pay their fees to Relative Land 
Associates. About a week later, the picket line at Princeton 
Meadows was removed. 

The Lincoln Property Co.'s first labor relations payments con­
sisted of $2,500 in two checks, dated May 24, 1972, to Relative 
Land. During the next five ye.ars, Lincoln Property made pay­
ments of sizeable but varying amounts to LaVecchia, Danzo or 
Relative Land for labor relations services at Princeton Meadows 
-totaling more than $174,000. Murphy testified at the S.C.I. that 
he knew very little about what Danzo and LaVecchia did to earn 
these fees beyond "discussions in the field" but he credited them 
with maintaining an "umbrella" against labor union difficulties. 

Lincoln Property and certain subcontractors at Princeton 
Meadows also provided Danzo and LaVecchia with additional cash 
and other benefits. Claus Raven of Rand S Landscaping, an earth­
moving contractor on the project, made five payments totalling 
$16,000 either to LaVecchia or to Relative Land. Raven told the 
S.C.I. these payments were supposed to assure that LaVecchia 
would resolve prospective labor problems. The masonry company 
at Princeton Meadows, I(on-Form Contractors, Inc., not only gave 
$1,500 to LaVecchia but also performed about $6,000 worth of 
cinder block work on Danzo's horse farm. A Kon-Form owner 
testified at the S.C.I. that the $1,500 was reimbursed by means 
of a fictitious invoice to Lincoln Property and that most of the bill 
for the masonry work at the farm \vas paid by Lincoln Property 
rather than by Danzo, also through a fictitious invoice. 

Aaron Cross Oonstnwtion at New World 

Once Danzo and LaVecchia made the transition from union 
representatives to labor consultants, they maintained the latter 
function even with a company-Aaron Cross Construction-t~at 
already had a Local 242 contract. By 1973, Cross ConstructIOn 
had expanded its operations to a project in Evesham Township 
(Burlington County) called New World. When Cross asked Danzo 
and LaVecchia to extend the Local 242 contract at ClearbTook to 
cover the Evesham project, they advised hinl that he could receive 
the same services Local 242 had provided by hiring them individ­
ually as labor consultants. Cross did so on :March 7, 19731 and paid 
them through Relative Land Associates almost $15,000 over the 
next twelve months. (The New World project at Evesham was 
actually owned by the Rossmoor Corp.). 
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-Dover Heights and Village Harbour 

. Having extended their labor consultancy _business into South 
Jersey, Danzo and LaVecchia began "seeking additional consultancy 
work in that part of the state. One of their tactics in this expansion 
was to confront builders with actual or threatened work stoppages 
and then promote their availability as problem solvers. They 
promoted this ruse first at the Dover Heights project in Dover 
Township (Ocean County). The Dover Heights scheme falled to 
produce a payoff to Danzo and LaVecchia but it set a pattern for 
a more remunerative deal at Village Harbour, the Lincoln Prop­
erty Co.'s project in J\fanahawkin, also in Ocean County. 

The Dover Heights project, originally lrno\vn as Cadillac 
Heights, was purchased and renamed by Joshua A. Popkin in 
1972. Popkin told the New Jersey State Police and later the S.C.I. 
that in early December, 1972, he was visited by LaVecchia's friend, 
landscaping contractor Salvatore (Sam) Scarpulla, who was seek~ 
ing work. As part of his sales pitch, Scarpulla said if he got the 
Dover Heights landscaping contract the project would not have 
labor union problems. Popkin responded that he would keep 
Scarpulla in mind. A day or two after Christmas Scarpulla again 
~isited the project, this time with James P. Patterson, a representa­
tIve of Local 1107 of the Carpenters Union. This time Scarpulla 
and Patterson told Popkin that he must sign a union contract or 
he would be picketed. On December 28 a picket line appeared at the 
project, remained for a few days and then disappeared. About two 
weeks later, Popkin was visited by LaVecchia, who introduced 
himself as a labor relations consultant. LaVecchia told Popkin 
he was responsible for removing the picket line and that if a 
similar situation ever developed, Popkin should give him a call. 
Popldn said he never called or utilized LaVecchia. Having obtained 
Patterson's personal diary, the S.C.I. established that this 
Carpenters Local 1107 agent maintained a constant liaison with 
both landscaper Scarpulla and labor consultant LaVecchia. 
Patterson testiiied at the S.C.I. that Scarpulla and LaVecchia con­
trived the picket line scheme in an attempt to intimidate Popldn. 

T~e Village Harbour pro.ject, originally called Shelter Bay, was 
acqIDred and renamed by Llllcoln Property in March, 1973. Jay C; 
Cral1l11er, an operating partner of the company, was in charge of 
this l\1:~nahawkin project \~hen pickets appeared on May 12, 1973, 
according to the personal dIary and other documents obtained from 
Patterson, the same Carpenters Local 1107 business agent who had 
confronted Popkin \yith a picket line at Dover Heights. C:ranmer 
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I testiiied at the S.C.I. that he called LaVecchia, w~ose name ~e 

lrnew because his superior, Eric Eichler, had told lu~ La':ecchia 
had solved labor problems at Lincoln Property s PI'l:r~ceton 
Meadows project. Oranmer asked La Vecch!a to talk ~o the ,PIckets 
or their leaders. According to Pattersons dIary, the pIcket .hne ~as 
removed May 22, the day that Patterson attended a mee~lllg WIth 
Lincoln Property's construction manager and L~ Vecchla at t~e 

- ject It was not a coincidence that LaVecchla attended thIS 
~~Oetin~. The day before the pickets disappeared, Cranmer J?ade 
his iirst labor consultant's payment of $15,000 to La Vecchm at 
Village Harbour. 

Patterson contended in his S.C.I. testimony that ~e did not 
lize LaVecchia was prompting him to c:reate labor strIfe at hous: f:a 

rojects only so LaVecchia could be h~red as a labor c?nsnlte.!l., 
h
g 

p ld "settle" such problems. Loolnng back, Patterson con-
w 0 cou . f 1 "1' d f 'd'cnlous ." ceded, LaVecchia's ploys made lum ee \:lll 0 rI 1 , 

Q. JJfy q~£estion is was LaVecchia wQlt'king both 
sides of the fence? 

A. Well, evidently from what I lmow now he was, 
but I didn't at that time. 

THE CHAIRMA.N: I understood it was well, settled 
on this record that the time he was encouraglllg you 
to put up picket lines you lmew he was a labor ?on; 
sultant for the contractor or management 011 the Job. 

THE WITNESS: Right. 

Q. The Ohair'Y1~an's q~£estion. was whether 
LaVecchia was ~£S~'1'bg you to make himself look, 
good in the contracto'l's eyes? 

A. He must have been. 

Q. How does that make yo'/,£ feel? 
A. Now, ldnd of ridiculous. , 

O .A.. -'1 1 1974 Lincolll Property issued a second Vln~~e 
n pn, , 00 bl t Danzo's and LaVecchIa s 

Harbour check for $15,0 pa~a e ~ V hi o'ot $7 500 from 
Relative Land consultancy busmests. a: ~c~ \977 p~id Danzo 
v'n ' Harbour in 1975 and tha proJec III , 

1 age t thO d f which was for services at the compan.y s 
$15,000, WO-. 11' t ~ old that same year in the J\i{arlton sectIOn 
Greentree proJec a~nc le nts to this corporate front 
of E/vesthaDm TownsdluLPa'V~~c~l~ ro;:~~or relations work at Village and or 0 anzo an 
Harbour ultimately amounted to $103,000. 
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Investigation and Trial of L V h' a ecc 'ta et al (1975) 
Robert Eugene Johnson fill d' . . ' 

who had worked on Danzo~s afar - ~Itt and ~radl:~lg- subcontractor, 
tractor at Lincoln Pro ert' ~1 u wasn t paId, was a sub con ... 
subsequently was intr~du!e~ IIn~eV Har~our project. Johnson 
Operating Engineers Loc I y a eccl11a to two officials of 
Events that followed thatin~1~5, P~t Hagen and Pat 1\1:erola. 
consp~racy indictments in 1975 O~U~t~l le~ to state g-rand jury 
for brIbery and extortion of F I ~ 1 a eccllla, Hagen and Merola 
Johnson's jobs. The aIle . t~lC \: ac \:s to guarantee labor peace at 
Hagen and Merola were c~~:io~sd werd'e Lbrought. to' trial In 1975. 

c e an a V ecchla was acquitted. 

NIob Feud Over a 8ubcont'l'actor (1977) 

. ~andy Scarborough of the Scar 0' 

trIll told the S.C.I. that his borou15h . c.orporation in Cherry 
contact" man when it ex ;o::pany utrhzed LaVecchia as a 

Monmouth counties in 197§a~ e bItS operations into Ocean and 
tion was to advise the cOl~ a~lar oro?gh said LaVecchia's func­
tractors. Warren 1YIack wh p y on Its employment of sub con­
to 1974, was its Weybridge 0 ,w?rl~ed for Sc~rborough from 1972 
at the S. C.I. that La V ecchi~I ~~ ec 1 manager In 1972. lIe testified 
least two subcontractors who su~c md on the qUalifications of at 
One of these was JRH Electr' F·sequently worked at Weybridge 
the topi~ of an organized cr~e ~~e rears la~er, JRH Electric wa~ 
LaVecchIa's request. ee mg which Mack attended at 

The Commission has verified th t . 
August 5, 1977, at the Hightstown H~t t~ meetrng was held on 
Turnpike's Exit 8 and was attended b o~ nnnear the New Jersey 
Profaci of Holmdel. Profaci was y ~nzo, LaVecchia and Sal 
arg~~nt. between LaVecchia a~~ese~ob~s the mediator of an 
OCClllpintr, an associate of Anthony (Littl P rt (Bobby Basile) 
~hore rackets boss (murdered in 1979) eO ~.s~) ~usso, the sea­
Interest in JRH Electric had c I: dCC lpmtr, Who had an 
shor!changed the subcontractor o:p l~~~~i ;hat ~a Vecchia l1ad 
des:t:nte LaVecchia's and Danzo's recoIl t' n15 lroJect c?ntracts, 
motron of JRH at the Weybridge . ef ~on 0 La Veccl11a's pro­
was summoned to this meetin . b prOJec v~ years earlier. Mack 
utilization of JRH in 1972 Ma~k' y Lai eC~~la and confirmed his 
l~ch of LaVecchia's inte~cession s oe:PJ~~~ ~f ~ ~~e Hightstown 
vmced Profaci, the mediator that 0 I' . .;c rIC s behalf con­
without basis. He' so ruled add that e~dc lldPltnl tl sd' complaints were 

e 1e lspute. 
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TRANSl'.rION TO CURRENT PRACTICES (1977 ... 1981) 

By 1975 a decline in Danzo's and LaVecchia's labor relations 
activities had occurred. The only builder who continued to retain 
Danzo and LaVecchia during the latter's indictment, trial and 
acquittal was Lincoln Property Co. However, after LaVecchia 
was acquitted, he and Danzo began obtaining new clients. 

U. S. Hmne Corp. (1977 ... 1979) 

Philip Frank, president of U. S. Home's New Jersey division, 
told the S.C.I. that all of his company's housing projects were 
"run nonunion throughout Ocean or 1\ioIDnouth counties." When 
U. S. Iiome expanded into :Middlesex Oounty in 1977 with its 
Princeton Collection project in Plainsboro, Frank testified that 
reports from other builders of previous problems with the Middle­
sex trade unions made him uneasy. He said a Lincoln Property 
Co. project manager with whom he had discussed the labor union 
situation sent LaVecchia and a companion Frank recalls only as 
"J oe" to see him. With his company's permission, Frank agreed to 
pay LaVecchia $15,000 a year as a labor consultant. Frank con­
ceded that he acted without any effort to ascertain the personal 
or business background of LaVecchia or his friend "Joe," as 
demonstrated by the- following extract of his testimony at the 
S.O.I.: 

COMMISSIONER PATTERSON: 1\1:1'. Frank, it's difficult 
for me to believe that your national headquarters 
would so easily approve a fifteen-thousand-dollar a 
year expenditure when you have had-for a man to 
help you in union problems should they come up when 
you had six or seven other projects and had no union 
pl'oblems in those. Some of those projects were in 
New Jersey. In fact, all but one was in New Jersey, 
if I recall, and that you had no indication or no evi­
dence that you were going to have any union 
problems . . . in the Pl'inceton Collection area. It 
would seem to me, if I were your boss, I would want 
some concrete evidence, arguments, other than some­
body saying you ought to hire the guy before approv­
ing the decision. 

THE WITNESS: Well, I related the same thing I just 
related to you. I told-
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COMMISSIONER PATTERSON: You haven't related to 
me anything that ,vould convince me that you needed a labor consultant. 

TIrE WITNESS : Well, I felt I did. It was a business 
decision on my part and that Was it. 

COMMISSIONER PATTERSON: And yoU made it strictly on the basis-

THE WITNESS: Of What I heard. 

COMMISSIONER PATTERSON: -of two people recom­
mending if yoU ever got-ever had labor problems, 
this was the person to llire f 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

TIrE CRAmMAN: What did yoU tell your company 
When yoU reported tms and got permission to hire 
tms consultant SO-called! What did you tell Your 
company he was going to do for you or for tIl em f 

TIrE W=ESS: Re was going to act as a liaison 
should there-any problems arise, and he Would sort 
of help talk to these people because I COuldn't relate to them. 

TIrE CRAmMAN: With no more definition than that! 

THE WITNESS : No more definition than that. 

TIrE CRAmMAN: You operate apparently differ­
ently than most corporations if you don't lOok into a 
person's resUIne, where he's been, Where he eaJ:ne from, 
why and how, what he did. That didn't occur to you! 

THE WITNESS: Not on that occasion. 

Several weeks after La Veccma was mred, he submitted an 
invoice under the letterhead of Relative Associates on September 
26, 1977. A $15,000 cheek in payment of that invoice for one 
year's services in advance was issued by U. S. Rome on October 
12, 1977. A year later, on September 13, 1978, La Veccma sub­
mitted another Relative Associates invoice for $15,000 as advance 
payment for another year's services, wmcb. the corporation paid 
immediately. In September, 1979, LaVeccb.ia's 1980 retainer of 
$15,000 was approved but, since Frank never informed La Vecclria 
and La Vecema inexplicably never pressed for a third year's pay-
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. t lapsed Frank indicated t 
the labor consultancy arrhanglemelelver botl~ered to renew the men" t the S.C.I. w y Ie 11 in his testlillony a 

contract: .' In that first year, that ~rst 
CHAIRMAN LANE. him beyond the tune o ar did you ever see . 

$15,00 ye t' 1 . and retained hun ~ you first me um . 

~ . I may have seen lum once. THE WITN>'SS. d 

· D'd you see him at all the secon THE OHAIRMAN. I 

year? . I thouo'ht I saw him once after that. TIrE WITNESS. b h' 
· . ou have occasion to call ,1m 

THE OH~MAN. pld Ion interference or anythmg and complaul abou un . 
like that the second year? 

THE WITNESS: No. . d zero 
THE OHAIRMAN. , · So to your knowledge, he dl 

for you? 

THE WITNESS: Absolutely. 

~ '$30 000 he intervened, so ~ar THE OHt\IRMAN: Fo}r , blem that you called him know at least t Ie pro 
as y?U " d after the call? on disappear e 

Yes, sir. , . 

You don't know what he dId In 

THE WITNESS: 

THE OHAIRMAN,: 
:relation to that ¥ 

E VVITNESS: No, I don't lmow. . 

Tn At n And other than tlmt, he dId 
THE OHAIRMANf: th~ two years and $30,000 ~ nothing for you or 

"'tU s· Yes sir, 1 ' 
THE vv ITNES, , d I vith La V ecc na 

d d that the ea '\ t' 
Nonetheless, Fran~< ;o~;:~';;'ectation of avoiding con:!ru:o~1~ 

gd'al
v 
eylSlll~n~~ea~l~e ofs~~1~f~ction • ofTllmO\l:~~~' :~1~~~~~~~1C; contract, 
ea. d le~ates 1e r " 

negotiate with U~llOl~, ~'0O' ut a fire insurance po ICY, he insisted, was like ta nno 0 
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Orleans Oonstruction 00. (1978-1980) 

The Orleans Oonstruction C _ . 
Danzo and LaVecchia as laboro., of ~untlllgdon Valley, Pa., hired 
;h~ company acquired an East B relatlO.ns c?nsultants in 1978 after 
f 
0 ~l known. as Lexington VillaO':u;~Vlg{, SIte for a housing project 
So~ I Ie t~exlllgton Village proj~ct J ~f' lle~ns partner responsible 
"D &'L Aat h~ hired Danzo and L

e Vey 1 .rleans, testified at the 
b ssoClates"-because' "If a ecc ua-now operatiuO' as 

some ody.local who knows th~ yoU go to a new area, you ~eed 
was local In the area" 01'1 peolJle. \i\T e needed somebody "\ h 
con~u~tants were employede~~sb e-yent?ally conceded that the la~o~ 
OP~la e on an open sho b . rm!S III subcontractors who would 
umons. Orleans testified ~n ~:i~ t ,Vl!hout interference from labor 

OpIC as follows' 
. Q. What I wo~tld like to Ie' • 

h'/,re a.labor consu,uant 0 h now '/,s W~LY do you have to 
pany ?,n hilring a labor c r ~~ does '/,t assist the com­
shop policy tor the P'tOj~~:; ant to establish an open 

A .. InvarIably in the b" . 
certam people who know U~ld~ng busll1ess you have 
know what contractors c celtam :people. It's like you 
some contractors can't ;n t ork In certain areas and 
sultant When you are new ~r orm. A good labor con-;fat trades can be more h~:n:~ea does let yoU know 

ley ~an recommend certain m ~ to you than others. 
good Job for you. con ractors that can do a 

Q. 80 hi'J'e somebod l'"A 
who know which unions ~re'/,:i J?anz~ and LaVeccl~ia 
steer you through the cha?Vn l htant '/,n nat~we and can 
of that union? e s so you don't run afoul 

A. In general I would sa , 
lm.ow the common practice inY that s- ('OU Want to 
bemg local in an area or relativ:f a

l 
re& ~nd by them 

T . Y ocalm an a 
estlllony about the 0 1 rea. 

a d LV' I' eans company' n a ecchla confirmed the 0 '. s emplOYment of 

:a';'~~c~=~~e~ai~a:~Jf~~~i!~~~n~~:~~:Ss~t~~!:~~~~ 
SUbcontractors who worked fo; 0 Ie heatIng and air conditioC ?rs 
f~5,000 wdorth of work on Danzo's ~ne;~~ ~r elx.a~Ple, perfor:~~ 

ese an other SUbcontractors . ec~ ua s homes. In 
on a house LaVecchia built in D provTIded se:Vl.ces totaling $60 golla, 

over ownship III 1979. At the time 
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of the Commission's inquiry into these activities in 1981 none of the 
subcon~ractors involved had been paid by LaVecchia.' According 
to testll110ny at the S.O.I., subcontractors found it important to 
curry favor with the labor consultants who could recommend them 
for work at various projects. An air conditioning subcontractor 
Marty Indursky, so testified:, ' 

"J a'Jn a b~lsinessman and Danzo and La V ecch'ia 
we'fe on these projects as em1Jloyees of these projects, 
to my knowledge, and as s~tch they had a certain 
amount of a.~(,tho'J'ity. I looked to them to 'reoommend 
'lne,; if I could get a lead f1'0'ln them, it was a1JP~'e­
cial~ed. It was something I wO~lld do for anybody 1'e­
lated to a project that could do us a little good." 

Having paid $35,000 to D & L Associates for the consulting' firm's 
initial contractual year, Orleans terminated its relationship with 
Danzo and LaVecchia on JUly 21, 1980. Although the 1979-80 
contract for a second year retainer still had several months to 
i'un, the labor agents were paid the full year's fee. According to 
testimony before the Commission by Edward J. Zoller, the com­
pany's Lexington Village project supervisor, the S.O.I.'s investiga­
tion of Danzo and LaVecchia was Ol1e of the reasons why Orleans 
so abruptly cancelled the contract. 

Lanid OO'l'p. (1978-1979) 

In September, 1978, the Lanid Oorp. contacted Danzo and 
LaVecchia when a labor dispute disrupted work- at its Forest 
Glen apartment project in Highland Park (Middlesex Oounty). 

According to Lanid president H. Charles (Bud) ~!fcNally and 
project supervisor Harold Fishl~n, construction on the project had 
proceeded smoothly for four months when, without warning, a 
picket line appeared. Deliveries were held up, construction began 
to fall behind and, said both officials, panic was setting in. Fishkin 
testified that when Lanid signed a contract to pay D & L Associates 
a yearly retainer of $15,000, the pickets disappeared the following' 
day. Neither :McN ally nor Fishkin ever bothered to find out how 
this feat was accomplished since, as Fishkul testified, LaVecchia 
had advised hinl not to talk to union officials and to leave aU nego­
tiations to the labor consultants. Fishkin stated, in part:· 

They sort of made it clear to us when we went to 
meet with them that they functioned with the busi­
ness agents in a manne'J' beca~(,se of their contacts, 
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beca'l/,se of their 'lllnion affiliation that most people 
couldn't and, the'refore, that's why we weren't to talk 
to business agents an~ maybe 't/'pset the apple ca'rt and 
that they cO'ltld do t7wngs, and they were obviously in­
tention:ally being a little vague about exactly who they 
are go~ng to talk to and what was going to happen but 
ass",!red 'lts that because of this baclcg1ro'lllnd ·they c~'ltld 
do ~t and I tho'l/,ght it was a bit mi'raC'ltlous that the'll 
were able to do it in one day. ' 

... Lani? paid D & L Associates $10,000 in December, 1978 and 
$<),000 ill October, 1979. The contract was not renewed. 

Municipal Building InS1Jector's Role 

In an effort to pinpoint responsibility for the labor problem at 
Fores~ G!en that caused Lanid to hire Danzo and LaVecchia the 
OOmnllSSlOn learned that the picket line was initiated by Carpe~ters 
Local 1006. an~ th~t the president of tlus local was Anthonv 
(Rocky) GlOrgIanm, the building inspector for Highland Pari\: 
wh~re the Forest Glen project was located. Frank Daddio 
~usmess ~gen~ of ~ocal1006, testified that he established the picket 
hne at ~lOrgl~nm'S request. Giorgianni denied any involvement 
but Lamd of!iClals documented demands by him that Forest Glen 
become a liluon labor project. 

Hills Development Oompany (1980-1981) 

. FisI:Irin left Lanid Gorp. in July, 1980, to become vice-president 
for Hills ~evelop~ent. Co., whic~ was involved with the Allen 
Deane housmg pr?Ject m ~luckemln (Somerset Oounty). Fishkin 
told the COlll1mSSlOn that m the Fall of 1980 he began l' " 
calls f 0 t' E . ecel vlng rom an . pera mg ~ nglll~erS relJresentative requesting hinl 
to hold 8: pre-Job confereJ?-ce w~th the .local trades council on the 
use of -r:n10n work~rs on tlus proJect. Flshlrin stalled these requests 
by sta.tmg tl;at ~111s ~as not ready to start construction. In the 
~e~ntlill~. F

h
lshlnn testififfied! he arranged a meeting with LaVecchia 

urmg W I.C compa~y o. Clals express~d a desire to keep the Allen 
Deane proJect nonumon In order to mamtain its economic viability. 
A retaIner of $50,000 per year for LaVecchia's services was agre d 
upon but the contract was not to be signed until actual constructi e 
began in the Spring of 1981. on 

Dur~g January, 1981? Fishlrin was interviewed by S.O.I. agents 
about his knowledge of Danzo and LaVecchia. He told the Com-
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ImsslOll that ever since the S.O.I. contacted him he had been 
"agonizing" over the propriety of Danzo's and LaVecchia's 
activities as labor consultants. Consequently, he said, LaVecchia 
never was signed by Hills Development 00. to a labor consultancy 
contract. 

Linp'to 00. (1977-1981) 

The Lincoln Property 00., and its successor company in New 
Jersey, Linpro, continued to employ labor relations consultants 
despite widely publicized criminal prosecutions that verified their 
organized crime backgrounds and their criminal records. Idnpro 
still retains LaVecchia under a contractual facade designed-as 
this Commission views it-to cloak continuing abuses with an aura 
of legitimacy. This facade, which includes the substitution of "con­
struction consultant" for "labor consultant" and the stipUlation of 
LaVecchia's required functions and hours of performance, is 
largely attributal to the S.O.1.'s investigation. 

In 1977, the Dallas-based Lincoln Property became two com­
panies when Eichler and various other partners in the Northeast 
region, from Fairfax, Va., to Boston, established Linpro as an 
independent offshoot to continue Lincoln Property's New Jersey 
operations, including the Princeton :Meadows, Village Harbor and 
Greentree projects. Linpro continued the retention of Danzo and 
LaVecchia and later LaVecchia alone, but only in New Jersey. No 
other Linpro housing project from Virginia to Massachusetts uses 
a labor relations consultant. 

Since November, 1980, all fees due to Danzo and LaVecchia and 
then La Vecclua after Danzo's death in 1981 have been lYlude pay­
able by Linpro to the Relative Associates consulting firm. 
LaVecchia's invoices characterize his company as a "construction 
consultant" and, apparently reacting to the Oommission's inquiries 
about the lack of definition of labor consultants' hours, duties and 
work product, LaVecchia otherwise operates under contracts which 
articulate his specific job functions. For example, Linpro corre­
spondence in November, 1980, confirming the re-engagement of 
LaVecchia at the Greentree "office project," stated that LaVecchia's 
services were to "include the evaluation of subcontractors for all 
phases of construction," and that !Ie wa~ "e,xpected t.o work directly 
with" the construction manager In reVIeWIng the bId proposals of 
subcontractors inspecting their prior work if necessary and meet­
ing with subco~tractors during construction to expedit~ producti?n. 
LaVecchia was also informed that "should any labor dIsputes arIse 
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~1D:ing the Course ofconsiruction w . ld.. . 
III resolving same" La VI' e wou expect you to also assIst 
ing his required iunction~c~\~~ ~wa; to \eceive $6,000 for per£orm­
eight-to-ten month period. Tl~~n ~ur :ours per we~k durLTlg an 
was not the only contract negoti~~e~n~le~ office proJect contract 
~lso agreed that, for an estimated • ec .~1l o,:"ember, 1980. It was 
shopping center" T aV h' year s ~ervlces at the Greentree 

(he ~lacl already' re~.1eive~~c$~~~~O¥!d 11~~cgelve an. additiOl~al $17,500 
servIces). For all e..,timated~ for Ins shoppmg center 
Harbour, LaVecchia ~vas to ' s~ven mont~~ of service at Village 

. receIve an addltlOnal $10000 
Llllpro's Princeton1feado d'" ' . 

on that project's office buil~~ IVlSlOn also re-engaged TJa Vecchia, 
apartment construction $20 0~tgf$45,000 for the next phase of 
and another $10,000 f~r' tl;e ,~r t~le project's shopping center 
contractual services at P' It)IOJ~~t s townhouses. LaVecchia's 

I rmce on .I.\J.eado\Y~ comp eted by the end of 1981. >;> were e:q)ected to be 
services which were to continu'e excJ.~II)~,!or apartment construction 

unLI .I.vJ.ay 1982 
Thus, for all Linpro P' . t ' ' . 

LaVecchia will have be:l~J;~i~e:~~::1 ~;m late 1980 to ~fay, 1982, 
Danzo and LaVecchia were still workin ,$113,500. In ~979, when 
them $149,800. Altogether from ~f g as a team, Llllpro paid 
LaVecchia were first hired by L' l~' 1972, when Danzo and 
when LaVecchia's current Lin :nco 11 roper~y 00., to May, 1982, 
consulting fees from Lincol pr ~ contracts WIll expire, total labor 
amounted to approximately $~58,t36.erty and Linpro will have 

LaVecchia Ref1.(;ses to Answer Q t' 1.{'es wns 

A.s tl:e Oommission concluded its' . . 
LaVecclna at an executive s' lllquuy, It questioned 
LaVecchia included 'whether he I eSSlO11. The questions put to 
specifically identified orgallizedme,~ or had any relationships with 
with his confederates in the I b Cr1l11e members and associates 
builders and their ;roJ'ects and

a o~t'hagl'elntry n~t\york, with housing: 
1 ' bl t· WI a )01' Ulllon ff . I ,JIO ems ~ cOllstructiOll projects. On th . 0 lCl~ S ,and labor 
Invoked hIS constitutional pI' t t' e ~dvlce of hIS lawyer he 
under the IPifth Amendment an~ eCfIondagamst self-incrimination 

. re use to respond. 

Ill. Recommendations al1,d Conel . . uszons 
. Following ~re the Conmlission's reco' . 
1Il{S such housmg project labor reI t' ll1ll1end~tlOns for proscl'lb­
thIS report. a lOns practIces as reviewed in 
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RECOMMENDATION #1 (I~EDERAL REFORMS) 

Federal statutes applicable to the licensing and regulation of 
labor relations consuIta:nts must be strengthened and more ade­
quately enforced. 

001n'Jnent 

Section 203 (a) and 203 (b) of the federal Labor-Management 
Helations Act requires that anyone who is paid to "persuade" 
employees regarding unionization or supply certain labor force 
information in connection ,yith a dispute is called a labor relations 
consultant and must file a yearly financial disclosure. On the basis 
of such reports, the Labol' Department is supposed to maintain a 
measure of control over labor-management relations to the extent 
of preventing or eliminating corrupt practices. Since these reports 
are public documents, they also serve to inform businessmen, labor 
leaders and the public as to who are acting as labor consultants in 
a given area, by whom and how much they are being paid, how long' 
they have been in business and other pertinent background informa­
tion, such as proof that a particular consultant has not violated the 
criminal law for five yeaTS. 

However, section 203(c) of the Act provides that a consultant 
need not file a disclosure report if he merely gives "advice" to an 
employer. A "witness before the House Subcommittee on Labor­
l\fanagement Helations was quoted as saying that "no provision of 
the Act caused more confusion or controversy because, although 
the exemption is clear, the line between advice and persuasion is 
not". The rule of thumb adopted by the Labor Department is that 
consultant activity is reportable only when the consultants them­
selves directly communicate with employees. All behind-tIle-scenes 
activity is exempted as advisory. The practical. effect of this 
distinction has been that most individuals who otherwise fit the 
description of a labor consultant need not file reports. The purpose 
of filing annual finanical disclosure reports has thus been seriously 
eroded. 

An illustration of this erosion occurred during the Oommission's 
investigation. The Oonunission's agents checked with the Depart­
ment of Labor office in New Jersey only to discover that none of the 
consultants mentioned in its inquiry had filed any disclosure reports 
-nor did any of the companies that hhed them, as is also required. 
The Oommission also experienced a tactic for avoiding application 
of the federal statute. Among the materials subpoenaed from U. S. 
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Home Corp. the SCI ' . 
wherein Philip Fran1~' d' " ~xanllne~ Inter-office correspondence 
and LaVecchia as l~b~;ls~on presIdent, afte~ he retained Danzo 
LaVecchia sign a docum t onsultants, was lllstructed to have 
talk to any employees of ~I S aclmowledg:ing his agreement not to 
the company's written con~e~t H~~le or I~S su?contractors without 
ment Was to establish a d' t' t' Ie obVIous llltent of this agree­
and thus frustrate the AI~, Inc IOn between persuasion and advice 
of labor consultants in c~ns p~!pose, of publicizing the activities 
management relations The ~c .10~ ,,;-th the U. S. Home's labor­
in Harry Saltzstein's ~nd Lab~~;sslOn ~bserve~ the same device 
C~rp. TIle concluding para ra e s contracts "wIth Boise-Cascade 
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RECOMMENDATION #2 (STATE REFORMS) 

The Legislature of the State of New Jersey should enact a statute 
impos~ng fiduciary duties and responsibilities on labor union repre­
sentatIves, supplemented by a designation of violations as a 
criminal act, such violations to include any ind~£cement to violate 
such fiduciary duties and responsibilities. Such a statute should 
contain a broadening of the federal definition of a registered "labor 
~onsultant" and specifically include such consultants within the 
proscription of inducements to violate a labor union representa­
tive's fiduciary obligations. 

Oomment 

Under such a statute, the Commission would require all labor 
consultants, whether they be persuaders or advisors, to register 
with the State in order that employers may know who is a regis­
tered consultant and who is not. Consistent with the Casino 
Gambling Control Act and the more recently enacted legislation 
governing the distribution and sale of cigarettes, registration as a 
consultant should be denied to anyone who fits the definition of a 
career criminal offender. Thus business and la.bor leaders, by 
checking wtill a state licensing authority, would be assured of at 
least a minimum level of integrity for any given consultant. As one 
California-based Jabor consultant wrote the Commission: "Govern­
ment regUlations should be inlposed on labor relations consultants 
so thos.e of us who are endeavoring to do a credible piece of work 
representing employers can be distinguished from the labor rela­
tions consultant (who) appears overnight and stays just long 
enoug'h to give our profession 11 poor reputation." 

Legislation suggested by the S.C.I. could be patterned after 
New York State's Labor-Management Improper Practices Act 
(20A J\fcKinney's Laws § 720 et seq.). This statute establishes a 
policy that representatives of a union are bound by a fiduciary 
obligation to their members in handling union assets. The New 
York statute also provides that a breach of fiduciary duty, including 
the inducement of that breach, is a criminal act. The New York 
statute specifically forbids a labor relations consultant from induc~ 
ing breaches of a fiduciary obligation and defines a labor relations 
consultant as one who, for compensation, advises or represents an 
employer or union with regard to employee organizing, concerted 
activities or collective bargaining activities. The statute requires 
such consultants to maintain books and records of account for five 
years and in conformity with generally accepted accounting 
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practices. 'Phis staillte corrld be strengthened in its New J e~sey 
application by requiring not only the licensure of labor rela~l?ns 
consultants bnt also by mandating that financial reports deta;img 
the source, distribution and amount of all income be subnlltted annually. 

Upon the enactment of such remedial legislation, buiIder~ and 
other businessmen in the State would have ready access to pertinent 
information on labor consultants and would be able to make 
reasoned busiilDss-like decisions as to their retention. In essence, 
there would no longer be any excuse for disregarding a consultant's 
background. Strictly enforced licensing requirements would pre. 
clude career criminal offenders from the field alld give the business 
and ·l,,·bor Community a sense of confidence in the licensees, " 
prospect that also would benefit legitimate labor relations con­sultants. 

ORGA.NIZED CRIME/1981 UPDATE 

Introduction 

While winding up its investigation into the background of 
organized crime involVement in labor relations at housing Con­
"truction sites, the Commission continued its surveillance of cur­
rently active underworld members and associates. In the mean­
time, certain New Jersey mobsters who had been or were cllrrently 
involved in the COmmission's confrontation progl'am met with 
reverses in federal and state Courts durillg 1981, as noted below. 

Nicodemo (Little Nicky) Scarfo 

oScarfo of Atlantic City, one of the original subjects of the S.O.I.'s 
nrogram of confronting organized Cl':une members, was found 
guilty of illegal possession of a handgun iu April in Federal Court, 
Camden, and in July was sentenced to a maximum two years in 
Federal Prison and fined $5,000. During a pre-sentence hearing, 
Scarfo was publicly identified by the FBI as head of the Phila­
de-Iphia-South Jersey orgauized Cl'ime family that was controlled 
by Angelo Bruno until he was murdered in March, 1980. Scarfo 
is free on $50,000 bail pending appeal. He and two associates had 
been acqnitted in 1980 of ciharges of murdering a Margate cement c,0ntl.'actor. 

. o·An S.C.I. special agent, Deunis McGuigan was creditedo witl1 
i1Bo)7phering a coded telephone list fonnd in Scarfo's house in 1979, 
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.~ .. 1 d to Scarfo's murder trial. 
during tlie inves~lgatI~~ th~:or ~he Atlantic Oounty Prosecut~r 
McGuigan was anlllves~lbator f d It was not until last April, 
at the time that coded hstS"~~ °tUl~ 'that he finally broke the code 
after McGuigan joined the . . . s a >f~'s closest O'angland contacts. 
and thus identified a number o~ ~c'~~nt effort byb a number of law 
McGuigan's work was p~rt of Jrated with tbe Oamden office. of 
enforcement personnel ,dlO ?06~' . d Orime and RacketeerIng 
the U.S. Justice Departmen.t s ec~.ft~~l~~ Scarfo. This team work, 
Section in the successful J?ro,s - >' d by Robert O. Stewart, 
including the S.O.I.'~ rol~ l~~ l~, ra:h~r~~l~ission. Mr. Stewart's attorney-in-charge, III a e er 0 . 

letter stated:. . attorney who handled 
"I have been ~n~or?11,ed :~~~~~1num sentence was the 

the case that the Mnpose b ' l law enforcement 
. 't flo'rt y se've? a d res~tlt of a Jo~n e t'rib~lJtions clearly demonstrate 

agencies, whose con t 've a'rticipation. I would 
the effectiveness of GoUec; p d gratitude for the 

o~w tha'lves an . d like to exp?'ess . t your offi;ce 2J?'omde } t ' and ass~s ance D . 
Goope?'a wn .. tZ Gontrib~ttions of enms 
pa?,tic:tla'rly ment'~,on~n~ S~:vage (former Executive 
1I1cGu~gan, and 1I1whae. t' d eflo?'t the s~tCcess­
Direct01·). Witho'lf,t t~Le~~ ~me ;;~rfo wo~ld certainly 
f~ll p?'osemttion of }iwo ~mo 

7. Gcu'rred b 
not I~ave o. . d crime fio'ures su _ 

• (V the oro'alllze 0 
As noted, Scarfo ':7as 

amonb I i~ the early 1970s. He was 
poenaed for questionmg b3: the

t 
S.O. ~ver questions and served 31 

held in contempt for refusmg 0 a:'-s o' to testify before the Con:-
months ill jail before fin~n! ~g:;;~~~>ances at the S.O.I. after hIS mission. He made anum er 0 

release from prison in 1973. 

Carl (Pappy) I ppol~to. 5 000 fine for refusing to answ~r 
Ippolito's prior convlctl?n and: in September an effort by ~lS 

tions at the S.O.I. wlthstoo '. m etent during the trIal. ~::~sel to have him judged ~e~t~ll~::~, Jid not attend the he~r-
I) olito, a cousin of the nnu er~, Richard J. S. Barlmy on tIe 
.I p f· Mercer County Judbe "' lea Judge Barlow 
mg he o.re . . t" 19 the incompeLnc). p ". t d'fficulty 
senility lssue. I:' reJec n d most questions wlt1ou. ~ 
noted that Ippohto l:ad ~nswe~e the contempt proceedmgs that . cross examlllatlOn a durmg 
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resulted in more than 40 pages of trial transcript. The .1981 hear!ng 
iinally ended a five· year court battle by Ippolito to aVOId answermg 
questions at the S.C.I. about his organized crime activities. 

Tino Fiumara, John DiGilio 

Botll Fiumara of Wyckoff and DiGilio of Paramus, who also had 
been subpeonaed +'0 appear for executive session testimony at t~e 
S.O.I., suffered setbacks by the United States Supreme Oourt m October. 

That court refused to review waterfront racketeering convictions 
of Fiumara, who operated at the Newark and Elizabeth docks, and 
Michael Clemente of New York and former longshoreman's local president Vincent Colucci of Hillside. 

DiGilio, who had been freed after serving six months of a nine. 
month sentence for his role in the theft of his personal files from 
the FBI, unsuccessfully sought a new trial from the U.S. Supreme 
Oourt. That Court refused to hear an appeal based on DiGilio's 
claim that new evidence warranted a retrial of his case. DiGilio 
was among a number of underworld figures who fled the state in 
the early 1970s to avoid an S.O.I. subpoena. 

Raymond (Long John) Martorano 

This longtime ally of the murdered Angelo Bruno was involved 
in the S.O.!.'s continuing confrontation of organized crime members 
during 1981. The S.O.1. obtained a bench warrant for his arrest in 
November after a court hearing in which the OOmmission demon. 
strated he was in contempt of a subpoena to appear for questioning. 
OOmmission agents executed the S.O.I. warrant at Martorano's 
Oherry Rill home in December, after which a Superior Oourt 
Judge directed Martorano to appear for questioning at the S.O.I. during 1982. 

The OOmmission also continued during 1981 its surveillance of 
members of the organized crime family of Samuel Rizzo (Sam the 
Plumber) DeOavalcante, including John Riggi and Louis Larasso of Linden. 
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THE COMMISSION'S PUBLIC ACTIVITIES 

INTRODUTION/1981 UPDATE 

The Commission's public activities in 1981 included: 

• Publication in April of a 360-page Report and 
R~commendations on the New Jersey Housing 
Fmance Agency (HFA).* A summary of the Oom­
mission's proposed reforms at this agency appears 
on P. 53 of this report. 

e Publication in June of the 370-page Report and 
Recommendations on Organized Orime Infiltration of 
Dental Oare Plan Organizations. * 

• Oonclusion of an inquiry into the history and im­
pact of organized crinle on labor relations at specified 
housing construction sites. A report, with recom­
nlendations, is included in this Annual Report, 
beginning on P. 9. 

Recommendations Against Mob Incursion of Dental Oare Plans 

The Oommission's investigation encompassed numerous dental 
care plans but ultimately c61itered on two major operations that 
most graphically illustrated how questionable 11rofits were being 
generated by means of intertwining corporate fiscal manipulations, 
overpriced care programs and facilities and unrecorded and un-
explained diversions of cash. 

One of these enterprises operated in South Jersey. The Oomnus­
sion's investigators found that, in one year alone, a so-called con­
sulting company generated a cash flow approaching a nullion 
dollars from which 'was diverted more than $150,000 for purposes 
that could not be specifically identified in any corporate or individ­
ual business accounts or by those who handled or otherwise had 
access to the money. The S.O.I. probe revealed that this fund was 
shared v.rith individuals identified as associates or members of 
organized crime. 

>I< Copies of the Commission's full reports on its investigations of the HFA and Dental 
Care Plans are available at the S.C.I. office. . 
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Another larger enterprise, utilizing more tban 20 dental clinics 
in North Jersey, was found to have significant organized crime 
connections to Buffalo, N.Y., and Cleveland, Ohio. The inflated 
invoices, inadequately secured "loans," forged checks, kickbacks 
in the form of rebates, and other dubious financial transactions 
that marked this second exemplar were so complex that S.C.I. 
accountants had to construct large, step-by-step charts to clarify them. 

During the S.C.I.'s 18-month inqniry more than 200 subpoenaes 
were issned to various corporations, banlrs and other financial 
institutions and individual bUSinessmen, dentists, labor union 
leaders and mob figures requiring the sUbmission of voluminous 
corporate and personal records for analysis by the OOmmission's 
investigative accountants. At least 100 individuals were questioned 
at executive sessions of the 800.1 Subsequently more tban 30 
witnesses were subpoenaed to testify at public hearings held in December, 1980. 

The OOmmission was confronted with numerous attempts to 
derail its inqniry and the scheduled public expose of its findings. 
Nonetheless it ultimately succeeded in compiling a full public 
hearing record upon which to base recommendations for eliminat­
ing the abuse of labor union trust funds in the dental services area of the health care industry. 

Such recOmmendations were discussed at length in the S.O.I.'s 
published report. Therefore, only a summary will be inclUded in 
this annual report. The recOmmendations were outlined in two proposals. 

Propol\al #1 endorsed a then-pending OOmmittee Substitute for 
Assembly Bi!] No. 669 which would create a New Jersey state law 
modeled after the Federal RaCketeer InJiuenced and Oorrupt 
Organizations (RIOO) Act. This bi!] was enacted in June, 1981, 
as the COmmission's report was being processed for pUblic distribu_ 
th,. The legislative findings that prefaced this statute-that 
organized crime annually drains millions of dollars from this 
state's economy by Use of force, fraud and corruption and that 
organized crime type activity has infiltrated legitimate businesses 
-were graphically COnfirmed by the OOmmission's investigation and public llearings. 

Proposal #2 included more than a dozen recommended amend­
ments to strengthen a law reqniring the State Insurance OOmmis­
sioner to regulate dental plan organizations. This law became 
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mittal of its recommendations to the Governor and the Legislature 
be made within 60 days after the conclnsion of a public hearing on 
the subject of such recommendations. Although its fnll report was 
not yet completed, the Commission complied with this 60-day rule 
by the timely snbmission of its recommendations, in February, 1981, 
for amending a 1980 law designed to regnlate the activities of 
dental care plan organizations. Another new provision in the 
S.C.I. law required that the COnunission notify the 11ri111e Sl,onsor 
of any pending bill and the cllairman of any standing corrunittee 
considering such a bill that would be affected by its recommenda­
tions prior to issuing them. Since the Commission's recommenda­
tions inclnded a reqnest for favorable action on a proposed state 
version of the federal Racketeer In:finenced and COl"lllpt Organiza­
tions (RICO) law, timely notification of tins action also was made 
by the S.C.I., also in February, to Assemblymau Martin A. Herman 
of Woodbury as prime sponsor of the State RICO bill and to 
Senator William V. Mnsto of Union City as the chairman of tile 
Senate Jndiciary Committee, where the RICO bill Was tilen under consideration. 

FEDERAL LEGISLATIVE LIAISON 

In November, S.C.I. COnunissioner Robert J. DelTufo testified 
on the COnunission's findings in its dental care inquiry before the 
Select Committee on Aging of the U.S. House of Representatives. 
At the conclusion of his and other witnesses' testimony, Rep. 
Claude Pepper, the committee chairman, observed that the hear. 
ings had demonstrated how "employee benefit trust funds are being 
looted on a scale that few have dared to dream Possible." Accom­
panying Commissioner DelTufo to the Waslnngtoll hearing were 
S.C.I. Executive Director James T. O'RalloI'an and Agents .Frank 
Zanino and Richard S. Hutchinson. The Commission complied with 
the House Committee's requests for copies of its report and I'ecom­
mendations and other data related to its dental care inqniry. 

The Conunission during 1981 also responded to requests for in­
vestigative data and other assistance from the U.S. Senate's 
Permanent Subcommittee on Investigation. 
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THE GOVERNOR'S REQUESTS 

HFA INVESTIGATION AND REPORT 

One of the requirements of the Commission's enabling statute 
is that the S.C.I., at the direction of the Governor, conduct in­
vestigations with respect to the "management or affairs" of any 
governmental department or other agency of government. In 
April, 1981, the Commission issued a report requested by then­
Governor Brendan T. Byrne on problems in the operation of New 
Jersey's Iiousing Finance Agency. 

The Commission's HF A investigation disclosed that certain 
aggressive, politically connected housing entrepreneurs were able 
to have their projects aided through a combination of loose agency 
procedures, an authoritarian executive director in the person of 
VVilliam L. Johnston and, for the most part, a mallef'l.l:Jle staff. The 
susceptibility of the agency to influence peddling became rampant 
during Johnston's leadership from the mid-1970s to the Spring of 
1979. 

The S.C.I.'s report reviewed the cause and effect of Johnston's 
misconduct and of the reaction of certain agency personnel to his 
activities. Even as the Commission's inquiry progressed, the 
agency under the more effective diTection of Bruce G. Coe, who 
succeeded Johnston as Executive Director in 1979, began to im­
prove its regulatory policies and procedures. (Coe resigned from 
his post effective January 1, 1982). As stated in its report, the 
new regime's efforts "represented at least the beginning of a trans­
formation of what had been a myth of internal stability at the 
agency into an actuality." The Oommission added that it hoped its 
recommendations would "significantly expand that progress 
through the implementation of many additional reforms." 

The S.O.I. report received wide distribution in the executive and 
legislative branches of government and among the general public. 
Since that document outlined the Oommission's recommendations 
in full detail, only a summary will be made here. 
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Proposed Refonns at ]y"ew J e?'sey HP A 

The recommendations responded to two important findings: (1) 
The excesses of pO'wer exerted by a despotic executive director who 
was receptive to corrupting pressures, and (2) submissive- reactions 
of a staff that perpetuated the director's power by becoming a 
subservient vehicle for misconduct. To correct these problems, the 
Commission proposed a number of administrative checks and 
balances to ensure that a fully objective system, once in place, 
would be safeguarded by constant monitoring. In addition, the 
Commission recomlllended new and expanded internal standards in 
order to upgrade the credibility and integrity of the staff. 

Most of the recommendations were designed to proscribe favor­
itism and influence peddling in connection with the processing of 
HFA project applications. The S.C.I. credited the new agency 
administration with developing a long overdue point system for 
the evaluation of pending projects. However, the ConIDlission 
suggested that certain of the new "Criteria for Project Selection" 
could be strengthened to increase the effectiveness of this program. 
Other proposed reforms: 

• Amendment of the HFA enabling law was urged 
to require a periodic inspection and review of the 
agency's operations by a Legislative Oversight Com­
mittee augmented by the inclusion of certain legal and 
accounting representatives designated by the 
Governor. This recommendation followed a trend in 
recent years to-ward more concentrated legislative 
watchdogging of programs enacted and funded by the 
Legislature. Had this oversight provision been in 
effect at the HF A in the 19708, the ConllnissioIJ. noted, 
the scandals that ensued would have been more 
quicldy exposed. 

• Because most of the wrongdoing cited by the 
S.C.I. was attributed to the inadequacies of a former 
executive director, Johnston, the S.C.I. recommended 
that the agency's board formulate and implement 
more objective and thorough policy guidelines for the 
hiring of its chief operating officer and other key man­
agement personnel. The Commission urged that such 
employment criteria specifically prohibit political 
intervention and be based on the hiring standards "by 
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which most successful corporati?ns seek ?ut ,~heir 
most capable and effective executIve managers. 

. . t b ed that internal • The ComnllsslOn's repor o. serv d 11 d 
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.. d'· ased participation of • The ComnllsslOn urge mcre. 't', IfF A 
b d mbers m monl ormg 

the agency'~ oa~ ,me i 'nment of board members 
operatio~s, Includmg al~ g .luate project processing 
to commIttees ~hat ~~u S ~~ also requested that the 
and controversIes. e. i· . 'be expanded to include 
agency board's member sup. . r d experience 
additional publi? me~bers ~Vltl~~~:~~~::i~n ~nd law. 
in p,?-blic. hous.mg mancesb r Assemblyman Alan 
(Leo'lslatlve bIll A-1659, J . d t Assembly 
I(ar~her of l1iddle~ex,. th:mP~~~\v: endorsed by 
Speaker, a~d~essed tlns pIo.b; ed into law in March, 
the COlIDlllsslOn. It was sIgn 
1981). 

f ethics was finally adopted by 
• Although a ~ode 0 t b' 1980 the Commission 

the HF A board In. Sep em ~r, in tl~is document that 
cited a number of madequac!-e! revealed in the S.C.1. 
related to areas of ·\yr~n~d~~~~mmended an absol"?-te 
report. The C~mnusslO o. nc em loyee becommg 
prohibitiOl~ agamst t~~y d~il~O' :Usin!ss with the HF ~ 
affiliated Wlth any en 1 y fbt . tIle HF A employee s . d f t years a er , 
for a perlO 0 wo TI Commission recom-
departure from the agen~. lut~e proscription against 
mended additionally o~~t a o~~atuity or service by an 
acceptance of any 0 1 , 0 

employee. h'b't' 
. 1 ded a pro 1 1 lOn 

• The recon~~ndati?::s 0' l1lCr~llarilY through the 
against anr p~hh?~l }llrll~~~~ent standards similar 
adoption of obJectn e em:Pt t of the aO'ency's key 
to those urged for recrm men 0 

executive managers. . tl 
r's code of ethICS was Ie 

• One defect ~n the ay~~? for reporting the possi-
failure to pro-Vl~e a :e 11C HF A's executive manage­
bility of corruptIon at the ded that a report of 
ment level. The S.C.I. recommen 
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alleged or actual internal corruption be required to be 
made to the Attorney General's representative at the 
agency with a promise of confidentiality during the 
investigative proces~. The Commission recalled in its 
report that at least one HF A employee was fired when 
he challeng'ed questionable conduct by a superior. 

• Since the S.C.I. reported several instances of 
attempts to deceive the agency's governing board, the 
recommendations included a requirement that all 
present and prospective employees be notified that 
"any willful misstatement or omission of material fact 
in any report, memoranda, letter or other official 
internal or external correspondence of the agency 
shall be cause for immediate dismissal." 

The Commission has announced that a second and final report 
on its investigation of the HF A would be forthcoming during 1982. 
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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 
matters relating to law enforcement extend­
ing across the boundaries of the state into 
other states; and may consult and exchange 
information with officers and agencies of other 
states with respect to law enforcement prob­
lems of mutual concern ... * 
52:9M-8. Whenever the Commission or any 
employee obtains any informcltion or evidence 
of a reasonable possibility of criminal wrong­
doing ... the information or t:~vidence of such 
crime or misconduct shall he called 1'0 the 
attention of the Attorney General as soon as 
practicable, unless the Commission shall ... 
determine that. special circumstances exist 
which require the delay in tnmsmittal of the 
information or evidence •.. * 
* Excerpts from S.C.I. Law 
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LAW ENFORCEMENT LIAISON 

INTRODUCTION 

The Commission last year was contacted by telephone or mail 
84 times for various types of assistance from county, state and 
federal law enforcement agencies in New Jersey and from such 
agencies in the states qf Florida, },faryland, New York, vVashington, 
D.O., and Texas. These contacts generated hundreds of requests 
for specific assistance, according to data recorded by Oommission 
staff. All requests were expedited. Additionally, the Oommission 
passed 30 resolutions in response to formal requests for confiden~ 
tial Oommission information from various New Jersey law enforce­
ment and regulatory agencies, from Federal law enforcement 
agencies and legislative committees, and from law enforcement 
officials of other states. Several referrals of possible evidence of 
criminality were also made pursuant to N.J.S.A. 52 :9M-8, of the 
S.O.I. law. 

LIAISON WITH THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

During 1981 the Oommission continued its liaison with the Office 
of the Attorney General and various components of the Depart­
ment of Law and Public Safety. This liaison was carried out 
through high-level meetings by the Oommissioners with the 
Attorney General. Additionally, Oommission supervisory per­
sonnel and the staff of the Attorney General's office, particularly 
the Division of Oriminal Justice, met on scores of occasions during 
the course of the year with regard to day-to-day activities. 

One of the primary purposes of this close liaison is the mainte­
nance of a dialogue with the chief prosecutorial office in the state 
so that the Oommission can address more effectively broad-based 
problems in the area of criminal justice reform. The Commission 
staff and the staff of the Attorney General's office also often share 
in the development and support of appropriate legislation result­
ing from the Commission's public hearings and reports. Of 
particular note in this area was the enactment during 1981 of 
legislation resulting from the Commission's absentee ballot law 
inquiry and hearings. 
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From its outset, the Commission's pI'obe of absentee voting law 
abuses was a cooperative effort that included both state and county 
prosecutorial officials. Criminal Justice Director Edwin H. Stier 
'pointed out at the time that the Absentee Voting Law's contradic­
tions, restrictions and ambiguities had defied even the most 
vigorous attempts to enforce the statute. Therefore, he stated, the 
Attorney General decided that "the most important vehicle for 
translating the information which we had found into action toward 
reform would be ... the S.O.I." A productive sharing of investi­
gatory files and tasks marked the entire probe. Public hearings 
confirmed how local politicians coerced voters to advance their 
o:Vll personal and partisan ambitions, how absentee ballots were 
dlstl'lbute~, collected and cast illegally, and how forgery was em­
ployed to sIgn and alter ballots. 

The Oommission's recommendations led to the introduction of a 
number of bills to implement them. A committee substitute for 
Assembly Bill No. 669 that incorporated the proposed absentee 
ballot refo::ms w~s approved by both legislative houses during 
1981 and sIgned mto law as the 1980-81 legislative session con­
cluded its work. 

LIAISON WITH COUNTY PROSECUTORS 

.Tl~e OOmmi.ssion tak~s pride in its increasingly cl~se relationship 
WIth all ~f N ew ~ ers,ey s 21 county prosecutors and their staffs that 
began ,WIth a~tIve mvestigative associations some years ago in 
.Atlan~lC, Bur~g~on, Camden, Essex, Hudson, Passaic and Union 
CountIes. ThIS linkage between prosecutors and the S. C.I. has 
been extende~ to every county and is being constantly reaffirmed 
as prosecutorlal changes occur. 

REFERENCE OF EVID"ENCE 

As ~oted! ~he Commission made a number of references of 
potentIal cr~mal matters to various federal and state law enforce­
ment a~en~Ies. J\fo,st of these actions cannot be identified because 
of contll1umg ,reVIews and investigations. However one such 
l'e~ere~ce of ~VIdence-from the Commission's probe of organized 
crIme mcurSlOll of dental plans-was made public in December, 
~981, whe~ ~;S. ,Attorney W. HU:lt Dumont announced the Federal 
G.rand Jl!IY m~ctment"o~ t~o WItnesses in the S.C.I. investigation 
and public hearmg. The mdlCtments charged that Stanley ~esnick 
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of Morristown and John Burke of Cranford had conspired to t:r:ans­
port stolen money in interstate commerce and to make false credit 
applications. In his announcement, U.S. Attorney Hunt stated in 
p~rt that "the indictment resulted from evidence developed by the 
N ew Jersey State Commission of Investigation." The Commission 
subsequently received a letter from Robert C. Stewart, the 
Attorney-in-Charge of the Newark field office of U.S .. Attorney 
Hunt's Organized Orime and Racketeering Section, which stated 
in connection with the Resnick-Burke indictment: 

((This indictment resulted from evidence developed 
by the S.O.1. d~f,ring its probe of pre-paid dental 
plans operating in the State of New Jersey. I would 
like to ta7(je this opport'Ltnity to express ou'!' apprecia­
tion for the fine investigative work done by the S.O.I. 
in this matter and fo'l' the cooperation of Oommission. 
staff members in providing essential assistance to this 
office, without which the indictment could not have 
been returned. I would especially like to commend 
Jules Oayson, Richard H'L£tchinson, Joseph Oorrigan 
and Ohris JCZagholz for their invaluable contribution, 
to this joint effort." 

Mr. Cayson is the Commission's chief accountant, Mrs. Klagholz 
is an investigative accountant and Messrs. Hutchinson and 
Corrigan are S.O.I. special agents . 

INTERSTATE COOPERATION 

The Commission continued its membership in various interstate 
organizations of a formal and informal nature which relate to its 
work. Additionally, the Commission received numerous requests 
for assistance on investigations from various law enforcement 
agencies throughout the nation. The Oommission, in fulfillment of 
its statutory duty and its recognition of the importance of coopera­
tion among the states in areas such as organized crime, responded 
to every such request. The COITllllission itself also obtained 
assistance from various other states on matters of mutual concern 
with pa,rticular relevance to organized crime and racketeering. 
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NATIONAL ORGANIZATION OF INVESTIGATORY COMMISSIONS 

The S.C.I. continued its membership and activities in the 
National Organization of Investigatory Conll11issions (NOIC) 
during 1981. NOIC was created in Princeton in 1978 when the 
New Jersey S.C.I. met with five other similar state commissions to 
ratify the concept of a national group. This national organization 
has as its primary purpose the interchange of information concern­
ing common problems and the maintenance of a dialogue on policy 
and legal matters relevant to each of the members' agencies. 

NOIC now has seven member agencies. In addition to New 
Jersey's S.C.I., they included investigative bodies from Hawaii, 
Illinois, New Mexico, New York, Pennsylvania and West Virginia. 

During 1981 NOIC continued its project of communicating with 
the various other states in the country about the possible creation 
of such an investigative body in those jurisdictions. Several state 
legislatures are considering statutory measures -which would 
create investigatory commissions. Other states have asked for 
information from NOIC concerning the overall concept. NOIC is 
continuing to correspond \vith these states in order to prOlllote the 
concept of independent, bipartisan State investigating agencies 
throughout the country. 
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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
gators, Accountants, and such other persons 
as it may deem necessary, without regard to 
Civil Service; and to determine their duties 
and fix their salarie',; or compensation within 
the amounts appropliated therefor. Investiga­
tors and accountants appointed by the Com­
mission shall be and have all the powers of 
peace officers. * 
* Excerpt from S.C.I. Law 

VI 

COMMISSION STAFF 

• Performance, 
Self-improvement 

-----
'~W-"'-~~~_ ._~"-.:.., 

\ 



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

- c--

COMMISSION sr AFF 

STAFF PERFORMANCE 

In October, 1981, James T. O'Halloran of Bayonne, former 
Prosecutor of Hudson Oounty, was sworn into office as Executive 
Director of the S.O.I., succeeding Michael R. Siavage of Lakewood. 
Mr. O'Halloran, who is 54, is a graduate of Seton Hall University 
and of Seton Hall Law School. He was admitted to the New 
Jersey Bar in 1965 and became counsel to the Bayonne Oity Hous­
ing Authority in 1968. He conducted a private practice in Bayonne 
until 1974 when he was appointed Hudson Oounty Prosecutor. He 
was the Hudson Prosecutor for almost seven years. 

Mr. O'Halloran came to the S.O.I. in June, 1981, as Deputy 
Director in preparation for assuming the executive director's 
post. In a recent address to a Tax Institute semiuar at Fairleigh 
Dickinson University, he recalled that after joining the Commis­
sion, "all of my most pleasant anticipations about the S.O.I. were 
quickly confirmed," adding: 

((I found, as I had expected, a staff that was in­
dust'rious and competent. I assumed aontro~ of inves­
tigations that we1-e progressing in ~ a professiona~ 
manner .. I received vol~tntary staff suggestions for 
new inq~£iries that merited favorable attention. In 
gene·ral, I found that my own prior knowledge of the 
S.O.I.'s reputatiO'J~ for integrity and diligence had 
been soundly based." 

The Oommission's staff during 1981 consisted of 42 individuals, 
including 6 la"wyers, 6 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 in appropriate lecture courses sponsored 
by the Institute for Continuing Legal Education, S.C.I. lawyei's 
accepted invitations to speak or conduct panel 'discussions at pro­
fessional meetings and before citizen groups. All of the Commis­
sion's counsel have had trial or investigative experience in actions 
against organized crime. Three eame to the agency after serving 
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as assistant prosecutors and another ,vas an assistant district 
attorney in New York and counsel to the New York City Police 
Department. 

The Commission's accountants not only kept abreast of advances 
in theil' field but also shared their knowledge and experience with 
other law enforcement agencies, particularly in the area of white 
collar crime and as lecturers at the Ne,Y Jersey State Police 
Academy. The S.C.I. chief accountant lectured at the State Police 
training school for investigators assigned to the Attorney 
General's Gaming Enforcement Division and submitted a paper for 
use at the new State Police Intelligence Analysts' School ai Sea 
Girt. Two accountants are Certified Public Accountants. One 
accountant holds a Master of Business Administration post­
graduate degree and another is a candidate for such a degree. Two 
S.C.I. accountants are former veteran investigators for the U.S. 
Internal Revenue Service. 

Special courses and seminars on white collar crime, government 
corruption, organized crime and other law enforcement problems 
were attended by the Commission's special agents. The Connnis­
sion during 1981 received a letter from the U.S. Justice Depart­
ment's Organized Crime and Racketeering Section, Camden office, 
expressing appreciation for S.C.I. staff "cooperation and assis­
tance"-particularly that of one of the Oommission's special agents 
-in a major organized crime judicial procef}ding. In addition, 
another of tho Commission's special agents assisted the U.S. 
Attorney's office in Newark in obtaining an embezzlement indict­
ment to which the defendant pled guilty. The wide-ranging back­
ground of the Commission's special agents has been particularly 
helpful in the successful completion of the agency's unusually 
varied investigations. Collectively, this background includes pre­
vious 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 Oommission, many municipal 
police departments, the NY-NJ Watert!ront Oommission, 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 approximately 40 federal, state county 
and municipal law enforcement agencies from a five-state area. 
Thef"e meetings are designed to develop closer investigative liaison 
and to review law enforcement matters of mutuaJ concern. 
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52:9M-10. The Commi:.sion shall make an 
annual report to the Governor and Legislature 
which shall include its recommendations. The 
Commission shall make such further interim 
reports to the Governor and Legislature, or 
either thereof, as it shall deem advisable, or 
as shall be required by the Governor or by 
concurrent resolution o·f the Legislature. * 
52:9M-11. By such means and to such extent 
as it shall deem appropriate, the Commission 
shall keep the public informed as to the 
operations of organized crime, problems of 
law enforcement ..• and other activities of 
the Commission. * 
* Excerpts from S.C.I. LOlw 
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LIAISON WITH THE PUBLIC 

PUBLIC REPORTS 

Since its inception the Oommission has held a total of 22 public 
hearings on various law enfol'cement problems. These hearings 
were conducted in accordance with the Oommission's statutory 
mandate to publicly demonstrate wrongdoing uncovered by fact..; 
finding investigations. The hearings resulted in the submission to 
the Governor, the L,egislature and the general public of 25 reports 
summarizing investigative findings, reviewing hearing testimony 
and reconunending legislative and regulatory reforms. Many of 
these recommendations were implemented, as detailed in a sum­
mary of major investigations i,n the Appendices Section of this 
annual report. In addition, the Oommission since 1969 also issued 
15 public reports on investigations which did Hot warrant a public 
hearing procedure. 

A brief listing of these 62 public actions hy the S.O.I. during the 
past decade illustrates the wide-ranging yari~ty of allegations and 
complaints that, ])y formal authorizat:on of the Omnmission, were 
subjected to its traditional process of probes, Learings ['11d public 
reports. In the organized crime field, thr ComcnissiDn's continuing 
confrontation of lligh-rall.king mob fir:ar~s "'v-as highlighted by 
public hearings and reports em org~l11i;}ed ('rime influence in Long 
f3ranch a:-:d ,Mol~mouth Oounty (1970), orgu}lized {lrime activities in 
Ocean Oounty (1972), narcotics trafficking (1973)., infiltration of 
legitimate bu~inesses in Atlantic City (J 077), organized crime in. 
curi:jl)'us in the denta] health (lflre industry (198P) and into bb(l'r 
relations pl'u~1teering at mass housing projE3ts (1~81). In eddition, 
invrstigations ill other law enfOrCelY!(Jnt a:reas that were subjected 
to nloth pllUic hep ~'ings and reports included: State df'!~ ,:ng 
services' a~mfle3 and f iato building service contractual irregn­
;m'Hi<'" (Hfiu) .. Hutlson County 11oIJlIuito Commission corruption 
(1970), Jt'i'sey Oity w~r:rrfl'ont land frauds (1971), workers com·, 
pe:r.f'o,tion misconduct (1973); misuse of surplus federal property 
(lU73), pseudo-charity solicitations (1974), Lindenwold borough 
corruption (1974), medicaid-clinical labs (1975), Middlesex land 
deals (1976), prison furlough abuses (1976)~ medicaid llursing 
home schemes (1976-7), improper conduct by private schools for 
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handicapped children (1978), absentee ballot law transgressions 
(1978), and mishandling of public insurance programs (1979). 
Further, although no public hearings ensued, critical public reports 
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 control law problems (1977) , medicaid 
hospital problems (1977) and wrongful tax deductions fro111 public 
employees' injury leave wages (1979). 

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

CITIZENS ASSISTANCE 

As in past years, l1arclly a week passed in 1981 that the Oom­
mission did not receive requests for investigative action, 8!3sistance 
or advice from citizens of New Jersey. OOlIDnission records in­
dicate more than 120 such citizen contacts, mostly for the purpose 
of filulg complaiJ~1:s about lmv enforcement and other problems 
affecting them or their communities. The Commission staff's 
discussions and reviews of citizen complaints alone required an 
average of more than 45 minutes per contact. 

64 

I 
'. i' 

VIII 

APPENDICES SECTION 

• Resume, Results of 
s. c. I. Investigations 

• S. C. I. Statute 

\ 



~. 

, ' 

ApPENDIX I 

RESUME OF THE COMMISSION'S 
MAJOR INVESTIGATIONS 

This is a summary of the Commission's major in­
vestigations undertaken since June, 1969, when the 
B.O.l. became stalled and operational. In describing 
them as ma.10r investigations, it is meant that they re­
quired considerable time and effort and, where appro­
priate, resulted in a lJ~£blic hearing or a public report. 
Bince these inq~£iries have been discussed fully in 
sepa1rate reports or in previous annual reports or in 
sections of this report, only a brief statement about 
each - including subseq·uent results - is set forth. 

1. ORGANIZED CRIME CONFRONTATIONS* 

Since the summer of 1969, the Commission has been issuing 
subpoenas for the appearance and testimony of individuals identi­
fied by law enforcement authorities a8 leaders or members of 
organized crime families operating in New Jersey. This program 
has been part of the Commission's continuous effort to increase 
the storehouse of intelligence, mutually shared with lawenforce­
ment agencies, 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 Commission to utilize every constitu­
tional weapon at its disposal. One of these important anti-crime 
tools is the power to grant immunity, following procedures that 
are in strict accord with the protections laid down by statute and 
the judiciary. The Commission believes that, once witnesses 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 the plans and strategies of the underworld. This philosophy 

* See New Jersey State Commission of Investigation, Annual Reports since 1969 •. 
See also Pp. 9-48 of this Annual Report. 
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and approaeh hay(~ lw(m approved by the highest state and federal 
courts, 

As part of this program of confrontatioIl1 nine organized crime 
figures who wer(~ sCHTed with subpoenas elected to undergo ex­
tell<l<~d periods of court-orci(H'e-d imprisonment for civil c.ontempt for 
f(~fu~l11g to anH'VCl' B.C.I. qum;tions. In addition,certain organized 
(!rilll(~ figures l'mnain under KC.I. suhpoena for either continuing 
or future h~Btilllony, including Simone Rizzo (Sam the Plumber) 
DeCavaleallte, Carl (Pappy) Ippolito and Joseph Paterno . .Among 
th(~ many orgallized crime figures knov~Tn to have fled New Jersey in 
an ~frort to avoid being served with S.C.I. subpoenas are .A.nthony 
('l'umac) Acceturo of Livingston, Emilio (The Connt) nelioand 
Joseph Paterno of N(~wark, Joseph (Demus) Covello of Belleville, 
John (.JohnllY D) DiGilio of Paramus, Tino Fhunara of ,Y:yckoff, 
John (.Johnny Keys) Simone (murdered in Staten Island in 
Septemher, 1D80), and Ippolito. The attempt by a number of these 
to s(~ek alternate places of residence, pTimarily in South Florida, 
has been interrupted from time to time by federal and state indiet­
ments charging various criminal violntions. 

Of the nine organized crime figures who refused to testify before 
the S.C.I., four gained release from jail only after agreeing to 
testify. These four were Angelo Bruno (murdered in Philadelphia 
in 1farch( 1980), Nicodemo (Little Nicky) Scarfo, Anthony (Little 
Pussy) Russo (murdered in Long Branch in April, 1979) and 
Nicholas Husso. A fifth, Gerardo Catena, who had been imprisoned 
in :March, 1970, was ordered released in 19ni by the 1\ ew Jersey 
State Supreme Court, which ruled that imprisonment had lost its 
coerciVG effect because he had demonstrated a resolve never to 
testify. ~Umilarly, two others, Ralph (Blackie) Napoli and Louis 
(Bobhy) :Mullna, subsequently gained release after long periods of 
incarceration. An eighth, .J olm (Johnny Coca Cola) Lardiere, who 
had been jailed since 1971 for refusing to testify before the S.C.I., 
was shot to death in 1977 while on a court-ordered Easter furlough. 
The ninth, Joseph (Bayonne Joe) Zicarelli, is on temporary 
medical furlough from jail. 

New Jen;ey's former Attorney General Hyland, \vho was the 
agency's nrst chairman, has observed: " ... much has already 
been done to eliminate - or at least to weaken - organized crime. 
1fnch of the credit for that success belongs to the S.C.I. for its 
efforts in see~dllg testimo~y from alleged organized crime figures 
and for focusmg the Flpothght 011, and thus alerting the public to, 
the problems associated with organized crime.'; 
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2. THE GARBAGE INDUSTRY* 

The Legislature in 1969 passed a :esolution requesting the 
Commission to investlgate the garbage mdustry and make recom­
mendations for possible corrective action at the state level. A:n 
investigation was subsequently undertaken by t?e S.q.I. ?f certmn 
practices and procedures in that industry. The InvestIgatlOn ended 
with two weeks of private hearings, concluding in September, 1969. 

A principal finding of the Oom,missio.n 'Was t7~~~ some garbage 
ind~£stry trade associai-ions discouraged, com1Jet~twn, encouragecl 
coll~£sive bidding, and preserved allocations of customers on a 
te1Titorial basis. Unless the vice of customer allocatwn was 
Ct£rbed by the state, the Commission concluded, many ?n~tnicipalities 
wo~tld continue to be faced 'with the problem of recew~ng only one 
bid for waste collection. 

The Oommission recommended legislative action leading to a 
statewide approach to reg~llating and policing of. ~he garbage 
industry. Specific -recommendations were:. Pro.'nb.~t custo~er 
ten-it01-ial allocation, pdce fixing and colluswe b~~~~ng; promde 
f01' licensing by the state (to the excl~tsion of ~u'!1'w~?al.lw.ens~s) 
of all waste col,lectors in New J"ersey, and proh~b~t d~scn'YIwnatwn 
in the 'l,.tse of privately owned waste disposal areas. State. regula­
tion of the industry eventually was enactecl by the Leg~slat'lltre. 

3. ORGANIZED CRIME IN MONMOUTH COUNTY** 

The seashore city of Long Branch was in the late 1960s. the 
target of charges and disclosures abou~ the il1:fluence of organIzed 
crime. One cha.rge was that an orgal11zed crmle figur~, AIltho~y 
(Little Pussy) Russo, controlled the mayor and ~he ~Ity council. 
Official reports indicated mob figures were operatmg m an ~t~o­
sphere relatively secure from law enforcement .. The C~mnllSSI~n 
began an investigation in May, 1969, ~hat cuhTIlnated WIth pubhc 
hearings in early 1970. Among the dIsclosures were: 

That a Long Branch city manager '."as ousted fro~ his job. by 
the city council after he began takmg counter-achon agm~st 
organized crime's inIinence; that Russo offered to get t~e CIty 
m;magel"s job back for that same person if he would close his eyes 

* 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. 
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to underworld influences and act as 3j front for the mob; that 
impending police raids on gambling. establish~ents ~ere being 
leaked in time to prevent arrests despIte the antI-gamblmg' efforts 
of an honest police chief who died in 1968, and that tbe next police 
chief lacked the integl'ity and desire to investigate organized crime 
and stem its influence. 

After the hearings, the irresponsible polioe chief resigned and 
the electorate voted in a new administration,. 

The Asb~try Park Press cO'l1'1/rnented editorially that the GO?nmis­
sion's hearings did more good than four previous gt"and ju,ry 
investigations. Also, the Gommission's special agents developed 
detailed fiscal infor'lnation and rec01'ds 'I'elating to corporations 
formed by Russo, information which was used by federal a~tthori­
ties in obtaining a 1971 indictment of Russo on a cha'1'ge of fail~£re 
to file corporate income tax returns. He pleaded guilty to that 
charge and received a three-year prison sentence. Russo was 
murdered in 1979. 

The Long Branch inquiry extended to the office oJ.' Monmouth 
County's then chief of county detectives. This probEl determined 
that a disproportionate share of authority had been vested in this 
office. Twenty-four hours after the Commission issued S17~bpoenas 
in October, 1969, the chief committed suicide. 

Public hearings were held in late 1970. Testimony showed that 
a confidential expense account supposedly used for nine years by 
the chief of detectives to pay informants was not used for that 
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 be signed vouchers in blank. 

The Oommission aftet' the hearing made a series of recomm(!'nila­
tions to reform the county prosecutor systern. A principal reoom­
mendation was for f'ull-ti'lne p'fosecu,t01'S and assistants. A state 
law, since enacted, has established f~tll-ti'me prosecutorial staffs 
in the more popul01.ts oounties of New Jersey and additional 
statutes are requi1'ing full-time prosecuto'1's in certain other 
counties. Prior to the Gom'1nission's probe, there 1.oere no full-time 
county prosecutors in the state. 
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4. THE STATE DIVISION OF PURCHASE AND PROPERTY* 

The Commission in February, 1970, 'began investigating charges 
of corrupt practices and procedures involving the State Division 
of Purchase and Property and suppliers of state services. Public 
hearings were held at which testimony showed payoffs to a state 
buyer to get cleaning contracts for state buildings, rigging of Hds 
on state contracts, renewal of those contracts without bidding, 
unsatisfactory performance of work called for under state con~ 
tracts, and illegal contracting of such work. 

After the investigation, the state b't,-yer was dismissed from his 
job. Records of the investigation were turned over to the State 
Attorney General's Office which obtained an indictment charging 
the buyer with misconduct in office. He pleaded gluilty and was 
fined and placed on probation. 

This investigation met with immediate correotional steps by the 
Division of P~wohase and Property, which vol·untarily changed 
procedures to prevent reC'ttf'1'ence of similar incidents. 

5. THE BUILDING SERVICES INDUSTRY** 

The pro be of the Division of Purchase and Property brought to 
the Commission's attention anti-competitive and other improper 
practices and influences in the building services industry. Public 
hearings were held in June, 1970. 

Testimony showed the existence of a trade organization designed 
to thwart competition by limiting free bidding and enterprise. The. 
hearings also revealed that a union official linked with organized 
crime figures was the real power in the trade organization, and 
that coerced sales of certain detergent cleaning- products and im­
position of sweetheart contracts were sometimes the price of labor 
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 Oommission's investi,qation of r'estraint-of-kade and other 
ab~£sive practices in the bu,ilding servioe and maintenance industry 
aroused the ·;n,terest of the United States Senate Gommerce Gom-

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

** See New Jersey Commission of Investigation, 1970 Annual Report, issued February, 
1971. 
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mitt~e. The comm~ttee in.vite~ t~~e S.C.1. to testify at its 1972 public 
hea'r'lngs. on o'rgam.zed crune.'ln 'lnte?"state C01n'1nerce. As a 'result of 
that test'ltnwny, the Anti-Tn{,st Division of the United States J1.tstice 
D.epa.rtment, with ~ss!stance from the S.C.I., launched an investiga­
twn mto an assocza,twn which allocated territot"ies and customers 
to va'rious member building se'rvice maint'enance companies in 
New Je.rsey. In JJ{ay, 1974, a Fede1"al Grand Jwry indicted 12 
~ompan.'les and 17 officials for conspi'ring to shut ouJ competition 
~n the 1,ndustry. The companies were the same a-s those involved 
'ln th.e S.C.1.'s public heat"ings. Attorney Roger L. C'l{'rrie't of the 
J~tst'l~e Department's an.ti-tntst division in Philadelphia, in coor­
d'ln~twn 'l.mth the U.S. Attorney's office in New Jersey bro1.{,qht the 
ent~'re case to a final conclusion on Oct. 25, 1977. On that d'ate the 
defenl:ran!s ended th~ government's civil action by ag1'eeing to a, 
consent Judfpnent st'l2Julating they would abandon the practices 
allefled agmnst them. Earlier, the govern'lnent's criminal suit 
afla'lnst the defendants was completed in Ma.rch, 1976, by which 
t'lme one company had pleaded gUJilty to the charges, the other 
def.endants pleaded no contest and fines totaling $.233 000 were 
lemed. ' 

6. THE HUDSON COUNTY MOSQUITO COMMISSION* 

Du~ing .1970 the Commission received allegations of corrupt 
p~act\ces In the .op~ration o! the Hudson County Mosquito Exter­
mmatlOn CommIssIOn. An Investigation led to public hearings at 
the close of 1970. 

T?e l\1:osquito ~ommission's treasurer, who was almost blind, 
t~strfie~ that he. sIgn~cl checks and vouchers on direction from the 
aoency s executIve dIrector. The testimony also revealed shake­
d.own paymen~s in connection with construction projects or 
rIghts-of-way ill the Hudson meadowlands, the existence of a 
secre~ bank account, and kickback payments by contractors and 
suppliers under a fraudulent voucher scheme. 

One. re?ult of this i.nvestigation was aboliti()n of the 1110 squit 0 
CO'1'J1!11'/,'lsswn, an agency which served no valid function and whose 
annual budget was approaching the $500,000 mark. 

Also, after receiving S.C.!. records of the investigation, the 
H·udson County Prosecl.l,tor's Office obtained conspiracy and 

*1~71. New Jersey Commission of Investigation, 1970 Annual Report, issued February, 
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embezzlement indictments against the Mosquito Commission)~s 
exeC'l.ttive director and his two sons. The exeC'l.ttive director pleaded 
gUJilty to embezzlement and in J'ltne, 1972, was sentenced to two to 
four yea'l"S in prison. His ,sons plea·ded g'l.£ilty 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 that Calne to light with the suicide of a purchasing agent 
in Atlantic County's government. The Commission in Dec(3mber 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 irreg'Ularities traceable to the 
purchasing agent but that no highly placed county 'Official ever 
tried to get a full explanation of tho·se irregularities. The testimony 
also disclosed that after cOlmty officials were first notified by the 
bank about the false check endOl'sement part of the agent's scheme, 
an inadequate invHstigation was conductp.d by some county officials. 

Copies of the CO'1'J1/mission's report we'l'e sent to Freeholder 
Boards thro'l.tghout the state for use as a g'ltide in preventing any 
further instances of similar misappropriation of f'l.mds. As a reS'ltlt 
of fiscal irregula1rities 'l.mcovered in its p'robes not only of Atlantic 
County but also of county agencies in M011lrnouth and H'ltdson 
counties, the Commission recommended that county and municipal 
auditors be mandated to exercise more 1"esponsibility for m.aintain­
ing integrity, with stress on contimtou,s re·views of the internal 
controls of county and local gover'n'ments. 

8. DEVELOPMENT OF POINT BREEZE IN JERSEY CITY** 

The lands that lie along the J e:rsey City waterfront are among 
the most valuable and economically impol'tant in the state. The 
Commission in the Spring of 1971 investigated allega;tions of cor-

* See Report on Misappropriation of Public Funds, Atlantic County, a Report by the 
N(!w Jersey State Commission of Investigation, December, 1971. 

** See N ew Jersey State Commission of Investigation, 1971 Annual Report, issued 
March, 1972. 
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ruption -and other irreoula;rities' th d 
Breeze area ,of J erse °C" ill e evelopment 'Df the Point 
and an industrial par{. ltyS wate-rfrollt as a containership P.OTt 

The investigation revealed' I . inf . 
how a proper and need d d a c asslC, ormative e~ample of 
improper procedures P:bli ~vel~pme~t could be frustrated by 
a payoff to public officials ~ e~rlllgs ill ~ctober, 1971, disclosed 
missions and' , ImpIoper receIpt .of real es.tate com-
blighted 'areas l~~~gulgr:'t~prtOaChebs tto the use of state laws for 

g ax a a ement 
Two bills implementing SCI . . 

'Were enacted into l O· : . recommendatwns from, this probe 
and the other tighte:~ sta~~t~n;:prove~ ~he 'urban renewal process 
of pttblicly owned lands from Ir~c~r°,?tstonsto prevent a pu,rchaser 
fee attendant on such a purch vtng any part of the brokerage ase. 

l'/}' addition, the Commission refer· d 
tonal attthorities. A H ud C 1 e probe records to p'rosecu-
indictment oharging a forn:e

on 
J ottnty. Grand Jury retu1'ned an 

extorting $1 200 from an ffir ,er
l 
sey

f
'/, Ctty bttilding inspector with 

b . . } I 0 Cta 0 the P t J o tatntng money under fal t or ersey Corp. and 
, t d' se pre enses Th' t mc e of obtatning money und f . e tnspec or was con-

given a six-'Jnonth susp-ended er t alse pretenses and fined $200 and 
sen ence. . 

9. TACTICS AND STRATEGIES OF ORGANIZED CRIME * 

AI though not a "swo,rn" member of 0'1" , 
Gross, ,a forme.r Lakewood hot I t galllzed crlIDe, Herbert 
became during 1965-70 a virtual epaiter; t~r and real estate man, 
mellt in numberrs banks shylock 1 0 e, mob through involve­
securities land other activities In°anaope:atlOns, cashing of stolen 
term in 1971, Gros'S began in 'that or er t 0 shorten a S!ate Prison 
ment agencies, including the S.O.I. yeaT 0 cooperate wIth govern-

Gross's testimony during two d f . , 
OOmmiss~on in 1!ebruary, 1972, pin;~~nt~d ~~Zl~c t~anngs by. the 
of orgamzed crlille figures in ih 0 :'U ess operations 
ties back to underwodd bosses in

e 
No c~~n O~unty area and their 

Yo'rk Oity. His testimony and that r f er~ eW.J eDsey and. New 
how mDbste~s infiltrated a legitimate ~ t 01 bel' .Wltne:~ses detailed 
A former restaurant concession . 0 e llslness In Lakewood. 
becau.se ,oOf 'shylock loansarrang:

e 
t:;o!hat motel te~tified t.hat 

assoClatlOn, he lost assets of about d>60 OOO~h a:u orgamzed cr/lIDe 
op, III SlX months. 

* See N ew Jersey State C " 
February, 1973. omnusslon of Investigation, 1972 Annual Report, issued 
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Records of this investigation were made available tQ federal 
authorities who subsequently obtained an extortion-conspiracy 
indictment against nine organized crime figures rel,ative to a shy­
lock loan dispttte which culminated 'With an underworld It sitdown" 
or trial. New Jersey law enforce'ment officials testified at the S.C.I. 
hearings that the public exposure afforded by those sessions demon­
strated the need for conti,Yltually active vigilance against organized 
crime, particularly in rapidly developing a'reas. 

10. PROPERTY PURCHASES IN ATLANTIC COUNTY* 

The Oommission during 1971 received information that the 
S:tate may have overpaid for the site of the Stockton State College 
in Galloway Township, Atlantic Oounty. Subsequent field investi­
gations and private hearings extending into 1972 showed that 
payment of $924 an acre for a key 595-acre tract was indeed 
excessive. 

Substantially the s'ame acreage had been siold only nine months 
earlier by ,two corporations headed by 'some Atlantic City business­
men to a New York City-based land purchasing group for $475 
per acre, which was about double the per acre price of two 
comparable large-tract. Hales in the Galloway area. The Commis­
sion in 'a public report in June, 1972, cited two critical flaws 3JS 

leading to excessive overpayment for the land by the state: In­
adequate and misleading appraisals of land that had recently 
changed hands at a premium price, and a lack of expertise and safe­
guards in State Division of Purch3Jse land Proper,ty procedures to 
discover and correct the appraisal pr,oblems. 

The 1'eport stressed a nu'1nber of recommendations to insure 
that the Division WOttld in the jtttttre detect and correct faults 
in appra-isals. Key recommendations 'Were post-atJpraisal reviews 
by qualified experts and strict pre-qualification 0.1 appraisers 
before being listed as eligible to work for the state. The 1'ecorn­
mendations were promptly implemented by the Division. 

* See Report and Recommendations on Property Purchase Practices of the Division of 
Purchase and Property, a Report by the New Jersey Commission of Investigation, 
issued June, 1972. 
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11. BANK FRAUD IN MIDDLESEX COUNTY* 

Investigative aotivities during 1971 in Middlesex Oounty directed 
the Oommission's attention to Santo R. Santisi, then president 
of the Middlesex Oounty Bank, which he founded. A probe by the 
Commission's special agents and special agents/accountants con­
centrated on Santisi-controlled corporations, in particular the 
Otnas Holding o omp any. 

The probe uncovered schemes by Santisi and his entourage for 
the use of publicly invested funds in Otnas solely for their own 
personal gain, apparently illicit public sale of stock without the 
required state registration and misapplication by Santisi of 
hundreds of thousands of dollars of funds of the }'1:iddlesex Uounty 
Bank. Those funds were "loaned" to members of the Santisi 
group who either personally or through their corporations acted 
as conduits to divert the money for the benefit of Santisi and some 
of his corporations. 

D~£ring the first quarte'l· of 1972 the OO11'//YJl.,ission completed 
p1·ivate hea1'ings in this investigation but defen'ed planned p'ltblic 
hearings at the request of bank examine1·s who exp1·essed fears 
about the impact of adverse publicity on the bank's financial health. 
Instead, the S.O.I. referred data from this investigation to federal 
authorities who obtained indictments of Santisi and several of his 
cohorts on charges involving the misapplied bank funds. All 
pleaded guilty. Santisi was sentenced to three years in priso'l~. 
One of his associates was sentenced to a year in p'rison and two 
others received suspended sentences. 

12. THE OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL** 

In the summer of 1972' the Commission was requested by the 
~en ~ttorne! General of N~w Jersey, George F. Kugler, Jr., to 
mvesbgate his office's handlmg of the case of Paul J. Sherwin, 
the Secretary of State who was convicted on a conspiracy indict­
ment in connection with a campaign contribution made by a con­
tractor who had bid on a state highway contract. The request 
trigge:e~ an investigation which extended into early 197.3. The 
OOIDmlSSlOn took from 22 witnesses sworn testimony consisting 

* 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 Jersey State Commission of Investigation, issued January, 1973. 1 
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of more than 1,300 pages .of transcripts 'and also. introduced exhibits 
consisting of more than 300 pages. The Oommission, by unanimous 
resolution, issued in 1973 a 1,600-page report which ·was forwarded 
to the Governor and the Legislature and to all1'lews media. John 
J. Francis, the retired Associate Justice of the' New Jersey 
Supreme Court, served without compensation as Special Oounsel 
to the Oommission in the investigation. 

A primary conclusion of the repO'J't which climaxe/,l this inquiry­
a report which made public all recorded testimony and exhibits -
was that tt we find no reliable evidence whatever to 1"easonably 
justify a conclusion that Attorney General Kugler 'Was derelict ~n 
his law enforcement obligations." The report also attacked certa~n 
types of political campa'ign contributions as a tt malignant ?a'!1'?er 
in the blood stream, of our 1Joliticallife" and ~£rged the proh~b~twn 
of such contributions to public officials by those aspiring for gov-
ernmental contracts. 

13. THE WORKERS' COMPENSATION SYSTEM* 

New .Jersey's system for co~npensating individua~s for ,e;nploy­
ment injuries became durin&, the early 1970.s ~he ?bJ~ct ?f Intense 
scrutiny. In addition to e'VIdence .and statIstI.cS ll~dlCatmg faults 
in the system, there weJ:e pe~s;stent publ;she?- reports that 
irreo:ularities abuses and IllegalItIes were beIng' Ignored or con­
don:d. Mou~tin 0' complaints led the State Oommissioner of Labor 
and Industry to brequest an. investigation. That task, which was 
undertaken by the S.O.I., was one of the agency:s most comprehe~­
sive inquiries. The facts, as presented 8.it nIne days of pu~hc 
hearino.s in Trenton in }'lay-J une, 1973, documented abuses which 
includ~d unwarranted compensation claims, lavish gift-giving and 
entertaining questionable conduct by some judges, and the use by 
some lawfir~s of favored heat-treating doctors or "house doctors" 
who inflated claims by bill-padding. 

As a result of the investigation, three .Judges of Compensation 
were given disciplinary suspensions, with one of them eventually 
being dismissed from office by t~e Govern,0'!' After referral of 
data in this probe to prosecutorwl a~~thont~es, an Essex Oounty 
G'rand Jury dilL ring 1975 indicted two partners ot a law firm ar:d 
the firm's b'u,siness ma'itage'r on charges of consp~racy and obta~n-

* See Final Report and Recommendations on the Investigation o~ t~e Workmen'~ C9m-
pensation System, a Report by the New Jersey State CommlsslOn of InvesbgatlOn, 
January, 1974. 
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ing money under false preJ~enses in connection 'with the alleged 
heat-.treatment, bill-padding scheme exposed at the S.O.I.'s public 
heanngs. Also, the Waterfr'ont Oommission of New York Harbor 
usedCtt~e 'in:vest~g~t.zve t~chn.iques and m6tthodology establ,ished by 
the D.O.I. ~n th~s ~n1Jest~gatwn to uncover widespread Workmen's 
Oompensation frauds involving dock workers. 

14. MISUSE OF SCHOOL PROPERTY IN PASSAIC COUIQ"i"'Y* 

A ci.tiz~n's co;upl::int. received in J?,nuary, 1973, prompted the 
COmmISSIOn to mquue Into the handlmg and distribution. by the 
State of federal surplus property donated for use in schools and 
other institutions as well as questionable tra:-.o.sactions at the 
~as'3~ic Co:un~ Vocational and Technical High School in Wayne. 
.l..he. ,~ves:lgatIOn was capped by five days of public healringl3 at 
the PassaIC County Courthouse in Paterson. 

Tho hearings disclosed that the school's purchasino- ao-ent who 
a1 't b . . I:) /:) , so was 1 s usmess manager, faIled to obtain competitive prices 
for I?-any goods purchased, that substantial amounts of goods and 
serVIces were purchased through middlemen one of whom marked 
up prices by more than 100 per cent, and that regular payoffs were 
made to the school '8 purchasing agent. rr'he evidence also con­
firmed that the purchasing agent used some school employees and 
property for improvements at his home and that the school had 
bCGome a dumping ground for millions of dollars of feder~lly 
donated surplus property under a mismanaged state program. 

. This inve~tigation led to S.O.I. recommendations f01' administra­
t~~e ?orr.ectwe steps to establish an efficient p·rogrwm of state 
d~str1,b~ttwn of the .s1.trplus p~opert'Y and for improved procedures 
for school boards ~n ov(~rsee'/,ng p~trchasing practices. The State 
Board of Education 1'elayed the S.O.I. recommendations to all 
school boa1'ds in the state with inst1''/,wtions to be guided by them. 

l!'urther, .after 1'eferral of data from this probe to the State 
Onminal Justice Division, a State GralJtd Jury ,indicted Alex 
Smoll~ck, the school' s ma'!1'ag~r and purchasing agent, on charges 
of tak~ng nearly $40,000 tn ktekbacks. He was convicted of nine 
~ounts of ~ccepting bribes and was sentenced to one to three years 
tn stat.e pnson and fined $9,000. Superior Oourt Appellate Division 
early tn 1977 upheld Srnollock's conviction. Later, in lJ.:larch, 1977, 

* ~eeMNew Jersey State Commission of Investigation, Annual Report for 1973 issued m ~~~~ , 
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in. a civil suit by Passaic County freeholders and the Techn'ioal­
TT ocational High School, Smollock was o'rdered by Sttperior Oourt 
1;0 retu1'n salary he received dU1·ing suspension from school duties 
as well a·s the bribe ?noney. In February, 1978, he ag'reed under a 
Superior Oourt settlement to repay the cmtnty 'YJtOre than $50,000 
in 60 installments durin,q a five-yem' period ttpon completion of his 
prison term. 

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 trafficking 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 about drug 
trafficking. At public hearings in late 1973-, witnesses revealed their 
involvement in heroin and cocaine transactions in North Jersey, 
marked by accounts of a killing and an attempt by crime figures to 
persuade a witness to commit murder. Federal, state aud county 
authorities testified about the international, interstatrB and intra­
state flow of heroin and cocaine and problems of law lanforcement 
units responsible for the fight against illicit narcotics distribution . 

Hue to a combinat'ton of a reliable informant and a,n extensive 
follow-up investigation by S.O.I. agents, this probe ha:d significant 
colla·te1·al results. These included the solving of a gam/gland style 
slaying case and the busting of a stolen jewelry fencin:g 1'ing and a 
crime federation bttrgla1'y 'ring of more than 30 indivUuals. Both 
the Essex Oounty (N. J.) Prosemttor and the Lackawanna OOl.l,nty 
(Pa.) Disi'rict Attorney co?nplimented the S.O.I. for refe1·rals of 
probe data and otherwise aiding law enfo'tcement. The hearings 
also generated S.O.I. recommendations for an improved law en­
forcement attack on narcotics distribution and for revisions of the 
narcotics law, including sterne'!' penalties for non-addict pushers. 

Ii: Se'~ New Jersey State Commission of Investigation, Annual Report for 1973, issued 
in March, 1974. 
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16. PS~UDO-CHARITABLE FUND-RAISING ApPEALS* 

A growIng number of co . 
to sell by telephone ex b ~pames :vere e~tablished in New Jersey 
principally light bulbs

or i~ ~~ly hIgh-prICed household p:'oducts, 
workers. Although cliff' t ~ nrone of allegedly handIcapped 

. d . eren ID age siz d . PIoce ures, all created an'll' ' e an some operatmg 
handicapped throuo'h tele hI. US10n of charitable works for the 
references to "handica s~, ~~l~ sales pre.sentations which stressed 
th~ h:undreds, outragel upon le!~~.h!ndicapped." Consumers by 
thmlnng these profit-orient d . IDa they had been duped into 
complaints with the Stat eD?~s~nesses were charities, registered 
D' . . ' e IVlS10n of 00 Aff . IVIS10n sought a full SCI in . . nsumer all'S. That 
because of the broader' . , . vestigat10n of these pseudo-charities 
Oommission's investigatfurvlew ~f the Oommission's statute th~ 
Ft. ve recor and its public exposure pm~ers 

ac s put mto the pUblic l' d t h . . 
in. June, 1974, included: Th=~or eo a Ie earmgs .h?ld by the S.C.I. 
prICes of as much as 1100 p P were WIllmg to pay hio'h 

h I· . ,per cent above co t 1 b a 
P one so lCltors gave the illusion the ~ . on y ecause tele--
some companies used healthy Ii' Yt weTe' aldmg a charity· that 
h d' so Cl ors wh l' , an lcapped to induce sales' that " 0 c aImed they were 
were subject to prompt dism'issal JOt~~ltor~, handicapped or not, 
sales to assure a profit fo th y dId not produce enouo'h 

. r e owners' that a :5 
pa~y receIved a total of more than $1 ~. . n owner of one com-
buslne~s; that authentically handica mllho~ l~ four years from the 
by haVing to constantly dwell thPped,sohCltors could be harmed 
sales, and that pseudo-charita~t ell' a~lment~ in order to induce 
dollars each year that oth . appea s dramed off millions of 
charities.' erWlsel could be tapped by authentic 

Aqcess to data from this investi at' 
offimals both d~tring the probe /. 'tOn was offered to fede'ral 
hearings, 8~tbsequently the 0 anC, '/,'YJf'tmediately after the 1Jubli~ 
companies identified at tlM 8 C ;;ze~ 0 . one of the profit-making 
?f. another com1Jany were c7~a~;e~ ~~;~nfgs and the sales manager 
'/,t'tes. Both pleaded gu,ilty. raud by federal author-

A .n~tmbe'J· of bills to implement S ' 
chantable fund-raising field . . C.1. 1 ecommendations in the 
In A 'l 1 G 'Were 'tntroduced' th L . pr~, 977, overnor Brendan T B . 'tn e eg'tslatu,re. 
.to reqU'tre authorization by the Att' yrne s'tgned into law a bill 
* See F' 1 R orney General before corpora-

Com aci
a 

0 eport. an~ Recommendations on th '. 
Stat: CO~mis~i~~t~lI~~ a ti Pse!ldo-Charitable Ma~n!~v~tlf:bo~ bof Phrofit Oriented 

es gabon, September, 1974,' por y t e New Jersey 

78 

tions can identify them,selves as f~tnd 'raisers f01' the "handi­
capped" or the "blind." Another bin, to require professional 
fund raisers to pro'vide financia·l reports to the AttO'J"ney General, 
also cleared the Legislature and was signed into law by the 
Governor on December 15, 1977. 

17. THE DELAWARE RIVER PORT AUTHORITY* 

The State Executive Commission on Ethical Standards during 
1974 requested the S.C.I. 's assistance in investigating allegations 
of possible conflicts of interest of Ralph Cornell, then the Chairman 
of the Delaware River Port Authority. He had heen a commis­
sioner of that Authority since its inception in 1951. The reason for 
the request, as stated by the Ethics Commission, was that "the 
State Oommission of Investigation is better equipped in terms of 
personnel, resources and operating procedures to conduct this 
inquiry." 

The investigation involved the analysis of a virtual mountain 
of books and records of the Authority, corporations and banks in 
order to expose certain business relationships relative to subcon­
tracting work done on Authority projects. After holding private 
hearings on 14 occasions from March through August of 197*, the 
Commission issued a comprehensive public report on this inquiry 
and sent it to the Governor and the Ethical Standards Oommission, 
appropriately leaving to that Commission the final judgments on 
the full factual picture presented by the report. The Attorney 
OeD.eral's Office also was given copies of the report. 

In October, 1977, the Delaware River Port Autho'rity ag1'eed to 
accept a payment of $50,666 by Mr. Cornell as a 1'epayment of 
profits some of his firms made on A~tthority projects. The settle­
ment represented a compromise of the Authority's claim that the 
profits amounted to $64,330 and Mr. Cornell's claim that they we1'e 
$37,004. Port Authority counsel said the settlement was accepted 
to avoid" extensive expensive litigation." Cornell's counsel em­
phasized that the settlement was not to be regarded as an adrnission 
of liability. ]I!r. Cornell, who was absolved of any criminal wrong­
doing by the state in 1975, was not reappointed to the Author'ity 
when his term expi'l'ed in J amwry, 1975. 

* See Report on the Compatibility of the Interests of Mr. Ralph Cornell, Chairman of 
the Delaware River Port Authority, a Report by the New Jersey State Commission 
of Investigation, October, 1974. 
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18. THE GOVERNMENT OF LINDENWOLD* 

A citizP;~l 's letter alleginO' b . 
:S0rough of Linden~old a r~)i~l us~s lIn the government of the 
In Oamden Oounty "tua' . y aeve oped suburban community 

, n S receIved by the 00 " . 
part of 1973 One of the 1 tt ,. mnllsslOn ill the latter 
Oouncilman in Lindenw ld .Le. er s sIgnatories, a former Borough 
special agents, told not O~l ' ~~ ~ subsequent i.nterview with S.O.I. 
but also of official corruPti~n ;u.~:,s concer~lng .ethical standards 
office $5,000 he received b t' e OJ: ought Wlth hun to the S.O.I.'~ 

d f ' u never spent as h' h f rna e or votes favorable t 1 d d ,., IS S are 0 payoffs 
Th . . 0 an evelopment projects. 

e OomnnsslOn obtained b t . 
man's story of amorality' thSUBs anhal corroboration of this 
dIne oroUD'h's ays of l)ublic hearings in T' t ,b government. At three 
mission heard testimon r en on In December, 1974, the Oom-
$19~,500 had been paid by s~~o~ed by numero:us exhibits that 
offiCIals in reblrn for favor' bl t evelopers to Lmdenwold public 
B ' a e reatment and . 

orough government, that a Borou 11 . cooperahon of the 
had accepted sUbstantial am t f offiCIal and a county official 
land subject to the officials' r~unl s t? cash from companies owning 
officials used strawmen to masf~~a :on, and that Lindenwold public 
were offered for sale.by the Bo~~~~~,purchases of properties which 

The p'rincipalS.C.I. recommendation ste . 
was for enactment of a tough conflict of . mm~ng f'rom this hearing 
formly on a statewide basis t II ~nterest law to apply uni-
L 'l t' 0 a county and m " l eg'tS a wn 11zeeting the SCI' t d d' un'lC~pa officials. 
lature, . . . s s an a?' s ~s pending in the Legis-

T~e S.C.I. referred the Lindenwold rob 
Justwe Division which obtained Stat~ Gre ;;cords t? tl~e Criminal 
1975. Former Mayor William J M D d a Jury ~nd~ctments in 
John Piper pleaded quilty t'o b' 'b

c 
a e and real estate developer 

S t b . n ery and consp' 7: ep e?~~ er 26, 1977, as their trial wa h ~racy c ~arges on 
Counczlman .Arth~tr W S h 'd s se eduled to start. Former 
and former GO~tncilma~ Dcoem~' ~aSs tfoU~d fluilty on three counts 
t ' ~mc ra'n2et'''' wa f d . 
wo counts after thei1' trial concluded 0 t b s Oun gmlty on 

coer 5, 1977. 
* See New Jersey Stat C .. 

March, 1975. e ommlSSlOn of Investigation, 1974 Annual Report' d' . ,ISsue In 
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19. LAND ACQUISITION BY MIDDLESEX COUNTY* 

The Oommission received a series of citizens' complaints during 
the Spring' of 1975 about alleged overpayment by the Middlesex 
County government for purchase of certain lands for park purposes 
under the State's Green Acres program. A preliminary inquhy 
by the Oommission indicated that overpayments had occurred and 
that faulty r91al estate appraisals and insufficient review of those 
appraisals by the Oounty's Land Acquisition Department and 
by the State's Green Acres unit were at the root of the problem. 
Accordingly, ·the Commission authorized a full-scale investigation 
of the County's land acquisition procedures' and related Green 
Acres' program practices. Public hel8Jrings were held in Trenton 
in: January, 1976. 

As a result of the S.O.I.'s exposures in this i'l1lVestigation, the 
Administrator of the County's Land Acquisition Depadment was 
suspended f'rom his post, and the County government moved to 
institute a more stringent process of checks and balances on land 
acquisition proced~tres. Even before the S.C.1. completed its 1976 
hearings, arrangements were being formalized voluntarily by state 
officials, alerted by the Commission's findings,. for the transfer of 
the Green Acres appraisal and post-app?·aisal review and control 
system from the Department ,of Environmental Protection to the 
Departm.ent of Transportation - one of many genet'al and tech­
nical recommendations by the C01mnission that were implernented 
as a result of the inquiry. In addition, data from the S.C.I. investi­
gation was refe'rred to prosecutorial a~tthorities. 

The Middlesex Grand J~try i11llJestigated the conduct of the 
Middlesex County Land .Acquisition Department and its former 
.Adminsi'l·ator as a 1"esult of allegations raised during public hear­
ings b11 the S.C.I. On September 27, 1976, the Grand J~try 'returned 
a presentment in which it said that while it fo~md it no provable 
affirmative c'ti.minal act" by the Administt·ator, H it does feel that 
his actions in that capacity indicated an insufficient expertise and 
lack of concern to perform his office in the best interests of the 
citizens of lJiiddlesex OO'ltnty." The G·rand Jury also noted that 
he solicited and collected political contributions from the same 
people with whom he dealt as depa1'tmental administrator. 

The Grand Jury's presentment noted that "since the pub lie 
hearings of the State Commission of Investigation inJan~tary, 1976 

,.. See New Jersey State Commission of Investi~ation, Annual Report, for 1975. 
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fife Freeholders of Middlesex 00 
twl corrective actions "H unt'J{ have already taken s·ubstan-
office of Land Acquisition A~'l-::Z::S~' ~: urge~, in addition ~hat the 
ated" from solicitation and r~ or be cO,'Jrt.pletely d?'sassoci­
and also that" all of the co :olleffict~on of pohtwal cont'l'ibutions 
contracts be forbidden f un yo, c~a,ls 'Who control the awa'l'd of 
d · 'd rom sol?,C'/,t1,ng t "b t' 

W'l uals Over 'Whom th h con '11, U wns from in 
I A ~ ey ave the p t -
n Ug~lst 1981 the jill'ddZ OWer 0 award contracts " 

fil ' ) ) CI' 'I, esex f'l' Z ld b . 
1,ng of a s~iJit against 31 ~e W er oa'J'd a~iJthorized the 

$1 'll' , compan'tes and ' d' 'd 
.6 n'/,'/, wn 1,12 overpayments for J.l '1,11 2m uals to recoup 

by the S.O,I. probe. par c ·ands that had been 'J'evealed 

20. PRE-PAROLE RELEASE IN THE PRISONS* 

. The OOmmission dUl'ino'1974 d . 
mg abuses of the pre-p:role af 1975 receIved complaints alleo.-
co~rectional system. The 1'0 r;aease :programs of New Jersey~s 
re-mtr?ducinginmates to so~ief .ms, aImed at the worthy goal of 
~duc~t,lOn releases and commu~t mcluded furloughs, work releases, 
mqUl~les to evaluate the com l:i~ele~se~. Lengthy preliminary 
effectiveness and goals of tI P, ts mdicated clearly that the 
gross misconduct attributab:

e 
flograms were being subverted by 

supervision of the programs.
e 

0 weaknesses in the operation and 

Acc~rdingly, the Commission b 1,', 

a~thorlze~ a full investigation. YT~~o. dhon m September, 1975, 
Wl~h publIc hearinO's beinO' held d . probe extended into 1976 
Prmcipal disclosur~s at th; he'~rm' ur~ngl ~fay and June of 1976' 

gs me uded. . 
II !al~ification of furlough and other . 
phcatlOns to gain premature Ant . types of ap­
programs. ~- ry mto the release 

e Establishment of favored status f . 
~nd a resulting system of barter' . f or some l:unates 
mg monetary exchano'es amon ~g or

t 
favors, mclud-

• 0 g lllIDa es. 
The ease with which wo 'k d . 

releases could he ripped 1f1 : ucatlOnal. and other 
supervision in hands of tho. ectause of msufficient 
• Th' .' emma es themselves. 

e IntrUSIOn of a bart f f 
transfer of inmates from er- 01'- avors system for the 
penal institutions. one to another of the various 

'---* See New Jersey Stat C ., 
April, 1977, e ommlSSlOn of Investigation Eighth Annttal R . , 

eport, lssued In 
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As the Oom'mission stated publicly, its probe and hearings were 
aided substantially by Ann Klein, the former Oom'fnissioner of 
Institutions and Agencies who became 00'n2missioner of Human 
Services, and by Robert J. lJIIulcahy, 3d, the former Deputy Oom­
missioner of Institutions who, as the first Oommissioner of a new 
State Department of Corrections, initiated major 'refo'l'ms of prison 
furl 0 'ugh procedures, 'Phese changes included elimination o.f 
inmate supe'l'vision of the furlough program and the provision of 
funcls for non-inmate control of it, as the Oommission had recom­
mended. 

In addition to these 'J'eforms, a series of indictments and arrests 
resulted afte'J' the Oom'Jnission referred its facts and public hear­
ings transm'ipts to the Attorney Gene'ral and other appropriate 
prosecuting authorities. 

The Attorney General announced in January, 1977, the indict­
ment by the State Grand Jury of five former inmates of Leesb~iJrg 
State Prison on charges of escape in connection with alleged 
fraudulent obtaining of furloughs from the p'rison, 

The State G'rand J1,iJ'l'Y also indicted a since-dismissed clerk, of 
Trenton State Prison fM' false swea·ring and perj~try as a result 
of her testimony on p'rison furlo,ugh abuses d~iJring the Oommis­
sion's p1'ivate and p1,tblic hearings. A glar'ing ab1£se involving the 
ex-clerk was the utilization of a bogus CO~iJrt opinion to obtain a 
s~tbstantial reduct'ion in the p1'ison sentence-and therefore the 
premat~tre release-of one inmate, Patrick, Piz~tto, known to law 
enf01'cement a~£thorities as an ~iJnde'l'ling of the late Anthony (Little 
P~£ssy) Russo, a seashore ?nob figure. This disclosure at the 
S.O.I.'s hearing led to the immediate reincarceration of Pizuto, 
who was subseq1.tently indicte(l, for murder and on federal banl~ 
fra'lul charges. On December 8, 1977, Superior OO'lt'rt Appellate 
Division dismissed as moot Pie·uto's appeal f'rom his reincarcera­
lion. Piz~iJto subseq~iJently became an informant for law enforce­
ment a~£thorities 'investigating underworld crimes and is in the 
federal witness protection program. 

21. THE NEW JERSEY MEDICAID PROGRAM* 

In December of 1974 Governor Brendan T. Byrne requested the 
State Commission of Investigation to conduct an evaluation of 
New Jersey's system of l\ledicaid reimbursement. 

* See New Jersey State Commission of Investigation 1975, 1976 and 1977 Annual Reports, 
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The extent to which thi $400 'n' 
care for the poor was u~del: s·m~~on-a-ye~r pr09ra~ of health 
Oom.~ission and various other illl ~neo:us .IDvestIgatlOn by the 
plexihes of the various fun t' ~gen~Ies mdICated both the com­
they were misused and ab C 10dnstlnVo ved and the degree to wInch 

. use a great public cost. 
Durmg the course of its 'b th . . . 

Governor on an update ba~i~o f:~ ~. OommIs.slOn reported to the 
pattern based on the re' m lIDe to ~lIDe-an operational 
and financial cost of a P aIDlse, l~ter substantIated, that the social 
health care delivery s~~t rent Wl~spread exploitation of the huge 
tory and regulatory cO~'r~~~i:~u warrant u:gent interim statu­
entire investigation shows th~ ~- chr?n?loglCal charting of the 
pUblic steps: OIDmISSlOn took the following 

. • ~ URSING HOMES-An initial ublic 
AprIL 3, 1975, exposed serious fla p. report by the S.O.I. on 
of New Jersey's method of w~ In the rental and related phases 
caid-participating nursing ~~~~~r y cost .r?imbursements of ~redi­
was that inflated reimbursem t' ~n~ crItIcal conclusion of which 
inflated profits to greedy ent~ e~ sc Ie ules allowed unconscionably 

! e]J.reneurs at heavy cost to t axpayers. 
• OLI:rICAL LABORATORIES_A forma ~' 

on AprIl 23, 1975, detailed dano'ero" I iub1f>c S.O.I. pronouncement 
cedures in certain independent r '~S ~ poor conditions and pro ... 
mended swift legislative enactme:t ~~: lab?ratories and recom­
Subs<:quently the Legislature a,ppro~~'ed pendl~g remedial measure. 
the hIghly effective Olinical L'lboI'at . an Ad .,he Governor signed 

( or16S ct. 

, • OLINI~AL LABORATORIES*_~lb.e Oom . . 
1975, a serIes of public hearinO's fhat ff m~~slOn conducted in June 
caid, was being bilked by SO~Ie" ide e~ Ively exposed how ~fedi~ 
through false billino. and l~ickbac~ epen t~nt clinical laboratories 
The S.O.I.'s probe ~nd re~ommends pt;ac l~es, among other evils 

f 11 d a IOns In this vital . ;vere 0 owe by major reforms. Th M d' 'd area also 
Independent clinical laboratories w:s de ICt~l;anua~ regulating 
abusive activities and the ..v.a"V"~'I"n f ra~ lCa y reVIsed to bar 
lb· J..Ll 4..U..Uum ee sChedule f . 
a . oratories was reduced by 40 p t T or re~mbursing 

these improvements alone were eset~::t~d a~x~;~er ~~ylllgS from 
fiscal year ending ,J~ne 30, 1976. . . IDl IOn for the 

* See New Jersey State Commission of Investigation, Annual Report for 1975. 

8.4.' 
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. • NURSING HOMEs*-The final'S.C.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 valne 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. 

• "MEDICAID MILLS"**-How some doctors, dentists and pharma­
cists corrupted the system was dramatized by the Oommission's 
expose of over-billing and over-utilization practices that bared a 
loophole; potential for far wider abuse of the Medicaid system. 

• MEDICAID HOSPITALS**'l!<-Utilizing its staff of accountant­
agents, all S.O.I. team made an jn-depth assessment of the emerg­
ing rate-regulating and 1\1edicaid reimbursem~nt process 'affecting 
.hospitals with substantial Medicaid in-patient care. This was done 
to determine the adequacy, if any, of fiscal controls by -supervisory 
public agencies to insure the system's efficiency, economy and 
integrity. Such an unusually complex analysis of methods of 
controlling hospital costs was vital because of the huge impact of 
such eosts on the Medicaid program. 

A. 'i1lztmber of statutory and Iregu'zato'ry steps were taken in re­
spo'nse to the revelations of ab~tses and exploitation of the 1I1edicairZ 
system following-and even during-the Commission's invesUga­
tions, interim reports and p~tblic hea·rings. The,se actions included 
the Legislature's enactment of a New Jersey Clinica~ Labotatory 
lmprovernent Act, as well as a law increasing maximwm penalties 
for bilking the 111 edicaid program thrmtgh ovm-billing and false 
billing. 

Many of the Commission's recommendations were expeditiously 
adopted by the Division of Medical Assistance and Health Services 
as a result of the S.C.1.'s clinical laboratory hearings. 

The inflated fee schedule - which facilitated the making of 
financial i1'l,d~tCement type payments from, some labo'ratories to 
their physician customers - was reduced 40 17er cent. Language 
in the program laboratory manual was tightened to clearly pro-

* See New Jersey State Commission of Investigation, Annual Report for 1976. 
** See New Jersey State Commission of Investigation, Annual Report for 1976. 

*** See Report of New Jersey State Commission of Investigation on Hospital Phase of 
The Medicaid Program. April, 1977.' . 
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scribe the practice by ~oh' h II l b 
ticular tests to lar 'to sma .. l! oratories subcontracted par-
marked-up the cofte ;;f!:er:-c~laC'll'tt1,es and then, in manyins~ances, 
profits at the ta ' an 300 per cent and reaped w'l-ndfall 
prohibits the bre:r%yer s expense. The manU/),l now explicitly 
separate procedures ~~~ ~{ aut~m~te~ c1ompo.nent-part tests into 
each to the end that a lab z~ su m'ts~wn of b'llls to Medicaid for 
profile which costs less tha~'l$;~re%ew~.between $60 and $80 f01" a 
for analyzing and screenin . 0 0 pe1 form. .A. computer system 
sion took steps to insure if{ grOUp tests :vas developed. The Divi­
cedures performed and f ta /~~ratonles fully identify the pro­
regard, a requirement w~r 'lfll'lC payment 'lS requested. In this 
intermediary) that all cl ~.1,m~os~d u1?on Prudential (the fiscal 
billing-which was effectt1,1'?S e d1,~em'lzed in detail. Aggregate 
requeBto for reimbur8emen~~ ~se y some labs to mask improper 
adopted a hard line wt"th 1,8 no longer tolerated. The Division 

. ~ 'respect to the fl f . d 
pa1Jmentsl,n any form 1,Ohatev b tw ow 0 1,n ucement type 
customers.' er e een labo)ratories and physician 

The Division cured a glarin weak 
expertise in clinicallaborator g ness by employing more staff 

y processes and procedures ,. 
At the conclusion of the second h . 

probe of gr08s profiteering in M d' P .~se of. the Commission's 
m October) 1976 the Commisso e 'lOa1, nurs1,ng home facilities 
qui~ing /1fll public disclosure oW:h~rged that Senate 1!ill 594, re­
bU8'lne88 1,1zterest in nursing h f s~ who have financ~al or other 
to ~liminate practices that s~;~:~eJ ~ubstantially strengthened 
patzents to lJpeculators. l'his bill wit· 'z Zealth care .dollars from 
sub8eqUently was amended on th' ;0 /, tad passed ~n the Senate 

'fA fI- Sf 0 . e .L:Lssembly fl' , wz ~,flle I. ./.'8 recommendations Tl . 001' ~n accordance 
cleared both the Assembly and th 8 /,e rev'lsed measure then 
in September, 1977. I e enate and was signed into law 

.Additionally, subsequent to the issztanc . . 
on Nursing Eomes, the Oommission ersist: ~f ~ts P1,nal Rep01't 
New Jersey's system of property co~t . bd 1,n ~ts efforts to have 
nursing homes restructured along the l:e'tm ursement to Medicaid 
missi 1n . ~nes suggested by th C on. r;;ose agenczes have accepted th C '. e om-
mendation, which will show a savings of e hOmm'lSSMn recom_ 
'tIna d'" as mztc as $6 mill' vl;j r, aCcor ~ng to tne Di1'ector of th D' . . . ~on per 
ance and l1ealth Services. lie w~swn of J/!led~cal Resist-

pertain unusually alarming aspects of the Comm' . , 
plwated M edicaia inquiry such as th Z" Z Z b ~ss~on scom-

, .1 . e c mwa a oratory abuses 
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and the evils of the "m.edicaid mills," helped to spur corrective 
efforts. In fact, the clinical laboratory phase was a pioneering 
probe that revealed for the first ti111,e the ha1'd facts about 'l.tnscrup'l.t­
lous ripoffs of the system. These disclosures resulted in the ap .. 
pearance of Commission officials befo1'e the U.S. Senate Committee 
01'11 Aging and the U.S. House of Representatives Subcommittee O?~ 
Ove'tsight and Investigation. 

22. ORGANIZED CRIME AND CASINO GAMBLING IN 

ATLANTIC CI'I'Y* 

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 investigative 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 Oommjssion's monitoring of 
organized crime activities linked to the development of the new 
gaming industry in Atlantic Oity had uncovered enough evidence 
of an actual intrusion of legitimate business to "warrant public 
hearings in keeping with the S.O.I. 's statutory mandate to alert 
and inform the citizenry. 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 been a target of legislative restraints and over which regulatory 
controls, where they existed at all, were inadequate and only 
casually enforced. 

* See New Jersey State Commission of Investigation Report on Casino Gambling, April 
13 1977' also Ninth (1977) Annual Report; also the Commission's Report on the 
In~ursio~ of Organized Crime into Certain Legitimate Businesses in Atlantic City, 
January 12, 1978. 
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The Oommission conducted four days of public hearings; in 
August, 1977, during which a succession of witnesses, including 
organized crime figures, revealed through testimony the machin­
ations of mobsters in such legitimate enterprises as cigarette vend­
ing ~achines, bars, restaurants, hotels and gambling schools. The 
he~rIngs c~nfirmed the cooperative interest in casino gaming 
spIn-off actIOn by Angelo Bruno, boss of the Philadelphia-South 
Jersey crime family, and cohorts of the Gambino crirrie family of 
the New York metropolitan area. Bruno himself was a witness. 

On January 12, 1978, the Commission made public a report that 
emphasized a recommendation to more effectively prohibit the 
acceptance of applicants with organized crime backO'rounds for 
licensure as cigarette vending agents of the state or as

o 
owners and 

operators of ventures under jurisdiction of the Alcoholic Beverage 
Control laws. 

Based on the 0 ommission' s recommendations, two bills 'were 
sponsored by 8,enator Steven P. Perskie, D-Atlantic. One bill, 
8-3008, was, d~~~gned to st1'~ngthen the licensing req'l.tirements of 
~he 8tate Dw~swn of Taxatwn for those involved in the cigarette 
~ndustry and the other, 8-3010, sought stronger licensing standards 
for the Alcoholic Beve1'age Oommission. The purpose of these bills 
was "to i1n1Jede organized cri11!,e from using vario'l.ts sUbterf'llges to 
cam01.rflage the ,actual owne1'sh~p and control of legitimate business." 
8enato-r PeTsk~e's bill~ 'I1!ere appro-~ed by the 8enate in lI1.ay, 1979, 
b'l.tt only 8-30108, perta~n~ng to the mga1'ette industry passed in the 
Assembly and was signed into law i1~ FebrUa"t"Y, 1980.' . 

23. PRIVATE SCHOOL ABUSES OF SPECIAL EDUCATION 
FUNDS* 

~uring the ~arly 1?art of 1977, increasing complaints and alle­
gatIOns wer~ CIrculatmg throughout the state about alleged abuses 
b'y non-public schools of N ew Jersey's $26 million Special Educa­
tI~n program for ~eve,rely handicapped children. The State Oom­
IDlSSlO~ of InvestIgatIOn was the recipient of a number of such 
complaInts, 

By June, the Commission's staff was pursuing fresh reports of 
questionable activities if not outright misconduct by some non':­
public schools. Inquiries in the field were supplemented by in-depth 

* ?ee New Jer~ey State Comn~ission of Investigati?n Report on Misuse of Public Funds 
in the Operation of Non-pubhc Schools for HandIcapped Children, May 18, 1978, 
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auditing of actual expense budgets ,and hundreds o~ bank checks, 
vouchers, purchase orde-rs, and IDlscellaneous busIness records. 
These inquiries and audits ·confirmed the misuse of large sums of 
money that had been earmarke~ for the education of more th8;ll 
5 000 children too seriously handIcapped to be served by the publIc , 
s-OOools. 

The Commission held public hearings on January 19 and 20, 
1978, and on May 18, 1978, issue~ its formal re~ort to the Gover~or, 
the Legislature and the publIc. The S.C.I. s recommend!1tI?ns 
centered on its findings of inadequate staffing a~d malfnn~tIOmng 
of the Education Department's Branch of SpeCIal Edu~atIOJ?- and 
Pupil PersOlmel Services, the absence of a clear, deta~led lIst of 
allowable and non-allowable private school expenses, In~~equ~te 
record keepino' and reporting requirements for partICIpatmg 

o 'd schools, and an inefncient rate-settmg proce ure. 

Several bills focusing on problel1!,s bared by, the Oomm~ssion's 
investigation a·nd hearings were H~trod1~ced ~n the, Leg~slature 
in 197'8 du'ring the drafting and d~sC'l.tsszons of whwh the 001!1'­
missio',; maintained contact with appropriate legislato'fs and leg~s-
lative c01nmittee aides, 

24. ABUSES AND IRREGULARITIES IN THE BOARDING 

HOME INDUSTRY* 

The Commission'S investigation of abuses a~d irregularit~es, in 
New Jersey's boarding homes focused on an Industry conSIstIng 
of an estimated 1,800 facilities serving upwards of 4?,OOO p?~p.le, 
most of whom are elderly and disabled. These boarding faCIlItIes 
were assio'ned to one of two categories-licensed or "unlicensed." 
The form~r 0TOUP consisted of about 275 boarding homes under 
State Depart~ent of Health licensure. But the uJ?-licensed ca~egory 
was further divided, the largest subgroup of whICh was subJect to 
nominal registration and inspection by the State DeI?ar~m~n~ of 
CODllllunity Affairs. A smaller bloc came under local JurIsdictIO!1' 
Finally, 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 

* 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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lax enforcement of whatever standards that did exist for regulat­
ing and otherwise monitoring their activities. 

The overall target of the Commission's investigation included 
hundreds of boarding homes of wide-ranging quality and size 
o:perating under v~rj?us governmental entities, and subject t~ 
dIsparate and conflictmg laws and regulations-or no controls at 
all. Many operators were untrained for their tasks and all too 
often, callous and greedy in the management of their ho~es and 
the, t:~atment of their bo-arders. 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. 

Due to the complexity of the issues involved the Connnis­
sion was -obliged to extend its public hearings thr~ugh an entire 
week. In aU, ,about 60 witnesses were questioned durinO' the five 
public hearing days-Monday, June 26, through Friday I:> June 30 
1978. Olose to 200 exhibits were introduced. ' , 

In a. 260-page report issued in November 1978 the Commission 
~sted a. score of :ecommenda~ions to resol~e basic pr-oblems caus­
lJ!-g the most se~lOus abuses ill the boarding home industry. De­
sIgned to -expedite the development of more humane secure and 
rehabilitative surroundings for elderly and infirm b'oarders the 
proposals were submitted with a belief that they could be en~cted 
and implemented realistically from the standpoint of available 
personnel and limited funds. 

. The most importa~t recommendation called for centralization of 
licensure ~~ SUpeI'VlSory c?ntrols over boarding facilities, Since 
the C01llI11lsswn felt that somal services rather than health services 
shoul~ be the primary concern, it proposed concentration of con­
trols ill the Department of Human Services that were divided 
amo~g three departments-Health, Community Affairs and Human 
ServlCes. 

The C~~s~ion ~ot~d th:~.t its proposal would center licensing 
and monlLor,mg, 0 bhgatlOns Ina ~epartment which possessed the 
most expertIse ill the area of somal -services, Moreover the D _ 
partment of Human Services, through its Division -of Ment~ 
Health and Hospitals, controlled the flow of de-institutionalized 
~or~~r mental patients from hospitals to the community, Such 
mdIVlduals made up most of the boarding home population wh' b 
demanded special attention. Ie 
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After hearings in which the S.O.I. partioipated, the Legislature 
enacted a new state law designed to provide greater protection for 
boarding home residents. This law, which took effect on Septe'111r 
ber 1, 1980, established a bill of rights f01" boarders and set more 
stringent state standards for the operation of facilities. However, 
it did not include the S.O.I.' s prima'l"y '1'eco'Y}'I/}nendation to centralize 
overall control responsibilities in a si?~gle agenoy of state 
government. 

Also during 1980, J oh9~ J. Fay, the State Ombudsman for the 
l11Jstitutionalized Elderly, filed a class action suit on behalf of 16 
recipients of SSI checks seeking it declarative and injunctive relief 
and damages" It"om seve9~ licensed bOQ/l'ding home Ope1"ators for 
allegedly withholding all or part of the boarders' Federal Energy 
Allowance chec7(js. The defenda'Jtts inclt~ded one operator in Long 
Branch who had invoked his 5th Amendment privilege against 
self-inc'l"im"inati011J 32 ti1nes when he appeared as a subpoenaed 
witness at the S.O.I.' s public hearings on boarding home abuses. 
In additio'lt, the S.O.I. provided the House Select Oommittee on 
Aging and the Federal General Accou'Jtting Office with copies of 
its report on boarding homes and audits and other data resulting 
from the Oommission's investigations in support of a Oongres­
sional inquiry into the nation's boarding homes. During this 
inquiry, the House OO'1nmittee s~tbpoenaed the reoords of a Oamden 
boarding home which had been a target of the S.O.I.'s investiga­
tion and public hearings. 

25. ABUSES OF NEW JERSEY'S ABSENTEE BALLOT LAW* 

The Commission's public hearings in late 1978 on absentee ballot 
abuses and irregularities climaxed a prolonged series of inquiries 
by the S.C.I. and other state and county law enforcement agencies, 
and by the press, in numerous localities of the state', These in­
vestigations confirmed a widespread and flagrant disregard of a 
law that, although enacted with the intention of safeguarding the 
sanctity of the ballot for eligible voters unable to go to the polls 
in person, was so ambiguously constructed as to invite fraud at 
every step of the absentee voting procedure, So inadequate was 
this law-as probes by Attorney General John J. Degnan's office 
and by various county prosecutors particularly illustrated-that 
effective prosecution of obvious violators was practically im­
possible. The statute '8 contradictions, restrictions and loopholes 

* See New Jersey State Commission of Investigation annual report for 1978 . 
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defied" the -most vigorous pl'osecutorial' attempts to indict and 
convict individuals who coerced voters to advance their own 
personal and political ambitions, who improperly distributed and 
collected absentee votes in bargain-basement fashion and who 
forged sig?-atur~s and altered ballots. Because of the' persistent 
statutory lllpedullents, the Attorney General launched with the 
S.C.I: a cooperative effort to expose these violations to public 
scrutmy. It was felt that, by utilizing the Commission's traditional. 
fact-finding and public hearing functions, resultant public aware­
ness of and concern about the situation would spur enactment of 
essential reforms. 

, Both during and after the CO?11/}nission's investigation and publio 
hearings into offioial abuse and m,isuse of the Absentee Ballot .Law 
constant communication was 11'/,aintained with legislative and exec~ 
~ive offic~als on the problem of statutory Ireforms. The task of clos­
~ng electwn law loopholes to further improprieties was particularly 
difficult bec.aus~ of the necessity. to make requlired changes that 
would not ~nfnnge on the const~tut~onal privilege of all eligible 
voter's to cast a secret ballot for cand~dates of their choice. A series 
of. law amendments were drafted after discussions with legislators -
w~th affected law. e?~fo?"cen:ent entities and with the Sec?"etary" 01 
State. The C01nm~sswn believes that the unity of pu/rpose and eff01:t 
by l!ewJersey's law enforcement comm'l,tnity and the Legislature 
beh~nd the P?"oposed A.bse'(Ltee Ballo~ Law refonns was pivotal in' 
the ena.ctme'l}t of a b~ll 'tmplement~ng the Commission's recom­
mendatwns ~n 1981. 

26. -INCORRECT INJURY LEAVE PRACTICES* 

, During. t?e course. of. the Commission's investigation of county 
and mUlllClJ?al pu~hc Insurance transa~tions~ an. interim public 
report wa,s Issued In an effort to proscrIbe mIsguIded procedure's 
th.at. ha~ a!ready cost ~ounty a~d muni~ipal employees at least $1 
:rullion ill illcorrect s~Clal s~curity and Income tax deductions dur­
mg the fiv~-year perIOd p~IOr to 1979 from wages paid to these' 
empl?yee~ ill accorda:r:tce :vrth governmental injury leave policies. 
~he ill.terlID report highhghted recoIllTIlendations to bring to an 
m1I1ledlate halt such wrongful tax deductions and to expedite 
efforts to assist such employees recoup their losses before a three-

* See New J e~sey State Comm!ssion .of Inv~stjgation "Report and Recommendations . 
Incorrect Injury Leave Practices," issued In January, 1979. on 
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year statute of limitations barred recovery for improper deduc­
tions. 

As a result of the interim report's recommendations, inappro­
priate tax deductions were largely halted, efforts we?'e made at 
both the state and cmmty levels to assist workers in reco~tping 
losses from such deductions, the illegal d01,tble-checlv practice was 
discont'inued in Burlington and Essex and a legislative effort bega'1'b 
to . amend state law· to eliminate neeclless administrative costs of 
workers' compensation programs in all counties. 

In the June, 1980, issue of State Government News, an article 
noted that nearly all of the 43 state gove?'mnents that voluntari'ly 
contribute to Soc'ial Secu'rity are pe'rhaps 1,mnecessarily 'making tax 
payments on employees' sick pay as well as on wages. The article, 
which noted that the Oouncil of State Governments was monitoring 
this problem, made the following obse1'vation applicable to the 
period subsequent to the iSS'Hance of the S.C.I.' s interim report: 

"Many states may be entitled to refunds for retroacti~e pay­
ments of FIOA on sick leave under the three-year statute of limi­
tations. New Jersey anticipates a savings of $3 million a year, and 
the state has claimed retroactive adjust?nents." 

27. INADEQUATE 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, 
parti-cularly to achieve a more coordinated investigative relation­
ship with qualified medical examiners than now exists. 

D1,£lring 1980 proposed revisions of the State Medical Examiners 
Act, and related; statutes, were being developed by Dep1,£ty Attorney 
General William F. Bolan, Jr., chief of the Oriminal Justice's 
Division ot Ed'ltcational and Legislative Services, and State 

* See New Jersey State Commission of Investigation "Report and Recommendations on 
the Investigation of Sudden Deaths," issued in November, 1979. 
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Medical Examiner Robert Goode. These proposals will be subject 
to fu,rther rev~ew by the Governor's office, county prosecutors and 
medwal exam~ne'rs, and the S.O.I., p'rior to submission by the 
Governor of a refo'rm bill to the Legislature. 

28. QUESTIONABLE PUBLIC INSURANCE PRACTICES BY 
GOVERMENTAL ENTITIES 

Following 3, three-day pUblic hearing, the Commission issued a 
3~7-:page _re~ort on public ins~_l1'ance problems and abuses in 1980. 
Ooples of this report are avmlable at the Commission's oflice. 

29. ORGANIZED CRIME INFILTRATION OF DENTAL CARE 
ORGANIZATIONS 

A tI:ree-d~y ~ubli.c hearing in December, 1980, climaxed an 
S.~.I. mveshg~tlOn that confirmed the incursion of organized 
crlIDe elem~nts Into ,dental care plans negotiated by private entre­
preneurs \vlth certam labor unions See Pp 49 59 f tl . I t C . '. - '-' 0 lIS allnua 
repor . ?p~es of the Commission's full report are available t 
the ComllllsslOn's oflice. a 

30. INVESTIGATION OF THE NEW JERSEY HOUSING 
FINANCE AGENCY 

The COI~llnission issued its report 011 its HF A probe' .A 'il 
1981. COPleS are available at the O. ill PI, 
P 53 f omnussion's office. Also see 
. . 0 _ this allllualreport. 
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ApPENDIX II 

S.C.I. STATUTE 

New Jersey Statutes Annotated 52 :911i-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. 

52:9111-1. O'reati01~; members; appointment,' chairman; terms; 
salaries; vacancies. There is hereby created a temporary State 
Commission of Investigation. The Commission shall consist of 
:rour members, to be known as Com111issioners. 

Two members of the Commission shall be appointed by the 
Governor. One each sllall be appointed by the President of the 
Senate and by the Speaker of the General Assembly. Each meml)er 
shall 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 
admitted to the bar of this State. No member or employee of the 
Commission shall hold any other public oflice or public employ­
ment. Not more than two of the members shall belong 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 member of the 
Commission 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 of the State. 

Vacancies in the Commission shall be filled for the une:A'}Jired 
terIn in the same manner as original appointments. Vacancies in 
the COlmnission shall be fliled by the appropriate appointing au­
thority within 90 days. If the appropriate appointing authority 
does not fill a vacancy within that tinle period, the vacancy shall 
be filled by the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court within 60 days . 
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A vacancy in the Commission shall not impair the right of the 
remaining members to exercise all the powers of the Commission. 

Any determination made by the Commission shall be by major­
ity vote. ":&1:ajority vote" means the affirmative vote of at least 
three members of the Commission if there are no vacancies on the 
Commission or the affirmative vote of at least two members of the 
Commission if there is a vacancy. 

- N otwithsta~ding the provisions of section 1 of this act ( C. 
52 :9M-1) and m order to effect the staggering of terms of membel's 
of. t~le Cornmiss!on notwithstanding the term for which they were 
ongmally appomted, the terms of the members appointed after 
December 1, 1978 shall be as follows: the first member appointed 
by the Governor, 36 months; the second member appointed by the 
Governor, 18 mouths; ihe member appointed by the President of 
the Senate, 30 months; the member appointed by the Speaker of 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-1). 

52 :9JJ1-2. D~tties and ~owe1·~. T~e Co~mission shall have the duty 
and power to conduct mvestIgations ill connection with: 

a. The faithful execution and effective enforcement of the laws 
of the State, with particular reference but not limited to orO'anized 
crime and racketeering; b 

b. The conduct of public o~cers and p.uhlic employees, and of 
officers and employees of publIc corporatIons and authorities' , 

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

52:9JJ1-3.' Additional d1tties. At the direction of the Governo-r 01' 

by concurrent 1:8solution of the Legislature the Commission shall 
conduct hlvestigations and otherwise assist in cOIDlection with: 

a. The removal of public officers by the Governor' . . , 
. b .. The making ~f recommendations by the Governor to any other 
person or body, WIth respect to the removal of public officers' , 
, c. ~'he .malting of recommendat~ons by the. qovernor to the Legis­
l~t~re WIth respect to changes ill or addItIons to existing pro­
VJSlOns of law required for the more effective enforcement of 
the law' , 
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d. The Legislature's consideration of changes ir: or ~dditio~s .to 
existing provisions of law required for the more effectIve admIms­
tration and enforcement of the law. 

52:9JJ1-4. Investigation of 11'/,anagement or affai1"s of stf!te depart­
ment OIl' agency. At the direction or request of the LegIslature by 
concurrent resolution or of the Governor or of the head of any 
department, board, bureau, com.mission, auth~rity or other age~cy 
created by the State, or to whICh the State IS a J?arty, the C01n­
mission shall investigate the management or affaIrs of any SUCll 
department, board, burea~~ commission,. al;thority or ?ther agency; 
provided, 11Owever, that If the COmnllS~lOn determmes that the 
requests for investiga.tions from the LegIslature, ~h~ Governor. or 
the head of. any department, board, bureau, COITIJ:russlOn, autho:Lty 
or other agency created by the State~ 0'1' to whIch the St~te IS .a 
party, exceed the Commission's capaClty to perform such mvestI­
gations, they may, by resolution, ask the Govern.or 0: the Attorney 
General or the LeO'islature in the case of a LegIslatIve request, to 
review those requ;sts upon which it :finds itself unable to proceed. 

Within 5 days after the adoption of 'a. resolution aut~orizin.~ a 
public hearing and not less than 7 days 'prIOr to that publIc hearmg, 
the Commission shall advise the PresIdent of the ~enate ~d the 
Speaker of the General Assembly that such pub.lIc hearmg .has 
been schedu1ed. The President and the Speaker shall, aft~r reVIew­
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 a public hear­
ing, advise tIle Governor and the .I..Ieg~slature. of any: recommenda­
tions for administrative or LegIslatIve actIOn whIch they have 
developed as a result of the public hearing. 

Prior to making any recommendations ~oncerning a bill or.1'e,so­
lution pending in either House ~f. the LegIsla~ure, the Comm~sslOn 
shall advise the sponsor of such mIl or resolut~on and th~ chaIrman 
of any standing Legislative Committee to w~llch such bl.ll or reso­
lution has been referred of such recommendatIOns. 

52:9JJ1-5. Ooopm"ation with law enf01'cement officials. Upon l"e­
quest of the Attorney. General, a co~t! prosecu~tor or any ot~er 
law -enforcement offiClal, the ComnussIOn shall. coope~ate WIth, 
advise and assist them in the performance of theIr offiClal powers 
and duties. 
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. 52:9111.-6. Oooperat-io,!, with Federal Government. The Commis­
SIOn shall cooperat~ wIth departments and officers of the United 

rStates ~ov:ernn:-ent In the investigation of violations of the Federal 
..laws WIthin this State. 

52:9111.~7. 1fxam~n~tion into law enforcement affecting other 
states. T~le CommIssIOn shall examine into matters relatin to law 
enforcement extending across the boundaries of the C!t gt . . t 
other states' ad. It 0 a e In ,0 ffi .' ,n . may conSH and eXCha11ge information with 
o cers and agencIes of other states with respect to law enforce­
ment problems of mutual concern to this and ot]ler states. 

52 :9~1-~. Reference of evidence to other officials. Whenever the 
CO~lssIOn ?~ allY employee of the Commission ohk'l.ins any infOT­
m:: IOn or. eVl. ence of a reasonable possibility of crinlinal wrOll . 
~Ing,> or ltt~hallfappear. to the Commission that there is cause f~; 

e pIosecu IOn or a CrInle or for the removal f bI" 
for misconduct, the inform~tion or evidence of s~cI: c~~~n IC offi~el' 
conduct shall be called to the attention of the Att .L. e 3r mlsi a~ too: as p;r:a~ticablo by the CommiRsion, unless thOer~e:mm~~:i~~ 
~I~ch !e~~~r:~~ ~~i=~ d~e~~~~ift~\ s~e~~~l ~i~cums~~nces exi~t 
deuce. However if the Commi . In orma IOn or eVl-
mission o.b~a.ins' any informati:l~~ ~~i~~~c:~~?ye:. of th: Com­
a?le ~OSSlbllity of an unauthorized disclosur :ca. mg a. I eason­
VlolatlOn of any provision of tIns act such infe of l~ormatlO~ or a 
shall be immediately brought by th~ Commis o~a t IOn

t
] or eVlde~ce 

of the Attorney General.' SlOn 0 Ie attentIOn 

52 :9111-9. Exec'utive di'1'ectO'J" counsel· e l 
sion shall be authorized to appoint and ~m m~ oyees. ~he Commis­
move an Executive Director Counsel I p rY ~d at pleasure re­
and such other persons as it may de:m nves Iga ors, .Accountants, 
to Civil Service; and to determine their d~~~essary, 1Vlth~ut regB;rd 
I)r compensation within the amounts a ~s and :fi"'{ therr salarIes 
gators and accountants appointed bv~lrobrlate~ t~lerefor. Investi­
have all tile powers of peace officers. ~ Ie omnnssIOn shall be and 

52:9l!I-!O. A'11Inual report,- '1'ecommendations' oth 
COIlL."'TIlSSIOn shall make an annual re ort t } er reports. The 
L~gi~lature which shall include its re~omme~lci~~ Governor and 
nnSSlOn shall make such further interim t a IOns. The Com­
and Legislature, or either the;eof as it ~~~~r dS to t~ ~overllor 
as shall be required bv the Gover~or o'r b eem a visable. or 
of the Legislature. ~ y concurrent resolution 
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52:9111-11. Infor111,ation to public. By such means and to such 
extent as it shall deem appropriate, the Commission shall keep the 
public informed as to the operations of organized crime, problems 
of crinlinallaw enforcement in the State and other activities of the 
Commission. 

52:9M-12. Additional powers,- warrant for arrest; contempt of 
court. With respect to the performance of its functions, duties and 
powers and subject to the limitation contained in paragraph d. 
of tIns section, the Commission shall be authorized as follows: 

a. To conduct any investigation authorized by this act at any 
place within the State; and to maintain offices, hold meetings and 
function at any place within the State as it may deem necessary; 

b. To conduct private and public hearings, and to designate a 
member of the Conllnission to preside over any such hearing; no 
public hearing shall be held except after adoption of a resolution 
by 'majority vote, and no public hearing shall he held by the Com­
mission until after the Attorney General and the appropriate 
county prosecutor or prosecutors shall have been given at least 
7 days written notice of the Commission's intention to hold Buch a 
public hearing and afforded an oppOl'tmnty to be heard in r1espect 
to any objections they or either of them may have to the Com­
mission's holding such a hearing; 

c. To administer oaths or affirmations, subpoena witnesses, com­
pel their attendance, examLlle them under oath or affirmation, and 
require the production of any books, records, dOClIDlents or other 
evidence it may deem relevant or material to an investigation; and 
the COlllll1ission may designate any of its members or any member 
of its staff to exercise any such powers; 

d. Unless otherwise instructed by a resolution adopted by a 
majority of the members of the Commission, every witness attend­
ing before the Commission shall ,be examined privately and the 
Commission shall not make public the particularf of such examina­
tion. The Commission shall not have the power to take testimony 
at a private hearing or at a public hearing unless at least two or 
its members are present at such hearing, except that the Commis­
sion shall have the power to conduct private hearings, on an investi­
gation previously undertaken by a majority of the members of the 
Commission, with one Commissioner present, when so desig1.1ated 
by resolution; 
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e.- Witnesses summoned- to appear before the CoIiunission shall 
be entitled to receive the same fees and mileage as persons sum-
moned to testify ill the courts of the State. < 

If any person subpoenaed pursuant to this section sha.!l neglect 
or ref?-se to obey the command of the subpoena, any judge of the 
SuperIOr Court or of a county court or any :Municipal l\£agistrate 
may, on proof by affid~vit of service of the subpoena, payment or 
tende~ of the fees reqmred and of refusal or neglect by the perSOll 
to obey the. command of the subpoena, issue a warrant for the 
arre~t of saId. person to bring him before the judge or magistrate, 
who IS authorIzed to proceed against such person as for a contempt 
of court. 

No pers.on may be required to appear at a hearing or to testify 
at. a heanng :unless there has been personally served upon him 
prIOr to the tlll1e when he is required to 'appear a copy of P L 
1968, C. 266 as .amended and supplemented, and' a gen~Tal st~te~ 
ment of the subJect of t~le ~,:estigation. A copy of the resolution, 
s~atute, order or ~ther prOVISIOn of law authorizing the investiga. 
tIOn shall be furmshed by the Commission upon request thetl'efor 
by the person summoned. 

.A. witn~ss summoned to a hearing shall have the right to be 
accompan~ed ~Y counsel,. who shall be permitted to advise the wit­
ness of.t..hIS rIghts,. subJect to reasonable limitations to prevent 
obst:uct,IOn of or IDterfer~nGe with the orderly conduct of the 
hearmg. qounsel for any w;tness who testifies at a public hearing 
may subll1lt proposed questions to be asked of the witness releVaIJt 
to the ;m8;tters upon which t~e witness has been questioned and the 
ComnllssIOn s~all as~ t~e 'Y:tness such of the questions as it may 
deem approprIate to ItS mqUlry. . 

A . conlplete an.d accurate record. shall be kept of each public 
hea:mg and a WItness .shall be -entrtled to receive a copy of his 
tes~lll1ony. at such he~rillg at hi~ 0;rn- exp.ense. W11ere testimony 
whI~h ~ WItness h3;s gI:ven a~ a pl'lva'ce hearmg becomes relevant in 
a crlll1lnal proce~dm? ill w~ch the ~tness is a defendant, or in any 
subse9uent hearmg ill .which the, wI~ness is sunmloned to testify, 
the WItness sh.all be entitled ~o a_c~py of such testimony, at his oWn 
expense,.pr.oYlded the same IS .available, .and provided further tImt 
the f~l'lllshing of such copy WIn not preJudice the public safety or 
securIty. 

A witness who testmes at any. hearing shall have the right at 
the conclusion of his exannnation to file a brief Sworn statemenl. 
relevant to his testimony for incorporation in the record. " 
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The Commission shall notify any person whose name the Com­
mission believes will be mentioned at a public hearing. Any person 
w hose name is mentioned or will be mentioned or who is specifically 
identified and who believes that testimony or other evidence given 
at a public hearing or comnlent made by any member of the Com­
mission or its counsel at such a hearing tends to defame lnm or 
otherwise adversely affect his reputation shall have the right, 
either in private or in public or bOtil at a reasonably convenient 
time to be set by the Commission, to appear personally before the 
CommissiOIi. and testify in his own behalf as to matteI'S relevant 
to the testinlony or other evidence complained of, or in the alterna­
tive, to file a statement of facts under oath relating solely to 
matters relevant to the testimony or other evidence complained 
of, wInch statement shall be incorporated in the record. 

Nothing in t:his section shall be construed to prevent the· Com­
mission from granting, to witnesses appearing before it, or to 
persons who claim to be adversely affected by testimony or other 
evidence adduced before it, such further rights and privileges as 
it may determine. 

52:9M-13. Powers and duties unaffec.ted. Nothing contained in 
Sections 2 through 12 of this act [chapter] shall be construed to 
supersede, repeal or limit any power, duty or function of the 
Governor or any department or agency of the State, or any 
political subdivision thereof, as prescribed or defined by law. 

52 :9JJ1-14. Request and receipt of assistance. The Commission 
may request and shall receive from eyery department, division, 
board, bureau, commission, authority or other agency created by 
the State, or to which the State is a party, or of any political sub­
division the"reor, cooperation and assistance in the performance of 
its duties. 

52 :91Jtf-15. Disclos~/Jre forbidden; state?nents absol1.ttely 2Jrivi­
leged. a. Any p"erson conducting or participating in any examina­
tion or investigation 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 autilOrized 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-
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ti?n .01' investigation, except as directed by the Governor or Com­
mlssIO~, ?r any person other than a member or emplovee, of the 
Con:nus~IOn or any person entitled to assert a legal privilege who 
co~u:! mto p?sse~sion of or knowledge of the substance of an)~ 
pen g examlllatIOn or investigation who fails to advi th 
Attorney General and the Commission of such .se . e 
lrnowledo. d t d Ii posseSSIOn or 

. . be an 0 e vel' to the Attorney General and the Com-
:-S~IO: a~ly: documents,01' materials containing such information 
'" a e gmlty of a mls,demeanor until September 1, 1979 whe~ 
such person shall be gmlty of a crime of the third d A 
member or 1 f egree. ny 
section shall e~p ~yee, 0 dtlfle Co~ssion who shall violate this 
em 1 t 

e Sllllsse rom his office or discharg'ed from his 
p o"JTffien. 

b. Any statement made by a b f tl . . 
employee thereof relevant t~ anmen: e~ 0, Ie Commlss.lOn o~ an 
tive activities of the Oommi ' y IP\~~eeding before or mvestIga­
such privilege shall be a c::po~:e l~ f e abstolutely pl~vileged ~nd 
or slander. e ellse 0 any actIOn for hbel 

c. Nothing contained in this section shall in 
Commission from furnishino. info ' , any ~ay prevent the 
required lJY this act or from fur '1r;lat~o~ or maklllg reports, as 
ture, or to a stand~o. refer lllS lll~ 11 ormation to tIle Lfjgisla-
resolution duly adopted by :~~:n~~lh:llt~ee, th~reof, pl!l'suaut to a 
suant to a duly authorized subp g re eIenbee comnuttee or pur-

'd d h oena or su poena duces tee 
proVl e, owever, that nothing herein shall b ddt urn, 
the Comrrtission from seel-ing fro t e eeme 0 preclude 
tion a protective order to ~void c::U a ~~ur o~ competent jurisdic­
duces tecum. P ,""nce WIth such subpoena o!' 

52:9JJ~-16./mpo~mding exhibits)· action by Superior Oourt U 
the applIcatIOn of the Commission or a duly autI . d . pon 
its ~t~ff, the Superior Court or a judO'e thereof :.rlz~ member of 
exhIbIt marked in evidence in any public or p"';, t aY

h lll1pound any 
t ' 'th . ., .1..1. va e earlng held in connec Ion WI an lllveahgatIOn conducted b the C '. 

and may order such exhibit to be retained b ~ . Onll11ISSIOn, 
placed in the custody of, the COlmnission vVh~~ l' ~ehvered to and 
exhibits shall not be taken from the cu~tody o~o t~~p~~nde~ s?ch 
except upon further order of the court made upon 5 d mmrssl?n, 
to the COlllnlission 01' upon its application or wI'th 't ays notlCe I s consent. 

52:9JJl-17. Immunity)· orde1'; notice; effect of immu't I' 
the COUI' f . t' t' m y. a, f III " se o· any mves 19a IOn or hearing conducted by the C~ 
mISSIOn pursuant to this act, a person refuses to answer a questi: 
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or questions or produces evidence of any kind on the ground that 
he will be exposed to' criminal prosecution or penalty or to a 
forfeiture of his estate thereby, the Commission may order the 
person to' answer the question or questions or produce the re­
quested evidence and confer llmnunity as in section provided. 
No order to answer or produce evidence with immunity shall be 
made except by majority vote and after the Attorney General and 
the appropriate county prosecutor shall have l1een given at least 
7 days written notice of the Commission's llltention to issue such 
order and afforded an opportunity to be heard in respect to any 
objections they or either of them may have to the granting of 
immunity. 

b. If upon issuance of such an order, the person complies thel'e­
with, he shall be inll11une from llaving such responsive answer 
given by hinl or such responsive evidence produced by him, or 
evidence derived therefrom used to expose him to criminal proseC'u­
tion or penalty or to a forfeiture of his estate, except that such 
person may nevertheless be prosecuted for any perjury committed 
ill such answer or in producing such evidence be prosecuted for 
willful refusal to give an answer or produce evidence in accordance 
with an order of the Commission pursuant to Section 13, or held 
in contempt for failing to give an answer or produce evidence in 
accordance with the order of the Commission pursuant to Secti on 
11; and any such answer given or evidence produced shall be 
admissible against him upon any criminal lllvestigation, proceed­
ing or trial against him for such perjury, or upon any investiga­
tion, proceeding or trial against him for such contempt or willful 
refusal to give an answer or produce evidence in accordance with 
an order of the Commission . 

c. If the Commission proceeds against any witness for contempt 
of court for refusal to answer, subsequent to a grant of immunity, 
said witness may be incarcerated at the descretion of the Superj or 
Court; provided, howeve,r, that (1) no incarceration for Civil 
Contempt shall exceed a period of 5 years of actual incarceration 
exclusive of releases for whatever reason; (2) the Commission 
may seek the release of a witness for good cause on appropriate 
motion to the Superior Court; and (3) nothing contained herein 
shall be deemed to limit any of the vested constitutional rights of 
any witness before the Commission. 

Any person who shall willfully refuse to answer a question or 
questions or produce evidence after being ordered to do so by the 
State Commission of Investigation in accordance with the act to 
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which this act is a supp1ement P. L.1968, C. 266 (C. 52 :9M-l etseq.) 
is guilty of a high misdemeanor until September 1, 1979, when su~h 
person shall be guilty of a crime of the second degree. N otwith­
standing any other provision of law, no person lll1prisoned pursu­
ant to this section shall be eligible for parole or reconsideration 
of sentence upon a showing that after imposition of the sentence 
he testified or furnished the required evidence at a time when the 
Commission's needs were sUbstantially met. Action against such 
person shall ensue upon a complaint sig11ed by the chairman upon 
resolution of the Commission. Such complaint shall be referred for 
prosecution to the Attorney General. 

The tr~al of a defendant for an indictment made pursuant to this 
act shall be stayed pending the disposition of any review on appeul 
of the Commission's order to testify and the indictment shall be 
dismissed if the order to testify is set aside on appeal or if, witllin 
30 days after ths order to testify is sustained on appeal, the 
defendant notifies the Commission that he will comply with the 
order and does so promptly upon being afforded an opportunity to 
do so. 

Any period of incarceration for contempt of an order of the 
Commission shall be credited against any period of imprisonment 
to which a defendant is sentenced pursuant to subsection a. of this 
section. 

· 52:9111-18. Severability; effect of partial invalidity. If any see­
tion, clause or portion of this act [chapter] shall be lllConstitu­
tional or be ineffective in whole or in part, to the extent that it 
is not unconstitutional or ineffective it shall be valid and effective 
and no other s~ction, clause or provision shall on account thereof 
be deemed invalid or ineffective. 

52 :9M-19. Joint committee of legislature to review activities. 
Commencing in 1982 and every 4 years thereafter, at the first 
annual session of a 2-year Legislature, within 30 days after the 
organization of the Legislature, a joint committee shall be estab­
lished to review the activities of the State Commission of Investi­
ga tion for the purpose of: (a) determining whether or not P. L. 
1968, C. 266 (C. 52 :9M-1 et seq.) should be repealed, or modified 
and (b) reporting thereon to the Legislature within 6 months unles~ 
the tilne for reporting is otherwise extended by statute. The joint 
committee shall be composed of seven members, two members to 
be appointed by the President of the Senate, no more than one of 
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whom is to be of the same political party, two members to be 
appointed by the Speaker of the General Assembly, no more than 
one of whom is to be of the same political party, and three members 
to be appointed by the Governor, no more than two of whom shall 
be of the same political party. 

52:9111-20. This act shall take effect immediately and remain in 
effect until December 31, 1984. 
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which this act is a supplement P. L.1968, C. 266 (C. 52 :9M-1 et seq.) 
is guilty of a high misdemeanor'until September 1,1979, when su~h 
person shall be guilty of a crime of the second degree. N otwith­
standing any other provision of law, no person imprisoned pursu­
ant to this section shall be eligible for parole or reconsideration 
of sentence upon a showing that after imposition of the sentence 
he testified or furnished the required evidence at a time when the 
Conmrission's needs were substantially met. Action against such 
person shall ensue upon a complaint signed by the chairman upon 
resolution of the Oommission. Such complaint shall be referred for 
prosecution to the Attorney General. 

The trial of a defendant for an indictment made pursuant to this 
act shall be st.ay?d pending the disposition of any review on appeal 
of the ConunIsslOn's order to testify and the indictment shall be 
disnrissed if the order to testify is set aside on appeal or if witIlin 
30 days after. the order to ~es.tify is sustained on app~al, tIle 
defendant notlfies the ConunIsslOn that he will comply with the 
order and does so promptly upon being afforded an opportunity to 
do so. 

Any period of incarceration for contempt of an order of the 
Co~ssion shall be ~redited against any period of imprisonment 
to which a defendant IS sentenced pursuant to SUbsection a. of this 
section. 

52:9111-18. Severability; effect of partia! invalidity. If any see­
tion, clause or portion of this act [chapter] shall be IDlConstitu­
tional or be ineffective in wllOle or in pa,rt, to the extent that it 
is not unconstitutional or ineffective it shall be valid and effective 
and no other s~ction, clause or provision shall on account thereof 
be deemed invalid or ineffective. 

52 :9111-~9. J. oint committee of legislature to review activities. 
Oommencmg In 1982 and every 4 years thereafter at the first 
annual session of a 2-year Legislature, within 30 d~ys after the 
organization of the Legislature, a joint committee shall be estab­
lished to review the activities of the kltate (Jonunission of investi­
gation for the purpose of: (a) determining Whether or not P. L. 
1968, C. 266 (C. 52 :9JYI-l et seq.) should be repealed, or modified 
and (b) reporting thereon to the Legislature within 6 months unles~ 
the tiine for reporting is otherwise extended by statute. The joint 
committee shall be composed of seven members, two members to 
be appointed by the President of the Senate, no more than one of 
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whom is to be of the same political party, two members to be 
appointed by the Speaker of the General Assembly, no more than 
one of whom is to be of the same political party, and three members 
to be appointed by the Governor, no more than two of whom shall 
be of the same political party. 

52:9111-20. This act shall take effect immediately and remain in 
effect until December 31, 1984. 
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